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Introduction
What Lives On

                  Recent years have seen the emergence of ‘
                  
                    postmemory’
                    
                  
                  as a field of study concerned mainly with the ‘transgenerational’ impact of personal and social
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  . This raises important questions about the mechanisms and
                  
                    ethics
                    
                  
                  of transmission of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  across generations as well as about the
                  
                    responsibility
                    
                  
                  for acts carried out ‘in our name’ but not with our agreement or involvement. It has practical implications for how much ‘
                  
                    acknowledgement’
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    ‘reparation’
                    
                  
                  should be required of people for things done by their ancestors. It is especially timely in the context of cultural and political movements demanding recognition of historical wrongs and their continuing effects into the present. It also registers the kind of
                  
                    experience
                    
                  
                  that
                  
                    Jonathan
                    
                    
                  
                  Boyarin (1996, p. 143) is reflecting on when he writes, ‘the future has collapsed upon itself, and we are burdened more by what we come after than by what awaits us.’ The feeling he has – and he is referencing here a specifically
                  
                    Jewish
                    
                  
                  , but nevertheless widespread, sensitivity – is that we move forward in
                  
                    time
                    
                  
                  carrying (‘burdened by’) what has happened in the past and that this is more concrete than any consideration we might have of future possibilities, hopes and dreads. Or perhaps we should say that the past
                  enthralls
                  us; it captivates us – with all the ambiguities of being enticed but also enslaved that these words contain.
                

                  The technicalities of the notion of ‘
                  
                    postmemory’
                    
                  
                  will be examined in Chapter
                  1
                  , in particular the question of what the ‘post’ refers to and of the distinction between the repetitive and intrusive way in which some past experiences – even those that are not one’s own – can insert themselves into the ongoing life of those who have in some way witnessed them, as against the capacity to take hold of these experiences and do something with them. This latter capacity is termed by
                  
                    Marianne
                    
                    
                  
                  Hirsch (2012) ‘
                  
                    postmemorial work’
                    
                  
                  and seen as involving rethinking or ‘
                  
                    working through’
                    
                  
                  the past rather than being caught in its embrace. The link I would make here is with a way of processing the past that honours it and acknowledges its
                  
                    power
                    
                  
                  , yet also – to use the vocabulary of
                  
                    haunting
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    ghosts
                    
                  
                   – lays it, as far as possible, to rest. It will immediately be obvious that this small caveat, ‘as far as possible,’ is an important one both as a question about what
                  can
                  be done to resolve the legacies of
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  , and what
                  should
                  be done. Maybe there is a limit to what is possible but also what is ethically and historically necessary; maybe it really is the case that there are experiences of the recent (or some might claim even quite distant) past that can never be resolved and always have to live on in order for their significance for contemporary social and personal formations to be recognised. The legacy of
                  
                    slavery
                    
                  
                  could well be the prime example here, though not the only one –
                  
                    genocides
                    
                  
                  and displacements,
                  
                    colonialism
                    
                  
                  and its depredations continue to haunt, and perhaps they always will, whatever acknowledgments are made and
                  
                    compensations
                    
                  
                  are paid. We continue to live with these historical realities and their effects. The title of
                  
                    Christina
                    
                    
                  
                  Sharpe’s (2016) meditation on blackness,
                  In the Wake
                  , speaks directly to this point. Black people in particular, but all of us in different ways, live ‘in the wake’ of the slave ships that uprooted, transported and degraded and destroyed the lives of twelve million or more Africans, and built a western ‘developed’ world on the back of this criminality, and wrecked the continent from which the slaves came. This wake continues to spread without dissolving, catching everything in its path, troubling the waters. ‘
                  
                    Working through’
                    
                  
                  this in pursuit of calm may not be possible, nor might it be ethically defensible: that is, we should continue to be troubled, even if we are called upon to think and act in response to its call.
                

                  If there are legitimate limits to what can and should be forgotten or forgiven, however, there is no legitimacy to the decision to avoid encountering the legacies of this ‘past’
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  , especially when – as it always seems to do – it stretches out into the present or ‘post’ situation. Such a decision is really a refusal or
                  
                    denial
                    
                  
                  , to give it the name with which it now reveals itself in the political sphere.
                  
                    Denial
                    
                  
                  is a process of repudiation, sometimes unconsciously motivated because
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  of what has happened or is happening is hard to bear (this is its psychoanalytic meaning) but often consciously motivated and then rationalised (‘it wasn’t so bad’; ‘there are others who have suffered as much’; ‘we were violated too’; ‘it was a long time ago’).
                  
                    Denial
                    
                  
                  converts ‘known knowns’ into ‘unknown knowns’ – which again is a psychoanalytic formulation referring to the things we really do know but hide from ourselves and from the world. The
                  active
                  nature of this process is very marked:
                  
                    denial
                    
                  
                  is
                  work
                  , yet the opposite of ‘
                  
                    working through’
                    
                  
                  , which is a way of becoming more aware and facing up to the
                  
                    truth
                    
                  
                  of one’s experience.
                  
                    Denial
                    
                  
                  , on the other hand, is a mode of
                  
                    resistance
                    
                  
                  to knowledge; as
                  
                    Jacqueline
                    
                    
                  
                  Rose (2007, p. 21) puts it, ‘it is the mind at
                  
                    war
                    
                  
                  with itself, blocking the path to its own freedom and, with it, its ability to make the world a better, less tyrannical, place.’ This last phrase is crucial: the ability of the mind to improve the world depends on its capacity for thought and reflection, and in particular for openness to pain and the consequences of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  , including one’s implication in the
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  of others. This is what is being referred to through the
                  
                    language
                    
                  
                  of acknowledgment and
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  in which this book partakes; this too is what is being named when individuals and groups who have experienced significant harm demand recognition of what has been done to them. The capacity to open out to others’ experience is also part of a broader requirement for the setting of
                  
                    ghosts
                    
                  
                  to rest, one which recurs explicitly and implicitly in every chapter of this book: the demand for
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  . In a refrain to which I shall return, Yosef
                  
                    Hayim
                    
                    
                  
                  Yerushalmi (1989) proposes that the antonym to
                  
                    forgetting
                    
                  
                  is ‘
                  
                    justice’
                    
                  
                  .
                  
                    Avery
                    
                    
                  
                  Gordon (1997) also sees the requirement for
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  as the reason why we should attend to the needs of
                  
                    ghosts
                    
                  
                  : something has been left undone that needs to be put right, and it is this that we are called on to do by all the
                  
                    hauntings
                    
                  
                  and postmemories we might encounter in ourselves and others. Something lives on; this can be a
                  
                    consolation
                    
                  
                  , as in our recollections of loved figures, but in the context of the kind of material with which this book deals it is also a demand and a statement about what it is to live an ethical life. The exploration of
                  
                    postmemory
                    
                  
                  and the
                  
                    occupation
                    
                  
                  of the ‘
                  
                    second generation’
                    
                  
                  by the deeds and experiences of the previous one (a major strand in this is
                  
                    Holocaust
                    
                  
                  
                    memory
                    
                  
                  ) is the focus of Chapter
                  1
                  of this book, where some of the issues of ‘post’ness are revolved in an attempt to begin the process of understanding what it might mean to live with the burden of ‘what we come after.’
                

                  This introduces what is perhaps this book’s primary concern: what it means to be a
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  to
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  and to the
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  . I have tried to keep systematically to a distinction here between the
                  
                    testifier
                    
                  
                  , who has actually experienced an
                  
                    event
                    
                  
                  and is in some way
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  about it, and the
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  who is responding to this
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  ; but these positions are also intertwined, as the
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  can be traumatised or the
                  
                    testifier
                    
                  
                  may feel that she or he is bearing
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  to an experience that rightfully belongs to others. Indeed, this might be part of the confusion of temporality that constitutes
                  
                    postmemory
                    
                  
                  : one who should be in a position of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  (for instance, the child who hears or absorbs the parent’s
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  ) is instead dragged into a state of experiencing the
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  as if it were her or his own. Naming this state of mind as ‘
                  
                    postmemory’
                    
                  
                  might be helpful in distinguishing it from a genuine first-person
                  
                    memory
                    
                  
                  ; but in addition, recognising it as a form of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  can be a way of sympathetically responding to the way
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  can get inside people and make them feel as if there is no distinction between themselves and the
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  other. There are various more precise psychoanalytic terms for different aspects of this experience (for example,
                  
                    identification
                    
                  
                  , projection, projective
                  
                    identification
                    
                  
                  ), relating to differing possible mechanisms whereby one might feel infected by someone else’s state of mind, and this variegated vocabulary is a very useful one. However, the central idea is for now all we might need: there are
                  
                    times
                    
                  
                  and conditions of emotional intensity, rooted in certain sorts of relationship (especially that between children and their parents), in which it can be hard to make out whether an experience we might have is our own or someone else’s. In those circumstances, understanding when we are
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  something powerful and how it might affect us – including how it might invite us to turn away from it – is a crucial step towards locating where it belongs.
                

                  But how can we sustain a
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  stance that does
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  to an experience of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  ? Much of this book is concerned with the question of what it means to be an ‘
                  
                    implicated witness’
                    
                  
                  , understood as someone who is called upon to respond to a
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  because they are somehow connected to it. I try to explore how
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  can be done without
                  
                    silencing
                    
                  
                  a
                  
                    testifier
                    
                  
                  , which means finding a way to respond without either turning away too fast, or colonising the experience by making it one’s own. Chapter
                  2
                  takes this up with some ‘mythical’ examples from
                  
                    Jewish
                    
                  
                  texts, namely the Biblical story of
                  
                    Lot’s wife
                    
                  
                  and two stories by the great nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
                  
                    Yiddish
                    
                  
                  writer, Isaac
                  
                    Leib
                    
                    
                  
                  Peretz. Through these examples I examine the process of ‘
                  
                    turning back’
                    
                  
                  , suggesting that this motion (which in the context of
                  
                    Lot’s wife
                    
                  
                  might be interpreted as a maternal urge) can be a loving way to bear
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  , though it can also – as symbolized by
                  
                    Lot’s wife’s
                    
                  
                  calcification – become a process of traumatic over-identification, in which the
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  relives the original
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  , bringing it down on herself. Yet
                  
                    turning back
                    
                  
                  and/or staying with another’s
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  is clearly a deeply humane act in which one responds to another’s call irrespective of the price one might have to pay oneself. Despite the risk of multiplying
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  , is this not an ethical response? Interestingly, the protagonists of this part of the story are all mute: the two daughters of Lot who
                  
                    remain
                    
                  
                  in the doomed city of
                  
                    Sodom
                    
                  
                  have nothing to say for themselves, and
                  
                    Lot’s wife
                    
                  
                  does not speak even when she looks back to see what is happening and even when she is turned into the famous pillar of salt. Does
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  breed
                  
                    silence
                    
                  
                  ? One reading of the two
                  
                    Peretz
                    
                    
                  
                  stories presented here is that they are meditations on a different possible response to
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  :
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  out. In one story,
                  
                    Bontsha the Silent
                    
                  
                  (Peretz 1894),
                  
                    the
                    
                    
                  
                  wronged hero is defined by his silent acceptance of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  ; in the other,
                  Neilah in Gehenna
                  (1909), the lead character takes revenge – belated and temporary but revenge nevertheless – on his persecutors. My suggestion here is that writing out of the
                  
                    Jewish
                    
                  
                  experience in his particular
                  
                    time
                    
                  
                  and place,
                  
                    Peretz
                    
                    
                  
                  offers us a way of considering the conditions under which
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  about
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  can and should happen, opening up the question of the reception such speech might deserve.
                

                  The problem of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  is increased by the position witnesses often have of being implicated, directly or indirectly, in the
                  
                    history
                    
                  
                  of oppression or in sustaining it, raising the issue of how we can work from such a position to ameliorate
                  
                    violence
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  . In Chapter
                  3
                  , I consider ways in which such implication can be addressed and might fuel initiatives towards
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  . Drawing on the work of
                  
                    Jessica
                    
                    
                  
                  Benjamin (2018), I outline how a theory of recognition becomes one of
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  through the inclusion of a notion of a
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  ‘
                  
                    third’
                    
                  
                  . This
                  
                    third
                    
                  
                  is actively implicated in the
                  
                    injury
                    
                  
                  caused by oppression and is called upon to do something about it. I go on to use
                  
                    Judith
                    
                    
                  
                  Butler’s (2009) account of the challenge of
                  
                    nonviolence
                    
                  
                  to address issues of
                  
                    vulnerability
                    
                  
                  ,
                  
                    cohabitation
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  . Finally, I return to the question of the kind of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  
                    third
                    
                  
                  that might make a difference, offering an appreciation and critique along the way of some of the ‘lessons’ commonly read out from another fictional character,
                  
                    Herman
                    
                    
                  
                  Melville’s (1853)
                  Bartleby
                  . The points that arise here include the kinds of actions that an
                  
                    implicated
                    
                  
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  might be called on to engage in to produce the sorts of changes (
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  ) that might constitute
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  , and the question of
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  out, this
                  
                    time
                    
                  
                  not by a victim but by the witness addressing her or his own community to insist it takes a position of
                  
                    responsibility
                    
                  
                  for others.
                

                  Chapter
                  4
                  can be seen as an extended historical and psychoanalytic example of this issue of implication, concentrating on the descendants of
                  
                    perpetrators
                    
                  
                   – in this case (as in many) of the
                  
                    Holocaust
                    
                  
                  . It begins with a question that will hover over the material for a couple of chapters, that of the conditions for
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  . The general line taken is that there can be no
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  without the taking of
                  
                    responsibility
                    
                  
                  , and the conditions for addressing this are largely historical (hence sociopolitical) even if they are also inscribed psychically. The chapter presents evidence of the failure of postwar German society to create the conditions for
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  of its culpability with the Nazis, and the shadow this has thrown over subsequent generations of Germans. This is a different kind of ‘
                  
                    postmemory’
                    
                  
                  or
                  
                    haunting
                    
                  
                  from that experienced by the descendants of
                  
                    survivors
                    
                  
                  or victims, but it has some parallels and also a specific dynamic fuelled by (and fuelling) competing claims of
                  
                    victimhood
                    
                  
                  and social practices promoting
                  
                    denial
                    
                  
                  . The entire scenario is a very painful one, but I try to rescue something from it at the end of the chapter by turning to an incipient literature on
                  
                    solidarity
                    
                  
                  : on what might happen if the descendants of victims and the descendants of
                  
                    perpetrators
                    
                  
                  can share a space for encounter with one another and with the differing shadows thrown on them by the same destructive
                  
                    events
                    
                  
                  . My more hopeful thought at the end of this chapter is that this too is a mode of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  , one which includes attentiveness to shared
                  
                    dreams
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    nightmares
                    
                  
                  .
                

                  The theme of
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  is extended into Chapter
                  5
                  , which again draws on a
                  
                    Jewish
                    
                  
                  text,
                  
                    Emmanuel
                    
                    
                  
                  Levinas’ (1994) ‘Talmudic Reading’
                  Toward the Other
                  . The question ostensibly discussed in this text is the conditions for
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  on the Jewish
                  
                    Day of Atonement
                    
                  
                  , but
                  
                    Levinas
                    
                    
                  
                  uses it to offer a comment on whether
                  
                    Martin
                    
                    
                  
                  Heidegger – the foremost philosopher of his day and a profound influence on
                  
                    Levinas
                    
                    
                  
                   – could ever be forgiven for his alliance with the Nazis in the 1930s.
                  
                    Levinas’
                    
                    
                  
                  conclusion seems to be that because of his standing and importance,
                  
                    Heidegger
                    
                    
                  
                  should not be forgiven for this corruption. This verdict, however, was rejected by another major figure of the second half of the twentieth century who had fallen under
                  
                    Heidegger’s
                    
                    
                  
                  spell yet also found a path away from him,
                  
                    Hannah
                    
                    
                  
                  Arendt. I am intrigued by how and why these two
                  
                    Jewish
                    
                  
                  philosophers, both engaged (albeit in different ways) with questions of
                  
                    ethics
                    
                  
                  and both deeply aware of their Jewishness and of the devastation wrought by
                  
                    Nazism
                    
                  
                  , could come to such different conclusions. Of course,
                  
                    Arendt
                    
                    
                  
                  had an affair with
                  
                    Heidegger
                    
                    
                  
                  , which puts her in a different personal position to
                  
                    Levinas
                    
                    
                  
                  ; and it is partly in the name of the primacy of
                  
                    love
                    
                  
                  that she was willing to reconcile with him. This itself raises many questions: can we forgive out of the personal preference of
                  
                    love
                    
                  
                  ? Is
                  
                    Arendt
                    
                    
                  
                  justified in believing that one has to find ways of starting again, of moving on? Or is
                  
                    Levinas
                    
                    
                  
                  right to draw a line, not simply due to the gravity of a person’s actions (Heidegger
                  
                    
                    
                  
                  was not one of the killers, for example) but because of the
                  
                    responsibility
                    
                  
                  certain people have? And on top of that, if we allow for the possibility of remorse as a precursor to
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  , how do we know that this remorse is genuine, and what does that mean? The example of Pumla
                  
                    Gobodo-Madikizela’s
                    
                    
                  
                  (2003) acceptance of the sincerity of
                  
                    atonement
                    
                  
                  by the
                  
                    apartheid
                    
                  
                  assassin Eugene de
                  
                    Kock
                    
                    
                  
                  is added to this to query the conditions of
                  
                    forgiveness
                    
                  
                  for unutterable wrongdoing.
                

                  The last three chapters of this book engage with the issue of
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  by drawing on creative work as a way of examining the distinction drawn by
                  
                    Hirsch
                    
                    
                  
                  (2012) between
                  
                    postmemorial work
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    postmemory
                    
                  
                  , and the broader question of what it might mean to consider
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  as an act of
                  
                    working through
                    
                  
                  Chapter
                  6
                  explores the nature of artistic and psychoanalytic encounters that promote a kind of
                  
                    endurance
                    
                  
                  . What is meant here is that such encounters slow
                  
                    time
                    
                  
                  down, reminding us that there is something important about stillness, about remaining with a situation until it organises itself under the pressure of its own desire. The pleasure and pain of
                  
                    endurance
                    
                  
                  is examined with reference to the artistic practice of Marina Abramović and the chaotic situation of the
                  
                    psychoanalyst
                    
                  
                  Jacques Lacan’s
                  
                    waiting
                    
                  
                  room in the last years of his life. The purpose of this analysis is to explore ways of
                  
                    listening
                    
                  
                  and being-with that may help resolve the problem of how to
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  without either turning away or over-identifying and so colonising the
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  , making it more about oneself than the
                  
                    testifier
                    
                  
                  . Chapter
                  6
                  suggests that something in the
                  
                    presence
                    
                  
                  of a
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  can be drawn on by a speaker, but that this is also potentially rife with fantasy and what
                  
                    psychoanalysts
                    
                  
                  would call
                  
                    transference
                    
                  
                  . I argue that these dangers are
                  
                    real
                    
                  
                  and common, and that we can see the fantasies in operation in the desperate search for meaning that is dramatised in some psychoanalytic and artistic situations. Nevertheless, there
                  
                    remains
                    
                  
                  a possibility that a certain variety of relatively austere, cautious and mainly understated responsiveness is possible in the name of a kind of
                  
                    solidarity
                    
                  
                  . This can be individual or collective; it possibly stems from the capacity to endure with others, to acknowledge their
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  without trying to wish it away; it probably needs a kind of non-invasive yet active
                  
                    presence
                    
                  
                  on the part of the
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  , a making-present of one to the other.
                

                  Moving on from the somewhat ambiguous situations of Abramović and Lacan described in the previous chapter, Chapter
                  7
                  extends the account of how to navigate between colonising and rejecting the traumatised other by looking at the question of how
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  and responding to
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  can be done in a way that links personal and social experience through creative
                  
                    imagination
                    
                  
                  . The detailed example given is of a piece of post-Holocaust
                  
                    music
                    
                  
                  : Steve
                  
                    Reich’s
                    
                    
                  
                  
                    Different Trains
                    
                  
                  . This is a work for string quartet and tape written in 1988 and is widely recognised as one of the most significant musical compositions of the last thirty years. The musical strength of
                  
                    Different Trains
                    
                  
                  is immense, but my interest is in what the piece conveys about the complex issue of how to respond to
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  in a manner that balances empathic
                  
                    identification
                    
                  
                  and ‘austere’ separateness and resolves into creative forms of
                  
                    memorialisation
                    
                  
                  . I argue that
                  
                    Reich
                    
                    
                  
                  manages this balance in an unusually powerful and somewhat surprising way, linking his own experiences with the very different one of the
                  
                    Holocaust
                    
                  
                  
                    survivors
                    
                  
                  whose speech he samples, and making some provocative ‘errors’ of transcription that themselves reveal his engagement with the material. The success or otherwise of such a piece of work will always be open to scrutiny and debate; but to me
                  
                    Different Trains
                    
                  
                  seems an exemplary instance of the capacity of a creative mind to show openness to others’ experiences and to make links with these, re-imagining them through his own consciousness yet still allowing them to breathe.
                

                  The final chapter,
                  What We are Left With
                  explores the question of what might be the legacy of a
                  
                    psychoanalysis
                    
                  
                  in the context of a broader examination of issues of ‘
                  
                    trace’
                    
                  
                  ,
                  
                    loss
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    mourning
                    
                  
                  and hence of subjective temporality. It begins with a brief look at psychoanalytic ideas about the end of analysis, evoking these in the familiar context of
                  
                    loss
                    
                  
                  and melancholy. A critical reconsideration of the fashionable use of
                  
                    melancholia
                    
                  
                  to suggest a way of recovering past
                  
                    loss
                    
                  
                  leads to an account of an alternative understanding of the endpoints of analysis to be found in two related Lacanian ideas: that of ‘expectation’ and ‘
                  
                    subjective destitution’
                    
                  
                  . The second part of the chapter examines two short episodes from
                  
                    Gérard
                    
                    
                  
                  Miller’s (2011) film,
                  
                    Rendez-Vous Chez Lacan
                    
                  
                  .
                  In these, two analysands of Lacan describe their encounters with him in terms that might be idealised, but also evoke a sense of personal reworking and lived affective resonances, and of continuing gratitude. This is starting to suggest that powerful encounters leave
                  
                    traces
                    
                  
                  that are not melancholic, but rather provoke the
                  
                    subject
                    
                  
                  to some kind of new engagement with
                  
                    history
                    
                  
                  , especially in the context of personal and social
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  . The final section of the chapter examines Cathy
                  
                    Caruth’s
                    
                    
                  
                  (1996) controversial theory of
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  , in particular her Lacanian-inflected reading of a traumatic
                  
                    dream
                    
                  
                  discussed by
                  
                    Freud
                    
                    
                  
                  . Whilst
                  
                    Caruth’s
                    
                    
                  
                  conceptualisation of
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  is highly problematic in its generalising and ahistorical framing, this analysis suggests that one legacy of an intense encounter of the kind represented by
                  
                    psychoanalysis
                    
                  
                   – as of anything that has been gone through and then ‘left behind’ – is a kind of difficult
                  
                    awakening
                    
                  
                  . This raises issues of ‘
                  
                    afterwardsness’
                    
                  
                  , of the
                  
                    haunting
                    
                  
                  of the present by the past, and of what might open our eyes to the future.
                
By What Right?

                  All this poses a question that troubles me when I think about my own writing and read others’ thoughts on similar topics. By what right do I discuss issues to which I have had very limited exposure, and of which I have no direct experience? Are the grand tragedies that are dignified with the term ‘
                  
                    trauma’
                    
                  
                  shareable with, or comprehensible to, those who have not been through them? This is a topic that I will discuss in various places, but it needs acknowledging that it is hard to speak in the register of
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  , and I certainly do not want to claim any resemblance between any of my own personal troubles, however much they might mean to me, and those larger agonies with which this book is mainly concerned. Still, it is worth thinking about the issue of what it can mean to be one who not only ‘comes after’, but in some ways has never been connected at all, who cannot claim ancestors who were direct victims or
                  
                    perpetrators
                    
                  
                  , who watches from afar. Of course, it would be easy to say that we are all witnesses in a globalised society, and this is patently true: there are few excuses for remaining ignorant of what is going on or of what has happened in the recent past. This is why
                  
                    denial
                    
                  
                  is such a prevalent mechanism: it is almost impossible not to know, somehow, about
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  and therefore not to feel some kind of demand to respond, a ‘call’. Staving off this knowledge and demand is a kind of art form, requiring psychological and relational work if we are to
                  
                    remain
                    
                  
                  as uncaring as we so often manage to be.
                

                  Nevertheless, a
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  , especially one at a temporal or geographical distance, is not the same as one who is caught up in an
                  
                    event
                    
                  
                  , even if
                  
                    witnessing
                    
                  
                  can have its traumatising aspects. So there is a problem to consider. By what right do I – or any other non-participant – arrogate to myself the task of writing about
                  
                    trauma
                    
                  
                  ,
                  
                    postmemory
                    
                  
                  and the like if this is not my experience, if I have not only not lived directly through the relevant
                  
                    events
                    
                  
                  but also cannot claim to be a direct
                  
                    witness
                    
                  
                  of others’
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  or even to be therapeutically involved with them? It should be noted how this is marked as a contemporary kind of question, shadowed by a postcolonial
                  
                    acknowledgement
                    
                  
                  that it is possible to speak ‘in the name of’ someone else and thereby deny them their singularity whilst ostensibly offering
                  
                    solidarity
                    
                  
                  . In claiming the right to engage with any experiences, even those that are not my own, I risk setting myself up as a translator of things that perhaps should not be translated, potentially taking them away from those who actually ‘own’ them and have the sole entitlement to articulate them.
                  
                    Speaking
                    
                  
                  about these things without having participated in them could be a way of appropriating them for my own use, probably acting out some personal lack by leaning on others’ more dramatic lives; perhaps also consciously or unconsciously hoping to gain some credibility and
                  
                    moral
                    
                  
                  standing by association with their encounter with human limits. If I cannot speak from the grave myself, I can at least ventriloquise the speech of those who do.
                

                  This is all true and makes me wary and worried about my approach in this book. Yet I also think that a prohibition on
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  for others is dangerous in its own way and has its own ethical complexities. For one thing, it rules out most creative work, and would restrict art’s precious capacity to make us see and feel anew – to see things that we have not seen and feel things we have not felt. Instead, if only first-person observation were to be allowed, if everything else were to be under a cloud of suspicion, there could be little possibility of
                  
                    solidarity
                    
                  
                  drawn from active
                  
                    imagination
                    
                  
                  , the kind of
                  
                    imagination
                    
                  
                  that makes us
                  
                    care
                    
                  
                  about
                  
                    events
                    
                  
                  we have not gone through ourselves. As it happens, of course, even first-person observation is under suspicion: not just whether people who are being abused have the capacity to see everything ‘as it is’, but also because of the impact that emotion has on
                  
                    memory
                    
                  
                  as well as the needs of any situation (such as
                  
                    truth commissions
                    
                  
                  or archives of
                  
                    genocide
                    
                  
                  testimonies) and how they influence what is selected to be told to them. The climate of suspicion infects everything, and whilst at the extremes this is deadly and pernicious (for instance,
                  
                    Holocaust
                    
                  
                  
                    denial
                    
                  
                  ), it is also a salutary reminder that the
                  
                    truth
                    
                  
                  is complex and multifaceted and needs to be approached cautiously whether one was directly involved in the
                  
                    events
                    
                  
                  being narrated or not.
                

                  But the similar problems faced by those who speak from experience and those who do not is not my main point, and anyway it does not hold convincingly. Obviously the one who was there has advantages in
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  of what happened; on the other hand, those who are at more of a distance can consider
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  in a different kind of context, moving in and out of
                  
                    identification
                    
                  
                  with it in ways that can be creative and productive – doing what
                  
                    Hirsch
                    
                    
                  
                  (2012) calls ‘
                  
                    postmemorial work’
                    
                  
                  . My larger point, however, is an ethical one in itself. With all the caveats and concerns mentioned above – the danger of
                  
                    colonisation
                    
                  
                  and appropriation, of distortion and acting out, of reduction of extreme, incomprehensible experiences to more everyday ones that anybody might have – it is still the case that reaching out to those whose situation is different from one’s own is a fundamental way in which to encounter others and as such is a measure of the possibility of becoming an ‘ethical subject’. This sounds idealistic, as to an extent it is, yet there is a considerable amount of contemporary critical thought that feeds into it, most notably Emmanuel
                  
                    Levinas’
                    
                    
                  
                  (1991) insistence that the
                  
                    responsibility
                    
                  
                  for the other is primary, and that the foundations of human subjecthood lie in this ethical relationship. In this way of thinking, a person becomes a ‘human subject’ when she or he makes such an ethical connection with others. This principle also appears in the somewhat different ideas of recognition promoted by Jessica
                  
                    Benjamin
                    
                    
                  
                  (2018) and
                  
                    resistance
                    
                  
                  to ethical
                  
                    violence
                    
                  
                  
                    
                  
                  described by Judith
                  
                    Butler
                    
                    
                  
                  (2005), ideas that form a backbone of this book. But the central claim is a broad one that hangs capaciously around these distinctive psychoanalytic and philosophical props. If we are to pursue a world that has any kind of
                  
                    justice
                    
                  
                  in it, we have to be able to
                  
                    listen
                    
                  
                  and respond to the
                  
                    voices
                    
                  
                  of those with whom we do not directly share experiences, of those who might be different and whose
                  
                    narratives
                    
                  
                  might need translation, even amplification to be heard in some places. Of course, we should also promote the prospects for those others – especially those who fit
                  
                    Butler’s
                    
                    
                  
                  (2004) characterisation as ‘precarious lives’ – to speak in their own
                  
                    voices
                    
                  
                  , to be heard directly for themselves. Nevertheless, the mediation and amplification that can be given – and
                  
                    Butler
                    
                    
                  
                  is one major example of this – is part of a process that is both political and ethical. We need, that is, to find ways to identify imaginatively with those with whom we may have ‘nothing in common’ (Lingis
                  
                    
                    
                  
                  1994), but become connected through recognising their
                  
                    precarity
                    
                  
                  and the relevance of their experience to general human concerns.
                  
                    Speaking
                    
                  
                  for others in the guise of
                  
                    speaking
                    
                  
                  about them can reduce the
                  
                    power
                    
                  
                  of their direct
                  
                    testimony
                    
                  
                  ; but it can also be a way of amplifying their
                  
                    voices
                    
                  
                  and ensuring that, as witnesses, those who do not share directly in their experiences nevertheless are made to take them seriously.
                

                  This does not mean claiming a universalising perspective. Indeed, understanding and acknowledging the specificity or singularity of the position from which we encounter others is a central element in the approach adopted within the general
                  
                    psychosocial studies
                    
                  
                  framework which this book inhabits. For myself, I read these accounts of
                  
                    suffering
                    
                  
                  and
                  
                    haunting
                    
                  
                  from the position of one who comes after in a very particular way, as a member of a generation of
                  
                    Jews
                    
                  
                  born within a decade of the
                  
                    Holocaust
                    
                  
                  and caught up in its commemoration and in the anger and distress that mounted as its significance seeped in, as well as with the hope and anxiety invested in my generation. This does not give me any greater or lesser right to explore them than anyone else has; but it says something about what my exploration might be founded in, its particular characteristics and biases and idiosyncrasies; and some of the motivation for finding out about what happened and what its legacy could be.
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Beginning by Looking Back
Reflecting on ‘second generation’ experience, the ‘second generation’ here being the children of Holocaust survivors, Eva Hoffman leads us straight into the question of what it means to inherit suffering, and indeed what it means to ‘inherit’ another’s experience at all.And yet, at the same time, this is exactly the crux of the second generation’s difficulty: that it has inherited not experience, but its shadows. The uncanny, in Freud’s formulation, is the sensation of something that is both very alien and deeply familiar, something that only the unconscious knows. If so, then the second generation has grown up with the uncanny. And sometimes, it needs to be said, wrestling with shadows can be more frightening, or more confusing, than struggling with solid realities. (Hoffman 2005, p. 66)


What are these ‘shadows’ to which Hoffman refers? Are they the experiences that the parental generation has had, passed on through their observable actions – the stories they told their children about their lives, their overprotection or silent avoidances, their investment in and ambitions for their children (‘not letting Hitler win’ – Hoffman 2005, p. 66)? Or are they something communicated more subtly, as if through a kind of telepathic process, whereby the material implanted in the child is impossibly strange and disturbingly incomprehensible, and so remains like this, shadowing psychic life? To what extent, we might also ask, is this kind of shadowing a specific heritage of those ‘traumatic’ experiences that cannot be talked about easily, but are freighted with a significance that might not be interpretable to those who have not actually lived them? Is it ever possible to absorb such experiences if one has not been there oneself, or is it only people who have been through a traumatic experience who can appreciate fully what it means? A terrible, dark Jewish joke quoted by Devorah Baum captures some of the essence of this difficulty, albeit framed in pain and theological bitterness.Elie Wiesel goes up to Heaven, meets God. He tells God a Holocaust joke: God doesn’t laugh. Wiesel shrugs: ‘I guess you had to be there.’ (Baum 2017, p. 46)


This ‘joke’ is about theodicy: God cannot have been present at Auschwitz. But it also plays on the question of identification with suffering: is it possible to ‘get the joke’ if one has not had the experience oneself, but only engaged with its consequences indirectly? Yet if this is not possible, then the meaning of such experiences will rarely be conveyable from one person to another, and the testimonies of those who were directly involved have to be received in silence, without anyone else having the authority to comment or speak about how they have been affected. No-one else would be able to claim understanding, because only those who have gone through the events have testimonies that can count. There are some who argue this way; even Primo Levi, whose literary witnessing has possibly had more impact than anyone else’s, doubted that he could speak in the name of those who had perished. Here is the famous passage on this issue, much quoted and referenced and on the whole assented to whilst also being denied:I must repeat – we, the survivors, are not the true witnesses. This is an uncomfortable notion, of which I have become conscious little by little… We who were favoured by fate have tried, with more or less wisdom, to recount not only our fate, but also that of the others, the submerged; but this was a discourse ‘on behalf of third parties,’ the story of things seen from close by, not experienced personally. When the destruction was terminated, the work accomplished was not told by anyone, just as no one ever returned to recount his own death. (Levi 1988, pp. 63–4)


This is a very powerful comment and it has fuelled some influential thinking on the nature of witnessing, for example Giorgio Agamben’s (2002) evocation of the figure of the ‘Muselmann’ as the one who is too close to death to testify, yet precisely because of this is the only ‘true’ witness of the appalling event. However, it is clear from the immense readership that Levi’s books have had and their status as paradigmatic testimonies that his challenge, despite being ‘repeated’, has not been fully absorbed. Or at least, his and others’ attempts to speak ‘on behalf of third parties’ have largely been treated with proper seriousness and respect. All this is to say, it does seem possible to convey something of the experience; and if this is not the whole story, if we can never know for sure what would have been said by those who cannot speak, there is sufficient in these testimonies to be getting along with. Maybe the ‘shadows’ that Hoffman refers to apply here: the shadows thrown by experiences may not be the experiences themselves, but they have the shape and possibly even the texture of those experiences, and they seem capable of passing across boundaries, of seeping from one person to another. In addition, it is possible that the shadows, examined closely, also make the original experiences visible to those who might not otherwise be able to look directly at them.
Discussing intergenerational connections and the meaning of the passing of a generation, Lisa Baraitser (2017) makes a link between the experience of being affected by something one cannot quite identify and the processes of reflection embedded in the practice of psychoanalysis. She writes (p. 102) that the ‘attempt to make sense of something that one knows has occurred, and yet in some profound way one seems to have missed, is at the core of a psychoanalytic sensibility in which events come to be significant after an originary event that has bypassed memory and language.’ According to Baraitser, this experience is at the heart of what Freud refers to as ‘historical truth’, ‘the indelible trace of experience on the psyche prior to the capacity for the event to be encoded in a recallable way, a trace that can only be reproduced rather than remembered, as its original form is lost.’ This is a complicated idea, but it seems to introduce into ordinary life something that is more often seen as confined to the experience of trauma. Traumatic experiences are held to be too overpowering to be grasped as they occur, so instead they are somehow ‘gone through’ without being properly processed, ‘becoming significant’, as Baraitser puts it, only later on if it becomes possible to think about them in a calmer way, with more perspective or distance. The existence of such experiences seems undeniable. Freud’s (1920) post-World War One examination of traumatic dreams showed how they constitute a repeated return to the scene of suffering, maybe as a way of trying to deal with it – to master it in important ways or even (considering that we are talking about bad dreams) to wake up from it. Faced with suffering that we cannot fully understand, we either shut ourselves off from it (denial and forgetting of troubling occurrences being prevalent in everyday life), or we keep worrying away at it until it begins to make some sense. What Baraitser suggests, however, is that this is a psychoanalytic norm: everything happens later than it should. The actual experience is missed yet still remains, not as a ‘memory’ but as some kind of an ‘event.’
Baraitser here is drawing on the ideas put forward by the French psychoanalyst Jean Laplanche (1999), whose dual notions of the traumatic origin of psychic life and of ‘afterwardsness’ have become increasingly influential. The key ideas are, first, that the experience of the infant as recipient of ‘enigmatic’ messages from adult carers institutes a lifelong process of a kind of failed decoding characterised by the sense that there is something that we know is important, yet always escapes us. At the start of life, the carer communicates messages to the child, many of which are interpretable as messages of love, concern, enjoyment and the like; but some messages are not ‘coded’ in a way that is translatable, because they are infiltrated by the carer’s own unconscious and consequently carry too great a charge for the infant to comprehend. These ‘enigmatic’ messages are hidden away, and function as sources of puzzlement and excitement, an unconscious itch that surreptitiously makes itself felt and never quite disappears. The second idea is that these enigmatic messages can only be understood, to the extent that they can be understood at all, retrospectively: this happened, it needs to be managed, it needs to be made sense of, now I can understand it a little and also see how it has affected me all these years. Baraitser elaborates on Laplanche here, distinguishing between two types of time, ‘linear time’ and a kind of ‘left-over’ time.There is linear time that is produced by binding events together to make discourse, and another time which is not exactly ‘timeless’ but rather, a collection of left-over bindings (should we say post-temporal?), now unbound that characterizes unconscious time. What instigates both binding and unbinding, according to Laplanche, is the infant’s contact with the enigmatic codes or signifiers from the adults involved in early care… Each generation is brought into time by attempting to bind the ‘bindings without binding’ of the adults that preceded them, a dialectical and mutually metamorphosing process. (Baraitser 2017, p. 104)


The intergenerational elements of this complex account are important and provide a mechanism to explain the continuity of memory and identity over time that is probably more successful than Freud’s own reliance on the idea that there is some kind of genetic transmission of the experience of trauma from one period to another (Freud 1913, 1939). In Freud’s version of things, the trauma of the murder of the ‘primal father’ (which supposedly happened in reality in pre-history) is re-experienced in each generation, laying down a template that fuels the excessive response each person has to the Oedipal situation. Laplanche’s formulation is rather simpler and more precise: the unconsciously transmitted parental ‘message’ of eroticism and desire is maintained as the core of the child’s unconscious life, and then transmitted further into that child’s later children, and so on. Consequently, what happens in one generation becomes known to later ones not just through active teaching or stories or provocative silences (though these mechanisms are important), but also because of the chain of unconscious legacies.
                
                
               Baraitser draws attention to the way this presents an image of the present time as always ‘too much’, somehow overwhelming and difficult to manage or ‘bind’. This is in large part because the present is filled with the ‘traumatic encounter with what has come before you’ (p. 105), and this means that each of us is in contact with the trauma that engulfs those who literally ‘came before’. Put the other way around, ‘those who come after’ face not only their own present-day struggles, but also those not worked through in the lives of the previous generation.
Unhappy Memories
The account just given goes some way towards normalising trauma by suggesting that much ordinary memory is a matter of recovering the traces of unprocessed experience from the past – whether our own or that of our forebears – and somehow making them more manageable, binding them into a meaningful encounter or narrative structure. If it is the case that the routine experience of all children is to be subjected to the ‘excessive’ messages coming from the adult world around, then it is also true that every person will have implanted in her or him the unconscious echoes of the parental unconscious, back through time to many previous generations. How then do we deal with these shadowy ‘memories’ passed on by those who have come before us, including unconscious sensations and echoes of a past that was not our own? What should we do with those memories, especially when they are disturbing or unsettling? The tendency is to think that when we are haunted by ghostly figures and events from the past, the ‘shadows’ to which Hoffman refers, it is because the issues that they raise – mostly of maltreatment, violence, untimeliness and trauma – have not been resolved and continue to fester, becoming a kind of poison in the bloodstream of the present. What haunts us psychically is, in this rendering, something which has not been dealt with rightly and so is best interpreted as an injustice. This places responsibility for dealing with these ghosts not just (or even primarily) on the individuals who are possessed by them, but on the circumstances – let us call them the ‘social conditions’ – that impede their laying to rest. It is to be found in the fabric of history and culture, embedded in the symbolic structures of society that maintain the liveliness of some memories (for instance, Britain’s role in the abolition of slavery) whilst marginalising others (Britain’s role in instigating and sustaining the slave trade). Sometimes what haunts us is a hurt we have suffered, or one we have caused others; sometimes it comes from elsewhere, as in the example of a previous generation; very often it is some kind of unmourned loss. In many cases it is a message or voice, or a trace of something that feels embodied and that worries away at us until we can no longer ignore it or deny its existence.
The attitude we take towards such ‘remains’ is crucial. It is connected to the psychoanalytic idea that there is a kind of ‘ethics of truth’ that recognises that there are things we do not want to know about, many things that are too hard to bear; but that however understandable it is that we should be tempted to look away from them, we need nevertheless to try to see honestly and clearly what is really there. The world is difficult, psychic life is difficult, there is no easy route through this typically psychoanalytic tragic vision; yet we are called upon to witness it in others and in ourselves. Without such witnessing, which for the moment we can think of as a mode of remembering, reality slips away ‘into the shadows’, marked out by social as well as personal processes of denial. Injustice follows from this, as experiences of suffering are obscured and the individual and society are infected with a culture of lying. This is why, for instance, Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi stresses the issue of remembrance, although with some ambivalence, at the end of Zachor, his book on Jewish history and memory. Even though he recognises the danger of remembering too much, too bitterly, so that one becomes mired in a position that refuses to allow things to move on (‘I will never forget what you did to me!’), he regards the danger of forgetting as much greater. ‘If this be the choice,’ he writes (Yerushalmi 1989, pp. 116–7), ‘I will take my stand on the side of “too much” rather than “too little,” for my terror of forgetting is greater than my terror of having too much to remember.’ He then asks, poignantly and relevantly, ‘Is it possible that the antonym of “forgetting” is not “remembering,” but justice?’ This makes memory an ethical issue, which surely it is, even if this claim should be mitigated by awareness that the kind of memory (bitter, sensitive, reflective, sanctifying) might matter.
As a first step, then, it might be suggested that in order to achieve justice we have first to remember the hurt that has been suffered. This is very much the thrust of contemporary memorialising, which assumes that by uncovering the traumatic past it might become possible to amend it, or at least to acknowledge it and find a way to apportion responsibility for it. Hiddenness, silence, covering-over; these are not states that allow one to come to terms with suffering. Yet these widespread processes of denial demonstrate the active nature of forgetting: it is not that something slips from mind (‘Oh dear, I forgot about the Holocaust!’), or at least not when we are talking about significant events. It is rather that events that are hard to bear – perhaps because they are traumatising, but also perhaps because they make us culpable – are often more comfortably set aside than recalled. This is one of the few definite truths uncovered by psychoanalysis. Keeping a ghost at bay is very hard work: you have to keep trying not to notice it, keep pretending that it is not speaking, that the things that move around in the dark are not really there at all. Of course, this also means that the ghost remains dissatisfied; that not only is there no chance of justice, but there is not even a basic act of recognition, something that is fundamental to the essential process of humanising. That is to say: if I forget you, drive you out of my mind; then you no longer exist for me; you and your suffering, and any part I might have in it, are no longer real. Anxiety about such forgetfulness and about what it can do to humanity as a whole fuels a wide variety of contemporary ‘Jewish’ propositions about recognition of others as a fundamental ethical stance, from the writings of Emmanuel Levinas to Judith Butler, from Primo Levi to all who come after him. Being unrecognised and forgotten is not what most people wish for.
These considerations have produced a set of multiplying questions that are characteristic of a field of study that has proliferated in the past twenty years or so, fuelled by Holocaust memorialisation and the failure of a ‘never again’ philosophy to prevent the recurrence of genocides and massive human destructiveness. How do we remember or memorialise events which we were not part of, and what does it mean to do so? What is the relationship between personal memory and historical consciousness, and how does each of these terms feed into the other? What responsibility do we have for acts carried out ‘in our name’ but not with our agreement or involvement, particularly when those acts involve violence and oppression directed at others? What about acts that have occurred in previous generations – to what degree do we need to feel linked with them? How much ‘acknowledgement’ and maybe even ‘reparation’ should be required of us for things done by these ancestors, and if it is agreed that each generation has some responsibility for dealing with the past, for how long should this go on? What are the routes and mechanisms through which experiences from one time and place are passed on to another? How helpful is the notion of ‘trauma’ in thinking about these issues, and what role does a ‘witness’ play in aggravating or resolving them?
The urgency of the problem of how to learn from the relatively recent past in order not to repeat its devastating effects, a problem that revolves around the ethics of memory and history, has combined with an awareness that later generations of victims and perpetrators – the ‘post-’ generations – may find themselves inhibited in relation to moving forwards precisely because they are not truly ‘post-’ at all. Still haunted by what has gone before them, still infused with the shadows of others’ experiences, these more contemporary subjects are not in any way free to relinquish their pasts. It is as if they are stained with the experiences of their predecessors, which is passed on in some way through stories and also through selective silences, as well as through the older generation’s ways of handling themselves and the personal and cultural representations of their situation.
                
                
               Hoffman (2005) explains the impact of this as something pre-cognitive: the child grows up in the shadow of the traumatic experience, so that it functions not as something to know about, but as something to inhabit. ‘We who come after do not have memories of the Holocaust’ she writes (p. 6). ‘Even from the most intimate proximity I could not form “memories” of the Shoah or take my parents’ memories as my own. Rather, I took in that first information as a sort of fairy tale deriving not so much from another world as from the centre of the cosmos: an enigmatic but real fable.’ The ‘centre of the cosmos’ is one full of dread and suffering, but that is simply how it is; that is the nature of the reality imbibed, to a greater or lesser degree (we do not know how much variation there is, and must remain cautiously empirical about this) by the following generation. Hoffman goes on (p. 13): ‘the early awareness of suffering created an unconscious, or preconscious, ethics, and … in this system, just as war was the ground of being, so pain was the ground of personhood. The presence of suffering was powerful enough so that it had to be absorbed; but there was also an imperative to remain loyal to it, to make up for it, to provide solace.’ This is a duly complex assertion. The ‘ethics’ Hoffman refers to seems to be one grounded in a necessary response to suffering, recognising it (remaining ‘loyal to it’) and somehow making recompense for it – a phenomenally demanding set of tasks, especially, as many second generation memoirs attest, for a child. But the founding statement is just as important: war as the ground of being – the war defined everything – making pain the ground of personhood. We will no doubt return to this pain; for the present it is simply worth noting that as ‘the ground of personhood’ it not only penetrates everything, but it is also related to as that which gives depth to being. Perhaps part of the legacy of trauma is then this: that pain continues, from one generation to another, as the defining characteristic of what life is about. Is this a miserabilist legacy, or one that can be confronted? Hoffman herself has some faith in psychoanalysis and the greater psychological-mindedness of the postgeneration; but can psychoanalysis take on so much?
Postmemory
It is the idea of ‘post-ness’ that begins to resonate here. Hoffman uses the term to refer to the generation after, articulating the perception that the postgeneration has a different experience of events than the ‘original’ one, for what is being remembered is not the event but the feeling or sensation. This complicates the question of memory: the unknowable ‘something’ that is communicated through the parent’s enigmatic message is primary, its translation into recognisable events and experiences lagging very much after, and subject to many vagaries and distortions. This means that the ‘post-’ of the later generation is more than a statement of chronology; it defines a different way of being in the world, in which what is perceived first is the realisation of something lurking, a threat or loss or deep injury. This complexity of experience can be seen fully present in the area of ‘postmemory’ studies, which is concerned with understanding how it can be that a person might feel inhabited by memories that come from somewhere or someone else – notably, from a traumatised previous generation. One of the founders of this field of study, Marianne Hirsch, realises this complexity all too well.‘Postmemory’ describes the relationship that the ‘generation after’ bears to the personal, collective and cultural trauma of those who came before – to experiences they ‘remember’ only by means of the stories, images and behaviors among which they grew up. But these experiences were transmitted to them so deeply and affectively as to seem to constitute memories in their own right. Postmemory’s connection to the past is thus actually mediated not by recall but by imaginative investment, projection and creation. To grow up with overwhelming inherited memories, to be dominated by narratives that preceded one’s birth or one’s consciousness, is to risk having one’s life stories displaced, even evacuated, by our ancestors. It is to be shaped, however indirectly, by traumatic fragments of events that still defy narrative reconstruction and exceed comprehension. These events happened in the past, but their effects continue into the present. (Hirsch 2012, p. 5)


‘Postmemory’ is a paradoxical term because, as Hirsch fully realises, both the idea of ‘post-’ and its coding as a form of ‘memory’ might be controversial. It is hard to think of something as ‘post’ if it continues, though notions like ‘postmodernism’ and ‘poststructuralism’ show that this can be done, and ‘postcolonialism’ is perhaps only the most tellingly relevant instance of a ‘post’ that is still submerged in its historical circumstances. Hirsch notes (Ibid.) that it ‘does not mean the end of the colonial but its troubling continuity.’ She goes on, ‘We certainly are, still, in the era of “posts”, which – for better or worse – continue to proliferate.’ The idea of ‘posttraumatic’ fits in here as well: the problem in determining ‘post-trauma’, whether or not in the official diagnostic field of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, is that the after-effects of trauma are often such that in one way or another it continues, so that there is no real ‘post’ at all.
Nevertheless, the ‘post-’ appellation has considerable appeal in contemporary times, suggesting a general culture of melancholy that sees the important things as being in the past, with everything new being defined in terms of that ‘shadow’. This is certainly consistent with both Hoffman’s and Hirsch’s descriptions of the penetration of the postgeneration’s consciousness by the overwhelming experiences of the past. Hoffman explains this clearly in relation to the struggles of the second generation to feel that their own concerns could have any importance in comparison with the enormity of their parents’ suffering.The overwhelming power, the incontrovertible significance of survivors’ histories
                    
                   – the epics and the odysseys – installed in many of their children (this is a staple of second-generation testimony) a dogged sense of their own insignificance, a conviction that the ordinary problems and incidents of their own lives could not possibly matter, that their small hurts and fears were so trivial as to be hardly worth mentioning, or indeed feeling. (Hoffman 2005, p. 69)


Defining oneself and one’s era only in relation to what has gone before (‘post’) risks evacuating the present of meaning; yet this is how things seem to feel, not just personally, but culturally too in relation to a growing sense of the thinness of experience. Perhaps this is one reason for the emergence of a particular facet of what has come to be called ‘trauma culture’ (Luckhurst 2008), which is that having been in some way traumatised can become under some conditions a claim to testimonial status, as if only those who have had direct access to suffering can speak properly of it. This extends the argument about witnessing mentioned above (Levi’s ‘we are not the true witnesses’) and also has parallels with other situations where experience is seen to have greater evidential value than symbolic representation – for example, when psychoanalysts claim that what they encounter in the consulting room cannot be adequately expressed and also cannot be challenged, in a kind of ‘that’s all very well, but I know from my experience’ vein of argument. These retreats into a discourse of direct understanding derived solely from experience seem regressive and antagonistic to processes of thoughtfulness that are also characteristic of psychoanalysis and indeed warn against experience as the defining feature of insight. We know from psychoanalysis that experience cannot be trusted; or more precisely, that our capacity to read meaning into experience is limited, battered on all sides by our emotional states, our wishes and fears, and also by the nature of the experience itself. If something is ‘traumatic’ it is precisely that which makes it difficult to speak of or understand and means that it needs drawing out through the work of thought and interlocution. To be clear, this is not, of course, an argument against the reality of experience or of trauma, but rather an attempt to read the fascination with the ‘post’ symptomatically, as having to do with the power of that experience and the related sensation that contemporary life is drained of significance. As Hirsch (2012, p. 5) notes in the quotation given earlier, ‘To grow up with overwhelming inherited memories, to be dominated by narratives that preceded one’s birth or one’s consciousness, is to risk having one’s own life stories displaced, even evacuated, by our ancestors.’
There is also a question of what is meant by ‘memory’ in ‘postmemory’, when what is being pointed to is not necessarily a memory at all, but a representation (or gap in representation) that emerges from the actual or blocked memories of others, possibly even those so far back that there has been no contact between them and the supposedly ‘postmemorising’ subject. The idea that ‘remembering’ is ‘only by means of the stories, images and behaviors among which they grew up’ and is ‘mediated not by recall but by imaginative investment, projection and creation’ suggests a constructive process of invention – which is true to some degree of all memory, but is nevertheless different from what is usually meant when we say ‘I remember this or that.’ It is possible to argue from here that postmemory has called into question our ordinary notion of memory itself as something ultimately based on our direct experience, however much it might also be constructed and worked on by the various cognitive and unconscious processes with which we are familiar. Perhaps memory is not such a private thing after all, but is always socially mediated, a cultural affair; or maybe the affective immanence of ‘memories’ that belong to other people is one common experience that deserves the appellation ‘memory’ because it is felt as such, it is owned by the subject as if the experience were her or his. But it is also arguable that it is worth maintaining a distinction between memory and other types of communication of experiences, so that what is passed down from one generation to another is understood to be distinct – albeit not necessarily any less powerful – from what one has gone through oneself.
Hirsch
                
                
               herself emphasises the difference between postmemory and memory in relation to issues of embodiment, enactment and recollection; but she also wants to retain the terminology to distinguish memory from history, as something more personally felt. ‘Postmemory is not identical to memory,’ she writes (2012, p. 31); ‘it is “post”; but, at the same time, I argue, it approximates memory in its affective force and its psychic effects.’ That is, postmemory feels like memory even if it is not the same thing. She makes a series of careful conceptual discriminations that are worth holding onto. Memory is distinct from history because of its affective charge; postmemory is different from memory itself because it is not formed through a process of recall but through actively constructive processes, and whilst these are components of all memories, postmemory is first and foremost an ‘imaginative’ process, an act of identification and creative response. What interests Hirsch most, however, is perhaps not postmemory itself but what she calls ‘postmemorial work,’ which she distinguishes from the ‘rememory’ that she associates with traumatic repetition in which what is visible is a kind of stuckness that makes the past dominant over present life. For Hirsch, in a move that we will explore more fully in later chapters, postmemorial work is creative, attempting to find a way to absorb postmemory and make it anew. The differentiating move seems to be between the kind of repetition that invites a ‘retraumatising’ experience and the kind that moves things on by actively reworking the material that returns. Here is Hirsch’s elaborated account of this distinction, framed in the context of some well-known Holocaust photographs that through their ‘obsessive repetition, constitute a similar screen of unchanging fragments, congealed in a memory with unchanging content’ (Hirsch 2012, p. 121). She writes about this:In repeatedly exposing themselves to the same pictures, postmemorial viewers can produce in themselves the effects of traumatic repetition that plague the victims of trauma, even as they attempt to mobilize the protective power of the homeopathic shield. As the images repeat the trauma of looking, they disable, in themselves, any restorative attempts. It is only when they are redeployed, in new texts and new contexts, that they regain a capacity to enable a postmemorial working through. The aesthetic strategies of postmemory are specifically about such an attempted, and yet an always postponed, repositioning and reintegration. (Hirsch 2012, p. 122)


The balance that has to be struck here is between identifying so strongly with the image that the viewer is traumatised her or himself; and repudiating the image so that it is seen as stale and unmoving. In the broader context of witnessing, to which we will return in later chapters, this is a very familiar and central issue: how to respond to testimony so as not to ‘colonise’ the testifier’s account, reducing it to something the witness already knows; or to over-identify with it and so become useless to the testifier; or to distance oneself from it in a repudiating way. For Hirsch, the task is to use the testimony in a process of creative reinvention, building on the characteristic of postmemory as imagination but offering ‘new contexts’ for the reproduced image (in this photographic case) or the memory itself. This has a strong psychoanalytic resonance. As Freud (1920) made clear in Beyond the Pleasure Principle, psychoanalysis can be understood as a practice of repetition and a practice of confronting repetition. The past repeats in the form of the ‘return of the repressed’, and if that is all that happens then little can change. The task of psychoanalysis is therefore to allow and recognise this repetition, but to find a way of reimagining it – the process that Freud calls ‘working through’. It is the repetitive psychoanalytic confrontation with the repetitive emergence of repressed material that allows the patient to do more than simply repeat; and this entails precisely the action of reimagining in a way that gives the ‘haunting’ material its due, whilst also allowing something new to begin to occur. Hirsch argues that artistic work can do this too; but it is a challenge for it to do so, just as it is in the space of analysis.
Although the notion and terminology of postmemory is worth taking seriously, my own preference is for the even more widespread vocabulary of ‘haunting’ and ghostliness. This is because the notion of haunting embraces the sense of being occupied by something that has come from another place or time and is usually not willed by the person subjected to it, but somehow possesses that person against her or his own conscious intentions. It leaves open the question of how this happens (through speaking and silence, but also through ‘occult’ means of connection with what has gone before, hidden cultural resonances perhaps, or mediated histories or processes of psychological and sociological ‘contagion’) and it focuses especially on the consequences of loss. It is also peculiarly psychoanalytic in its resonances, both because of the occult themes in early psychoanalysis (an interest in telepathy and ‘doubles’ in particular – Frosh 2013) and because of the centrality of processes of transmission in psychoanalysis to this day. For instance, at important moments from his paper on ‘Little Hans’ onwards, Freud uses the vocabulary of haunting to convey something of the task and practice of psychoanalysis. ‘In an analysis,’ he writes (Freud 1909, p. 123), ‘a thing which has not been understood inevitably reappears; like an unlaid ghost, it cannot rest until the mystery has been solved and the spell broken.’ For psychoanalysis, haunting is a central trope, eventually becoming formally codified as the ‘return of the repressed’ indexed above (Freud 1920), but visible in all its theorising and in its practice, in the ever-present repetitions and iterative processes that take place as the patient speaks of her or his concerns, under the pressure of unconscious ideas. Examining how one is troubled by one’s own past is the commonplace field of psychoanalytic encounter; but being troubled by others’ experiences, and specifically by one’s relationship to, and possible responsibility for, them is equally central. Both these elements are relevant to the exploration of postmemory and haunting, as ‘personal’ experiences come to be understood as saturated by relationships with others and by the social, cultural and historical contexts out of which they arise.
As many contemporary commentators have remarked, the idea of ghostly returns itself functions as a kind of haunting, reappearing time and again in cultural products and also in literary and social theory. So we have the continuing popularity of revenants and poltergeists, of the undead and of dybbuks; and we have a ‘trauma culture’ (Luckhurst 2008) in which what is not symbolised keeps returning to trouble us, both at the level of personal psychology and recurrent, often melancholic, social remains. This all makes psychoanalysis a paradigmatic science of the temporal confusions of modernity: its primary concern is what keeps coming back, and it suggests that we are both plagued by these returns and given depth by them. Without them, without living memories and the psychic remains of past events and people, what would we be? And what would be the object of study for psychoanalysis if it did not have returns to deal with – not just the ‘return of the repressed’ but all those uncertainties of temporality (memory, fantasy, wish, hope) in which the present is enveloped by the past, the future by the present, the present by the future? In each case, there is a compression of time in which what was and what will be are alive in the present, running through the psychoanalytic encounter, as they run through every instance of psychosocial life. All this is to say that hauntings of various kinds are the ordinary daily stuff of psychoanalysis, and are also explicitly valorised in its model of the mind. But this is not a phenomenon solely of psychoanalysis, even though it is central to psychoanalytic action. In her seminal sociological work on this topic, Avery Gordon (1997, p. 53) comments, ‘The “reality-testing” that we might want to perform in the face of hauntings must first of all admit those hauntings as real.’ Gordon is here emphasising the materiality of ghosts, the way in which what is experienced as somehow occult is founded in the historical circumstances of injustice and suffering for which people either take responsibility or – more commonly – which they avoid. It is no fantasy, after all: things keep coming back because they continue to have living effects, affecting contemporary subjects not just as ‘history’ but as ‘memory’ too, using the distinction articulated by Hirsch.As a form of counter-history, ‘memory’ offered a means to account for the power structures animating forgetting, oblivion, and erasure and thus to engage in acts of repair and redress. It promised to propose forms of justice outside of the hegemonic structures of the strictly juridical, and to engage in advocacy on behalf of individuals and groups whose lives and whose stories have not yet been thought. (Hirsch 2012, p. 16)


If it is possible to consider a whole culture as ‘haunted’, as some contemporary theorists do, then perhaps we can think of the many ghostly returns with which we are confronted – symbolic returns of myth, memory and identity; material returns of violence and of intimacy and care – as uncanny moments that reflect the dynamics of both personal and social life. Remembering in the active way Hirsch identifies, which means doing postmemorial work rather than being stuck in repetitive ‘rememory’, then becomes an assertively political and emancipatory procedure as well as an aspect of psychoanalytic ‘working through.’ Working through is a notion that has an important part to play in the argument of this book. It is defined by Laplanche and Pontalis (1973, p. 488) as ‘a sort of psychical work which allows the subject to accept certain repressed elements and to free himself from the grip of mechanisms of repetition.’ They go on to explain that working through is a process of repetition but differs from stuck repetitiveness by virtue of being ‘modified by interpretation and – for this reason – liable to facilitate the subject’s freeing himself from repetition mechanisms’ (Ibid.). Working through thus involves a collaboration between analyst and patient in which the recurrent material is re-encountered rather than just repeated, raising the possibility of it being experienced in a new way. As one might expect, however, this is not a straightforward or easy thing to achieve. Freud (1914) clearly articulates how remembering is one thing, repeating another; working through is necessary to escape them both. ‘This working-through of the resistances may in practice turn out to be an arduous task for the subject of the analysis and a trial of patience for the analyst,’ wrote Freud (pp. 155–6). ‘Nevertheless it is a part of the work which effects the greatest changes in the patient and which distinguishes analytic treatment from any kind of treatment by suggestion.’ What this means is that remembering something is only the beginning of a process of living freely; and postmemorialising is similarly ‘an arduous task.’
Responsibility
The vocabulary of postmemory and haunting is only one aspect of this process of return, however. What is also pervasive is the issue of ethics, or to be more precise, the question of responsibility. What responsibility do we have to those who have ‘come before’ and to the dead; what are the limits of this responsibility; and how does this translate into our responsibility to the living – particularly those who ‘come after’, for instance the descendants of those who suffered through the acts of our ancestors? This has very broad ramifications, not just in Holocaust studies (the main location for documenting and studying ‘second’ and ‘third’ generation effects), but also for the legacies of slavery, as well as other genocides, authoritarian violence (dictatorships, etc.) and so on. Especially if there is historical benefit that accrues to the descendants on one side, as for example there has been in the colonial powers even after decolonisation – not even to consider the lasting after-effects of slavery (e.g. through the compensation paid to slave owners in Britain after the end of the slave trade – Hall et al. 2016) – what type of apology and reparation needs to be given, and how is this to be expressed? These questions of acknowledgment and recognition, as they have come to be termed, are central to discussions of social ethics and also to demands made by some contemporary communities for both symbolic and material reparations for past wrongs that have present-day sequelae. What responsibility do the generations that ‘come after’ have for acknowledging, making reparation or apology; conversely, what ‘right’ do later generations have to accept such apologies and offer ‘forgiveness’ and what does such forgiveness entail? Where recognition and acknowledgement is denied, is this tantamount to collusion in the past wrong? And if there is acknowledgement, can this produce solidarity amongst all those who come after, whether they are the descendants of perpetrators or of their victims?
The dynamics of memory participate in this set of issues too. In his examination of History and Memory after Auschwitz, Dominick LaCapra (1998) develops a sensitive account of the relationship between memory and trauma that relies heavily on the Freudian notion of working through and that also attempts to face the complexities of responsibility – the question of who can be memorialised and under what circumstances, and what the limits of memorialising might be. The relationship of memory to imagination is important in LaCapra’s analysis of what is entailed in coming to terms with a traumatic experience. He acknowledges that during a trauma the imagination might act in a protective way, lifting the person out of the experience; but afterwards, he notes, ‘the imagination may be overwhelmed by hallucinations, flashbacks, and other traumatic residues that resist the potentially healing role of memory-work’ (p. 181). This means that ‘memory-work’ may require a diminishing of imagination, and this might be especially so for those of the postgeneration for whom it is particularly difficult to test the imaginative realm against direct memories of one’s own, presumably because of the shadowing effect that Hoffman describes. LaCapra comments,Notably for those born later, these events may, through a kind of posttraumatic effect, prompt a generalized hyperbolic or exorbitant style that at times becomes indiscriminate and verges on paradoxically bland sensationalism, which may undermine critical judgment and obscure, or provide too one-sided a resolution of, the problem of the actual and desirable relations between excess and normative limits. (LaCapra 1998, p. 181)


Without belittling the impact of trauma on either first or later generations – and he is far from doing this – LaCapra is working on a kind of rationalist but psychoanalytically imbued framework for understanding that emphasises the importance of placing a limit on the imaginative, identificatory processes that particularly infect the postgeneration. This rationalism is in the service of coming to terms with the past, and is called ‘working through’ precisely because it is not intended as a dismissal or turning away from trauma, but rather as a confrontation with it that aims to place it in a historical rather than a universalist frame. As we shall see again in later chapters, one problem with the trauma discourse is the generalisation of trauma so that it encompasses all experience: everyone is held to be traumatised by the nature of the human condition (broken from one’s past; deprived of one’s desires; abandoned, confused…); or conversely, the nature of trauma is so impossible to symbolise that one can never speak of it except as a kind of awe-inspiring, sublime object. Once again, this is not to totally discount these positions. LaCapra (1998, p. 182) notes that ‘the question of memory may come to the forefront of attention or even be exaggerated precisely because of the difficulty of remembering events that defy the imagination and are not fully encompassed by conventional methods of representation,’ showing clear awareness of just how overwhelming the experience of trauma might be. Nevertheless, the task of memory is a real one: to inch towards a way of thinking about trauma, whether one’s own or one’s predecessors’, that somehow puts it in its place, at least to the extent that this is possible, replacing the re-enactment of trauma with the possibility of thought. ‘The challenge,’ he writes (p. 183), taking issue with some of the more romanticised evocations of trauma to be found in the literature, ‘is not to dwell obsessively on trauma as an unclaimed experience that occasions the paradoxical witnessing of the breakdown of witnessing but rather to elaborate a mutually informative, critically questioning relation between memory and reconstruction that keeps one sensitive to the problematics of trauma.’
The point is that historical trauma is always singular: this happened; this horror was perpetrated; this was done to someone by someone. Universalising trauma has poetic value and helps in evoking the potential for responding to testimonies; but mourning is over particular losses and needs to be allowed this specificity if the loss is to have its full significance. LaCapra writes elsewhere (LaCapra 2001) that the tendency in some of the literature to generalise from specific losses to the conditions of human subjectivity – to confuse, as he puts it, loss with absence – results in a move away from historical precision to an unbounded melancholic grieving.When absence and loss are conflated, melancholic paralysis or manic agitation may set in, and the significance or force of particular historical losses (for example, those of apartheid or the Shoah) may be obfuscated or rashly generalized. As a consequence, one encounters the dubious ideas that everyone (including perpetrators or collaborators) is a victim, that all history is trauma, or that we all share a pathological public sphere or a ‘wound culture’. (LaCapra 2001, p. 64)


Mourning something means being able to see what has been lost, not to universalise the loss so that everything loses meaning. ‘Indeed,’ writes LaCapra (2001, p. 65), ‘specific phantoms that possess the self or the community can be laid to rest through mourning only when they are specified and named as historically lost others.’ Memorialising means putting something in its place without reducing or belittling it. Of course the Holocaust and other genocides have universal significance, raising issues that need to be dealt with at the deepest theological, philosophical, sociopolitical and psychological levels; but they are also particular acts, and memory of the singularity they involve – the destruction of actual people and places – is essential if they are to be given the respect they are due. This might perhaps suggest a response to the criticism of LaCapra’s loss-absence binary from Stef Craps (2012), who argues that long-lasting conditions of oppression fit neither category. Taking the central example of racism, Craps comments,Unlike structural trauma, racism is historically specific; yet, unlike historical trauma, it is not related to a particular event, with a before and an after. Understanding racism as a historical trauma, which can be worked through, would be to obscure the fact that it continues to cause damage in the present… Understanding racism in terms of structural trauma is no less problematic, though, as this would make it into a constitutive feature of existence, something that must be lived with. (Craps 2012, p. 32)


This warning is important in alerting us to the way much trauma theory understands trauma as resulting from a single isolatable event and ignores what Craps (p. 26) refers to as ‘cumulative micro-aggressions’ that might, for example, be central to the wearing suffocation of racism: ‘each one is too small to be a traumatic stressor, but together they can build to create an intense traumatic impact.’ It is also in line with Craps’ more general critique of the limitations of trauma theory in relation to non-Western or minority experiences. Nevertheless, LaCapra’s argument seems more nuanced than is credited here (though to be fair, Craps notes the value of LaCapra’s attempts to bring ‘conceptual clarity to the field of trauma theory’ (p. 4)). LaCapra does not reduce the importance of continued oppression, as in racism, but rather argues that the specificity of suffering, whether due to particular or prolonged conditions, needs to be acknowledged and not rolled up into some general sense of alienation shared by everyone. The singularity of trauma does not mean that it is confined to a moment, only that each situation needs addressing in its own terms. The suggestion is that these situations, whether they have ‘a before and an after’ limited in time or whether they spread over a long duration, require a mode of memorialising which addresses both their immediate and their continuing effects. This is, after all, the point of the tropes of ‘postmemory’ and ‘haunting’: to draw attention to the way certain events, both ‘historical’ and ‘structural’, if they are not remedied and if their consequences are not contested, do indeed ‘cause damage in the present.’
Memorialising that addresses the continuity of suffering is a mode of mourning in the service of laying something to rest. However, as already noted, it may be impossible to mourn under some circumstances, especially in the absence of acknowledgement of what has been damaged and of the responsibility for what has happened. Some of this is related to the sheer scale of loss, which may not be measurable in purely quantitative terms: the significance of a singular loss can at times enlarge it over the massive nature of collective or genocidal destruction. ‘Inconsolable’ loss may indeed be inconsolable, not as a function of some neurosis in the griever but because of what hangs on that loss. Psychoanalysts might label this as melancholic loss without necessarily pathologising it, a loss that returns without ever being worked through. Yet even here the work of partial mourning is an engagement with life, and perhaps a central aspect of the task of those who are witness to grief. Memorialisation even of irreplaceable loss is worthwhile, which is one reason why the postgeneration might seek understanding and some reparation for what has been done, noting the impossibility of ever laying things completely to rest. There is also another important distinction to be made, concerning who deserves remembrance, or perhaps better, the extent to which mourning can be tolerated when what has sometimes to be mourned is unacceptable in itself. This is particularly an issue for the descendants of perpetrators and will be returned to in a later chapter, but it is worth flagging up here. LaCapra comments,With respect to the dead who may not deserve mourning and a proper burial, one might contend that there are other forms of working-through, such as critique involving normative issues and the elaboration of nonfetishistic narratives – narratives that do not deny the trauma that called them into existence. (LaCapra 1998, p. 205)


LaCapra is again arguing for a mode of facing reality that may be psychologically impossible in its complete form, but nevertheless confronts the postgeneration with an ethical demand to acknowledge what has happened ‘in their name’ (however much it was not in reality in their name) and to resist the strong and understandable temptation to back away from it. This temptation can be manifest in forms of denial; or in so identifying with the past as either to repeat it (the resurgence of antisemitism in Europe in recent years may be an example, as may be the nostalgic turn to nationalist authoritarianism) or to adopt a passionate stance of oneness with the victims that can leave insufficient space for difference and realistic acceptance of historical responsibilities.
This discussion of LaCapra’s account of the place of memory in singularising the experience of traumatic loss so that it can begin to be mourned raises issues of responsibility and acknowledgement that are central to the themes of this book. In particular, the last point, about the responsibility of the postgeneration to examine the complicity of its predecessors with the perpetration of suffering, is of more than historical significance. It also poses the question of how one might be an ‘implicated’ witness to suffering and of what it is possible to do under such circumstances. What this means is that the idealised vision of the witness who is able to respond compassionately to the testimony of a victim or survivor (the terminology is highly contested) may not be the paradigmatic situation, or at least the only one. What also happens – who knows how often? – is that the witness is implicated or even ‘complicit’ in the suffering itself, either because they have had some part to play in it directly or indirectly, or because their own ‘post-’ is bound up in it (for example, as continuing beneficiaries of the legacy of slavery; as participants in the ‘patriarchal dividend’; as direct descendants of Nazis or similar perpetrators). One strand in the response to this is a ‘truth and reconciliation’ and ‘acknowledgement’ agenda, in which what is claimed is that it is through a process of recognition and identification that perpetrators of violence themselves and those who are in some way ‘connected’ to them – not necessarily through choice, but often simply through some forms of real or virtual consanguinity, including group membership, nationhood, religious or ethnic connection – are held to account. This is discussed particularly in Chapter 3, where the somewhat different writings of Judith Butler (2012) and Jessica Benjamin (2018) are drawn on to articulate an ‘ethical’ response to this challenge of personal and group responsibility. This work, it will be claimed, adds significant depth to the general argument that whether we like it or not, we frequently and systematically find ourselves implicated in others’ suffering and may have to take some kind of stand in order not to simply be identified with the wrongdoing. This often feels unfair, obliterating the singularity we might claim as subjects who have not and would not participate in cruelty, but the call of events upon us is part of what it means to belong to a sociality and a culture; the tentacles of historical enactments reach out from one place to another, and down from one generation to the next. Amongst the many important points this work raises is the relationship between universal human commitments – the constituents of the ethical human subject, one might say – and its translation into, or emergence from, specific moments of engagement and implication. Simply by virtue of being Jewish, am I called upon to engage with Israel-Palestine? Simply by virtue of being German, does one have to face the question, framed by Janine Chasseguet-Smirgel (1987, p. 437) in the wake of the 1985 Hamburg Congress of the International Psychoanalytical Association, ‘What is one to do with a Nazi father?’
There is one more complexity that derives from different levels of personal responsibility and links back to the issue of intergenerational connectedness and postmemory. Whereas even the receptive witness to trauma testimony might have difficulty hearing the detailed reality of the subject’s speech because of the complexity and sensitivity of listening required – the almost-impossible balance between identification and non-colonisation of the other’s experience – the implicated witness adds to this a more motivated repugnance, a temptation towards casting off the challenge of the other in order to protect the self. Benjamin (2016, 2018) classes this under the heading of ‘only one may live,’ indexing the fantasy that allowing for the other’s suffering somehow neglects one’s own. She also thinks that this has to do with the listener’s adoption of the victim position, something very regularly observed in political situations. Benjamin (2016, p. 7) writes, ‘Our identification with the suffering of others can be interfered with by the identity of victimhood, in which a dissociated fear of forfeiting recognition plays a great role.’ If we are ‘victims’ too, it can be very hard to acknowledge others’ hurt, especially that hurt to which we have contributed, or are currently contributing. This is related to, but not the same as, the universalising tendency: if everyone suffers from trauma, then your suffering is no different in kind from mine, even if we might allow for quantitative variations. I can always translate what you say into what I have experienced, which in some ways allows for empathy but in others is a colonising act that removes the singularity necessary for real witnessing to do its work in promoting the possibility of helping gain access to mourning. This is all a real danger, but the additional issue here is that the implicated witness who insists on her or his own suffering – for example, the suffering of the German people at the end of the Second World War, which was real and widespread – can use this to obscure the possibility of witnessing itself. This too will be returned to later; the point that Benjamin is emphasising is how the identity of victimhood can be a consciously or unconsciously competitive one, in which denigration of the other’s claims to suffering may be seen as necessary to bolstering one’s own. The defensive nature of this process is obvious and so is its perniciously versatile usefulness: if I have suffered, then who are you to demand of me that I take responsibility for the hurt done to you? And yet, despite its transparency, competitive victimhood is precisely what seems to happen, whether in the micropolitics of interpersonal and familial relationships (I have been mistreated therefore mistreat you) or in many of the conflicts in which groups and socialities, even nations, find themselves embroiled. In this regard, postmemory, with its embodied identifications and repetitions, needs to be deconstructed by active memorial work of a kind that allows these repetitions to be turned into processes of recovery and working through. Otherwise, not only will the ghosts remain unlaid, but new ones will keep on being created in their image.
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Speaking
Traces of past suffering are
                
               all
                
               around, but noting
                
               them and then responding to them are complex and uncertain tasks. Much of this book is concerned with problems of registering, recognising and acknowledging these traces, especially when one is caught up in them in some way, as a co-sufferer perhaps, or more likely as a witness, or even as someone who is directly or indirectly implicated in the cause of the suffering. One step in all this is for the suffering itself to gain expression; that is, for there to be a form in which the ‘voice’ of suffering can be made loud and clear enough for the need for a response to become undeniable. Speaking out is not exactly the necessary first step, however, in that it could be argued that an ethical approach to listening requires the witness to take the initiative, as writers from Emmanuel Levinas to Jessica Benjamin with their various uses of the apparently opposite formations ‘after you’ or ‘I’ll go first’ imply
                
                
              
                
                
               (Levinas 1985; Benjamin 2004; Frosh 2009). For these writers, the ethical imperative is to act independently of the other’s demand; that is, to take responsibility for acting in the light of the other’s need, whatever that other might do or might represent. Benjamin is different from Levinas on exactly what this means, more focused on reciprocity and joint or mutual subjectivity; but the two positions are aligned in assuming that being an ethical subject means knowing that you cannot avoid taking responsibility for another’s suffering by saying that they haven’t actually asked for help.
We should note, however, that the ‘representability’ of suffering is a big question in the field of witnessing. The debate is in part over whether there are kinds of suffering, which we might best call ‘trauma’, which simply cannot be spoken about because in their intensity they overwhelm people’s capacity to make sense of them. This does not necessarily mean that nothing can be communicated – even those who adopt quite a strong position on the impossibility of fully articulating trauma, such as Cathy Caruth (1996), believe that the experience of trauma is in some way communicable to others, but in a fragmentary, literalised or ‘enacted’ form rather than as narrative or what might be termed coherent testimony. Or rather, testimonial speech needs to be conceptualised broadly as a mode of communication in which the ‘receiver’ or witness to that speech is affected (or maybe ‘infected’) by it rather than simply told something that might be cognitively decoded and understood. Stated even more strongly, it could be that it is only when language breaks down that trauma or severe suffering can be communicated, in the sense that there is a way in which language reduces experience to something potentially manageable, to some degree therefore always failing to fully convey the experience itself. This idea is not as complicated as it sounds. It basically means that putting something into words requires a number of choices, which might be made deliberately or unconsciously. There is always another way of saying something, and the narrowing down of what could be said into what is actually said of necessity marginalises these other possibilities (Frosh 2002). Sometimes this is because the things that are not said are emotionally too difficult to put into words and are actively excluded; sometimes it is because they have never been processed enough to become articulable in an organised way. Both these are claimed to be aspects of trauma, what Caruth (1996) in the title of her book explicitly terms ‘unclaimed experience’. If such experiences are put into words (‘claimed’) they may be poignant and moving, but they will also be reduced so as to fit the forms of language. The experience is always excessive to the articulation of that experience and even more so to the reception of that articulation. It spills over, and the excess is often cut away to make what is there more manageable. If we want to gain access to this excess – to what might be the core of the traumatic experience precisely because it is the bit that cannot be contained – we have to allow language itself to fail, so we can be drawn into a confrontation with what lies outside it. This means being alert not just to the words that are being used (though few if any commentators would suggest ignoring the substantive content of a trauma narrative) but also to the elemental aspects of the surrounding context of articulation. By this I mean, simply, noticing the moments of confusion and breakdown in speech, and perhaps even more strongly what it feels like to be in the presence of suffering. This might, of course, hint at another source of the failure of language: in addition to the emotional difficulty of putting a name to suffering, there might also be a willed, political impulse at work, silencing some voices as part of a continuing process of oppression or historical denial.
Still, there is a debate about the supposed impossibility of trauma speech here, which will be returned to later in this book. As a kind of place-saver, however, it is worth noting the difficulties produced by the supposition that trauma is by its very nature incommunicable and that all that can be expected is a kind of enactment of trauma that infects or contaminates the interlocutor (who I am calling the ‘witness’) so that the reality of this incommunicable event is felt in the bones and acknowledged even while it cannot be described. There is something to be said in favour of this argument, because the work of witnessing needs to be done with awareness of the difficulty of understanding, of placing oneself in the position of the one who has suffered if one has not done so oneself. Indeed, matters may be made harder if we have also suffered, as may well be the case, or perhaps especially if we have also suffered, because we might then be tempted to bring into play the kind of competition over suffering mentioned at the end of the previous chapter, which Jessica Benjamin (2018, p. 229) has termed ‘only one can live’ (i.e. we can only survive ourselves if we deny the suffering of others). Under such circumstances, we also need to be careful not to colonise the suffering of the other so that we claim to understand it fully. ‘I know how you feel’ can be a supportive statement of solidarity; but it can also be a way of dismissing the strangeness and singularity of another’s experience, as if it is nothing special and has no hesitations or underpinning excesses.
On the other hand, focusing only on the incommunicability of the message of suffering can be a way of denying its reality. It can make it mysterious or mystical, something untouchable and inviolable and in that sense ‘sacred’– and hence also irredeemable. This is not only a way of potentially denying a hearing to those who are seeking it, but it can also be a mode of psychic denial too, that is, a means of staving off the emotional difficulty of engaging with the other’s suffering; and it can be a means of political denial, avoiding the responsibility to do what we can on the grounds that we cannot do everything. In a statement that to some extent haunts this book, Thomas Trezise (2013, p. 211) comments, ‘The routinely repeated claim that the traumatic experience of the Holocaust is unrepresentable or unspeakable appears to stand in for a refusal to listen.’ More positively, in relation to the ethical necessity to find a way of responding to suffering without simply sacralising it, he notes,both recovery, understood as the integration of traumatic experience into the framework of a personal history already altered by that experience, and the reintegration of victims within a broader community, can be seen to depend on the listening of nonvictims, on a reception that is not confined to the mere registration of traumatic narrative but encompasses a response to it. (p. 59)


‘Encompassing a response’ means more than just listening in awe and certainly more than turning away. The historian Dominick LaCapra too, who as noted in the previous chapter is critical of the idea that trauma is fundamentally inexpressible, recognises the difficulty of speech but also the importance of engaging with this difficulty without avoidance. His idea that keeping sensitive to the ‘problematics of trauma’ requires maintaining a focus on the relationship between memory and what he calls ‘reconstruction’ has already been quoted (LaCapra 1998, p. 183). These ‘problematics of trauma’ are real and relate to the genuine difficulty of finding means of expression and methods of sensitive response; but as recipients of testimony we need also to be aware of the responsibility we have to find the best way we can to hear it without simply becoming traumatised ourselves. LaCapra works on this in relation to Freud’s concept of working through, already mentioned as an aspect of postmemorialising, which he describes in his own way as follows:Working-through
                    
                   thus counters compulsive acting-out, but it does not provide full enlightenment or definitive liberation from the constraints of the past. Indeed it is best seen as a recurrent process that responds to recurrent modes of self-deception and ideological implication… It is thus intimately bound up with the possibility of ethically responsible action and critical judgment on the part of someone who strives for the position of an agent and may thereby counteract his or her own experience of victimhood and the incapacitating effects of trauma. (LaCapra 1998, p. 186)


In relation to the suffering of others, this means approaching the trauma repeatedly, as openly as one can, fully aware of the difficulties of listening and the probability that one’s understanding and capacity to help the other is only very partial, yet willing to take the risk of weaving one’s way between over-identification and dismissal. Hearing others’ voices always leaves open the likelihood of mishearing, but the point LaCapra and others make is that this does not mean the act of listening loses its ethical necessity.
Identifying
The dangers of over-identification can be very profound, but they might also be unavoidable in moments of real feeling and care for others. One lure here is that of melancholia, in a simple and relatively non-technical sense. If we can accept Judith Butler’s (1997) idea, based on Freud’s (1923) examination of the formation of the ego, that the melancholic process of incorporation of lost loved objects is one key to psychic life (in her account, especially the construction of gender identity), then we might see the process of identification as a more active response to the tendency to crumble under conditions of loss, as a kind of resistance to this passive incorporation. Putting this more simply, identification might be a way of connecting with another person who cannot necessarily speak of their suffering but nevertheless calls up in the witness an answering echo to that suffering, and as such is allowed to live or – under more extreme conditions –is memorialised in a living way. What kind of identification might be in play here? I wonder if it is what is usually thought of as a maternal identification, which (without necessarily implying its specifically feminine gendering) means a mode of inclusive reaching-out and gathering-in, a process of holding the other to the self that can at times be suffocating but is even more – as its primary constitution – life-preserving and life-enhancing. Under conditions of terrible suffering, it may be that the identification is fruitless or even self-immolating, but it is also deeply ethical. It involves not turning away; or, more actively, it involves staying with or turning back towards the other, even at the expense of one’s own escape from the situation that has that other in its grasp. Staying with a suffering other is an important challenge here. It raises a question about how far one should go with this if the risk is of losing one’s own stability, of being traumatised oneself; but even at that extreme it dramatises the possibility of living a human life ‘in the maternal’ in the sense of being alert to the suffering of others with whom one might be connected or possibly – as we shall see in later chapters – with whom we might not have any obvious link, yet whose situation calls out in an elemental kind of way, demanding that we remain to witness it. Turning back, however, may make even more profound demands on the witness, because it suggests that one might already have partially moved on, turned away or even escaped, and have actively chosen or been called to turn back. One’s own freedom beckons but is given up for the sake of the suffering other. Veena Das (2007, p. 62) evokes this turning back as a recognition that there is no ‘outside’ to which we can escape, that we are all implicated in ‘the criminality of the social rule that consigns the uniqueness of being to eternal forgetfulness.’ Arguing for a ‘descent into the everyday’ she comments,This image of turning back evokes not so much the idea of a return, as a turning back to inhabit the same space now marked as a space of destruction, in which you must live again. (Das 2007, p. 62)


Das’ context is the problem of continuing to live in places where one has been subjected to violence (specifically, post-partition India); but perhaps the more general point is that the apparent distinction between ‘staying with’ and ‘turning back’ collapses when we appreciate the ethical demand that cuts across their different temporalities. Even if we have already begun to leave, we are nevertheless called on to turn back in order to stay with those who would otherwise be abandoned.
There are many examples of turning back in literature and in everyday life, often romanticised and made to ensure a happy ending. One that does not do that, however, yet captures the ambiguities of witnessing in a profound way, is the Biblical story of Lot’s wife. Like most Biblical tales, this is sparingly told, contained within just a single verse in Genesis. Lot has been told not to look back at his home, the city of Sodom, which God is destroying and which still has in it his two elder married daughters, whose husbands have refused to heed his warnings and leave. Lot obeys, ‘But his wife looked back from behind him, and she became a pillar of salt’ (Genesis 19: 26). That is the whole story of Lot’s wife; apart from the earlier statements that Lot was told to take her with him and that the angels who were protecting Lot brought both him and his wife out of the city, nothing more is said about her. Yet the image of Lot’s wife, turning back to look at the burning city and being calcified as a result, is one of those now relatively few Biblical moments known to most people, one which can perhaps be described as haunting the imagination through its poignancy and also its odd elusiveness. Why did she turn back when she was told not to? Why was her apparent punishment so extreme? Was she wicked, or is there something else at stake here?
My suggestion is to read this story through modern eyes, relationally, expanding it from its very austere and brutal single verse origin (she looked back, she became a pillar of salt) in order to examine the possibility that ‘turning back’ may be one ethical response to the unspoken call of the (loved) other. This expansion, which is a familiar tactic in Jewish strategies of textual interpretation, means drawing on some ancient and some more contemporary commentaries. First, there is the question of Lot’s wife’s name. She is not named in the Biblical text, an anonymisation easily understood as part of the process of marginalisation that is an element in patriarchy and indeed in the matricide that this story seems to instantiate (the unnamed mother is killed off; the daughters then sleep with the father, which is in fact the less well known Biblical sequel to this series of events). Lot’s wife seems to fit this anonymising very well, especially as the usual reading of the passage is that she disobeyed God’s clear command (‘Look not behind you’ – Genesis 19: 17) under conditions of catastrophic urgency (‘Escape for your life’) and so deserved to die. Yet the classical rabbis who spent their lives interpreting religious texts went to some trouble to find her a name, and alighted on Irit or Idit (this is found in the text The Pirké of Rabbi Eliezer, which dates from around the ninth century CE, and which itself draws on a Talmudic source). These are interesting names for someone exposed to calumny and criticism: Idit means something like ‘rich soil’, so something good and fertile; and Irit is a flower, an asphodel, which as I understand it was thought by the Greeks to cloak the ground of the underworld, but which here is probably meant to signify something pleasant. The point is that someone – this group of male rabbis who sat around discussing the meaning of the Bible – saw something to be rescued in Lot’s wife; and rather than casting her out, they hinted that there might be something in a name that hauls her back into the community again. She was not so wicked in their eyes, it seems, as not to be fertile and good.
This generosity did not extend to all their dealings with her. The dominant interpretation of why she was turned into a pillar of salt, as opposed to being killed in some other way, is that she was a Sodomite herself, mean and rejecting of visitors, and she resented her husband Lot’s relative generosity and hospitality. Specifically, says the foremost classical Jewish commentator, the eleventh century scholar Rashi (Rabbi Schlomo ben Yitzchak), ‘By salt had she sinned and by salt she was punished. Lot said to her, “Give a little salt to these strangers” and she answered him, “Do you mean to introduce this bad custom also into this city?”’ (Rashi
                
                
               1970, commentary on Genesis 19: 26). Lot insisted, but Irit/Idit found a way to undermine him. As she had little salt in the house, because salt was a luxury, she went round to the other women in the town to borrow some, and when they asked why it was needed she told them they had visitors from outside Sodom, knowing this would antagonise them. As a consequence, the townspeople came to surround Lot’s home, and the visitors were only saved by their miraculous ability to blind everyone. So Lot’s wife is presented not only as impertinent (she disobeyed God’s command), but as inhospitable, xenophobic and scheming; not exactly material for feminine heroism, but then the story was written by men.
It is worth, however, trying to read this myth against its apparent grain, and against too the rendering of patriarchal judgement and matricidal exclusion that seems to come with it. In a compelling rendering, Rebecca Goldstein (1992) does exactly that. Her account takes the form of a ‘modern midrash’, a specifically Jewish format of storytelling that describes an emerging awareness of the possibilities within the myth, alongside her own thoughts on philosophy, Judaism, the Bible, and her father. Goldstein’s story goes, in outline, like this. Learning about the story of Lot’s wife in school, she understands the punishment that comes for looking when you are not supposed to – that is, after all, a common experience of childhood. However, she is troubled by the question, what made Lot’s wife look back when she had been told expressly not to. What was the compulsion? This is not just an intellectual question, but an existential one, linked to her awareness that she too would probably have felt ‘compelled’ to look even if – or perhaps precisely because – it was forbidden. Why do people do what they are supposed not to do, in the full knowledge that they will not get away with it, but nevertheless they do it, as if some force takes them over, against their will? She asks her father why Lot’s wife looked back and he consults his books, as Jewish men do, finding the name (Irit or Idit; Goldstein prefers Irit) and then the following, which he reads out. ‘According to this midrash, Irit had pity on her two older daughters who were left behind with their husbands. She turned around to see if they were following her and she saw the Presence and was turned to salt’ (p. 38).1 This is clearly a convincing explanation: Irit yearned for her lost daughters to follow her and this yearning took the form of a compulsion to look back, exactly the kind of feeling-centred disruption of patriarchal justice that one might understand as an ethical stance against divine, and masculine, cruelty. This is indeed how Goldstein reads it, and so it seems does her father. He looks at her, and she back at him; despite the obviously satisfactory answer that the book has provided, he is not at ease, and says he will seek out other explanations. Goldstein understands exactly why he says this, and she is grateful to him.My father was telling me that he, too, was confused by the story of Lot’s wife. And from his confusion I knew many things. I knew, first of all, that, in looking back at Irit, he, too, looked back with pity. But far more importantly, I knew from his confusion that my father, just like Irit, would also have looked back to see if all his daughters were following. (p. 38)


Goldstein
                
                
               then develops her midrash with a brief account of her own journey from Jewish learning to Western philosophy, the undutiful daughter: ‘Don’t even look, the teachers said. So even before I was graduated from high school, I used one of my summer vacations to take a course in philosophy’ (p. 39). Her commitment drifts towards the rational enterprise of philosophy, to its purity of thought and neglect of family ties and the humdrum demands of ordinary life, and indeed of affect and emotion and muddled thinking. But even in this she is aware of how the contrast between the ‘life of the mind in Western philosophy’ (p. 39) and the densely emotional context of the Judaic world may not be easy to resolve. In fact, she thinks, philosophy holds ‘a vision of life as pellucid with rationality as the other is thick with the ties of blood and with the heavy decisions one is asked to make between the orders of one’s love’ (p. 39). This other dimension, the one that has ties of blood and love in it, haunts her (‘that old dilemma… the conflict between the demands of transcendence and the backward pull of love and accidental attachment’ – p. 39); and strikingly, it is embodied for her in the person of her father.On the one hand, I still remember my father’s admission of confusion about Irit’s fate, and the knowledge and comfort I gathered from his confusion. On the other hand, my father never could work up any enthusiasm for the luminous vision of the life of pure reason I tried to paint for him. I argued that it was the life that was the most consistent and thus right. He agreed with me that it was consistent, but he wouldn’t agree that it was right. In fact, he thought it was all wrong. He thought it was right for human life to be subject to contradictions, for a person to love in more than one direction, and sometimes to be torn into pieces because of his many loves. (p. 41)


The story ends with a very striking return, implicitly after the death of her father, a moment of discovery that Goldstein cannot share with him, but which is imbued with his presence and through that with a distinct, even revolutionary (in the sense of turning things around and back on themselves, as well as overturning the usual understanding) rendering of the God who turns Irit into salt. The new midrash comes from the Radak (Rabbi David Kimchi, a thirteenth century commentator) who takes up the point that when at the end of his life Moses warns the people about the dangers of forsaking God, he uses the imagery of Sodom but refers (Deuteronomy 29: 22) to ‘brimstone and salt’ rather than brimstone and fire, as in Genesis. Radak ‘says that in fact all the people of Sodom became pillars of salt. The outcome of the physical devastation wrought upon Sodom was that the place itself became sulfur, while the people became salt.’ Goldstein glosses this:Hence, at least if one follows Radak, it seems that Lot’s wife was not the spectacular aberration I had always thought her. Her fate was continuous with those who had been left behind. Suddenly I felt the whole story of Lot’s wife shifting.
She was told not to look and she looked, says the Bible. And her punishment came swift and horrible, added my teacher, following the traditional interpretation I too had thought inevitable. But I read the story differently now:
Irit looked back to see if her two first-born daughters were following, and she saw that they weren’t and what had become of them.
In such a moment of grief one knows only one desire: to follow after one’s child, to experience what she’s experienced, to be one with her in every aspect of suffering. Only to be one with her.
And it was for this desire that Irit was turned into a pillar of salt. She was turned into salt either because God couldn’t forgive her this desire . . . or because He could. (p. 41)


What is extraordinary about this reading, in its acute sensitivity to motivation and confusion, is that what appears to be a cast-iron reading of God’s act as a cruel punishment is undermined by finding in it a possible act of care. God turns round from his business of destroying Sodom and sees Irit aching for her daughters, and he says, either in hate or in love, ‘I will make you one with them.’ This could be the force of paternal rejection, unforgiving of Irit’s refusal to follow orders; but it could also be an imaginative leap in which God sees that the maternal ache towards these daughters is insurmountable, and finds a way to acknowledge it for all time – the pillar of salt that was once Irit, standing forever not as a reminder of her culpability, but of her maternal longing.
Intriguingly, there is no word about Goldstein’s mother anywhere in the piece, except for one brief mention of being warned by her ‘to avert my eyes’ (p. 37) when the priestly blessing is taking place in synagogue. For Goldstein, it is not the matricentredness of the myth of Lot’s wife that stands out, but what it evokes between herself and her father, and how this refracts itself back onto her reading of the gendered elements in the original tale: the mother’s turn, the father’s (God’s) compassion for her, even in the midst of his fury with Sodom. This comes out very poignantly in a reflection she has, in passing, on another one of the Biblical patriarchs and his wife, the blind Isaac. Isaac reached out for (turned back towards) his brutish, wild son Esau even after the scheming of his wife Rebecca had resulted in his other son Jacob receiving the blessing destined for the first born. ‘Because she was my namesake I wanted to love and admire Rebecca,’ Goldstein writes (p. 39). ‘And I did, and do, admire her. But it’s Isaac whom I love. I love this blind and confused father, who can’t see clearly because of love, who’s so utterly and pitifully confused, because of love.’ To reiterate: it is not my point that paternal love is more profound than maternal, or that fathers can be confused and loving and not necessarily strict and censorious. I do not think the former is true and I hope very much that the latter is. My point is rather that Goldstein’s expansion of the story of Lot’s wife into her own context of a loving relationship, here with her father, finds a deep and profound space for love that reframes what is usually taken as rigid punishment into relational care.
The issue of paternal and maternal love is not so easily discarded, of course; it may be that one big question that is being asked is whether it is possible for a father to ‘turn back’ towards his daughters in the way that a mother can, and what kind of envy this difference might provoke
                
                
               (Frosh and Sheldon 2019). There is also the issue of the demise of Irit: she neither succeeds in rescuing her daughters, nor comes out of the trauma alive, and what follows is a scene of incest – so in a sense betrayal of the other daughters, even if they are presented as active initiators of the sexual liaison – and the birth from this of sons who later on are portrayed as enemies of the Jewish people. A sordid and unsatisfying tale, it seems, in which the fate of this mother is not one to be celebrated. Nevertheless, there is an act and also, in Goldstein’s evocation of the tale and its place in her own life, a loving turn, one which appreciates the point. Of course Irit turns back to see if her daughters are following; what parent would not do so? And of course, seeing the world, including her daughters, turned to salt, she turns to salt too, in an embodied process of turning and being that announces full understanding of the trauma and that insists – if we can see her turn to salt as an active rather than passive identification – that this act of brutality, the destruction of a whole city and everyone in it, will never be forgotten. Identification is dangerous here, because it takes the witness down with it; the witness is as traumatised as the initial sufferer; but it is also an act of resistance and commemoration, in which the trauma is fully attested to and known.
Speaking Out
In the story of Lot and his wife, no-one asks to be saved; God acts for the sake of Abraham, who is Lot’s uncle. We might view this as some kind of failure of perspicacity, but usually asking for help is a very big first step, often made impossible by the conditions that have caused the suffering in the first place. In many respects, the act of asking – of crying out – is a moment of political resistance that calls for a great deal of psychological strength. Indeed, in the context of a suffering people, this is a very old piece of knowledge. In the Biblical text on the slavery of the Hebrews in Egypt, there is a moment at which God, who seems to have been slumbering, or at least keeping his distance, is roused to action by the Hebrews themselves: ‘and the children of Israel sighed by reason of their service, and they cried; and their cry for help came up unto God by reason of the service. And God heard their groaning, and God remembered his covenant with Abraham, with Isaac, and with Jacob’ (Exodus 2: 23–4). The widely accepted sense of this passage is that it was the people’s cry that woke God into remembering his responsibilities; he was waiting, it seems, for them to make the first small act of resistance, to cry out on their own behalf. If one waits too long, however, it can be too late; or perhaps, at the very least, the teaching here is that the witness needs to be primed and ready to respond as soon as she or he is asked, however indirect the appeal might seem to be.
I want to offer two examples of speech and silence that capture some of the traces of historical suffering in the form of an ironic, partly deracinated but also partly deeply attuned, culturally embedded knowledge of what it might mean to resist, and of the different kinds of small resistance that might operate in the face of traumatic loss. These two examples are from the same author, Isaac Leib Peretz, one of the greatest writers in the ‘dying’ language of Yiddish that haunts the memory of Europe as a trace of its missing Jews. In that sense, these are ghost stories, albeit of an ironic kind. Peretz was amongst the best known of the clutch of extraordinary Yiddish writers roughly contemporaneous with Freud (Peretz
                
                
               was born in 1852 and died in 1915) and just as sophisticated as him – though more rooted in traditional Judaism, however secular he became, Polish rather than Austrian, and socialist rather than liberal in his politics and affiliations. His writings in Yiddish and Hebrew mix secular and political concerns but often have a backdrop of Jewish folklore and of the religious world of Peretz’s youth. In this, they speak directly to the experience of a people moving between tradition and modernity, not quite belonging anywhere, at odds with itself and with the world around. The stories are often ironic and sometimes deceptive; they could claim to be about nothing at all, or they could be a means of rousing a people to revolt. This is indeed the ambiguity in what is probably Peretz’s best known tale, his 1894 Bontsha
                
               the Silent. Bontsha is the quintessential suffering nobody, not even a saint, just someone so passive and hopeless that he expects nothing of the world and never challenges even its worst abuses. The story opens with his death and with one of the most astringent first lines in literature: ‘Here on earth the death of Bontsha the Silent made no impression at all’ (p. 223). We are not initially even told how he died, only that ‘Bontsha was a human being’ – a statement that is left standing either as a summary or as a source for what is to come, setting the tone of an irony that is often missed in ‘folksy’ readings of the story. ‘Bontsha was a human being; he lived unknown, in silence, and in silence he died. He passed through our world like a shadow’ (p. 223). The founding of this sentence in ‘human being’ is an unsettling one: is it a statement about Bontsha, who should have been recognised as a human being, or a summary statement about all humans, who live unknown and in silence? In any event, Bontsha himself is amongst the poorest of the poor, neglected, abused, unwanted and most of all, anonymous.When Bontsha was brought to the hospital ten people were waiting for him to die and leave them his narrow little cot; when he was brought from the hospital to the morgue twenty were waiting to occupy his pall; when he was taken out of the morgue forty were waiting to lie where he would lie forever. Who knows how many are now waiting to snatch from him that bit of earth?
In silence he was born, in silence he lived, in silence he died – and in an even vaster silence he was put into the ground. (p. 224)


At this point, however, having established Bontsha’s suffering and his silence, the story shifts. ‘In Paradise the death of Bontsha was an overwhelming event’ (p. 224). Trumpets sound, angels celebrate and dance with joy, Father Abraham welcomes Bontsha with open arms, God himself is apprised of Bontsha’s arrival. The routine trial that a new soul is put through, with defending and prosecuting angels arguing his innocence and guilt, is used by the defending angel to summarise the actual trials of Bontsha’s life on earth and his totally perfect refusal to complain. It is this refusal – Bontsha’s silence in the face of every attack on him, his continuing lack of remonstrance directed either at people or at God – that makes him in the eyes of Heaven such a saint and draws an explicit parallel with the suffering of Job. The bulk of the story is given over to the defending angel’s account of Bontsha’s vicious treatment at the hands of all around – his parents, his wife, his son, his employer – and to his silent acceptance. So obvious is it to the court that this is the greatest holiness, even the prosecuting angel gives up his right to make accusations. ‘And finally, in a very soft voice, that same prosecutor says, “Gentlemen, he was always silent – and now I too will be silent”’ (p. 229). At this point, the judge reaches out lovingly to Bontsha in his own closing statement.My child… you have always suffered, and you have always kept silent. There isn’t one place in your body without its bleeding wound; there isn’t one place in your soul without its wound and blood. And you never protested. You always were silent. (pp. 229–30)


The judge then offers Bontsha his reward (p. 230): ‘There in that world, that world of lies, your silence was never rewarded, but here in Paradise is the world of truth, here in Paradise you will be rewarded…. For you there is not only one little portion of Paradise, one little share. No, for you there is everything!! Whatever you want! Everything is yours!’
Taken at face value, 
                Bontsha the Silent
                
               is a familiar moral tale, showing both Jewish and Christian influences, in which the unquestioned and faith-filled suffering of a soul in this ‘world of lies’ is rewarded in the world to come. It takes its place as an instance of comfort and longsuffering hope offered to victims and the oppressed: nothing can be done to relieve injustice and suffering here, but there will be found the reward that will come to those who put up with it without renouncing their religious beliefs or their integrity. As such, the quietude of Bontsha is emblematic of a long line of suffering saints and messiahs; this is non-resistance in its ultimate, holy form; or rather, it is the silent resistance to the violence of earthly reality from a being that knows what real – heavenly – truth is. However, whilst the story has certainly been read in this way, there is plenty of evidence in the text that this is not what the secular, socially radical Peretz had in mind. More importantly, if we can read such stories as imaginative interventions into psychosocial life, it is a different political message that stands out.
At one level, there is the character of Bontsha himself. He is not in fact a saint, suffering for the sake of a deeper truth. His desires are simple and material. Standing in the rich surroundings of Paradise and thinking there must be a mistake, he remembers what he dreamt about whilst alive: ‘How often, in that other world, had he not dreamed that he was wildly shovelling up money from the street, that whole fortunes lay there on the street beneath his hands…’ (p. 225). He has the same material wishes as the people who trick and abuse him; he simply is too ineffectual to act on them. He is too easily despised: his employer, having married Bontsha off, ‘himself provided a child for Bontsha to look after’ (p. 228); he never protests about this, nor about the child himself, who throws Bontsha out of his own house. His passivity is foolish and not principled; there is no suggestion that he somehow sees the necessity for his suffering, only its inevitability. He has no expectation of reward and even in heaven he is so sure there has been a mistake that he can barely listen to what is happening. But more significantly, there is the end of the story, which is framed by two moments of bitterness. In the middle of his speech of praise for Bontsha’s silence, the judge lets something slip:There, in that other world, no one understood you. You never understood yourself. You never understood that you need not have been silent, that you could have cried out and that your outcries would have brought down the world itself and ended it. You never understood your sleeping strength. (p. 230)


Does that lack of ‘understanding’ deserve reward? Suffering as he did, Bontsha could have brought an end to the injustice of the ‘world of lies’, but failed to do so; one moment of crying out might have produced revolutionary change. The hint here is that the apparent humility and ‘indifference’ of Bontsha is actually a disastrously missed opportunity. And then come the last lines, describing Bontsha’s finally awakened desire, his response to the insistence of the judge and all the heavenly court that he can take anything he wants as his reward, that ‘Everything in Paradise is yours.’‘Really?’ Bontsha asks again, and now his voice is stronger, more assured.
And the judge and all the heavenly host answer, ‘Really! Really! Really!’
‘Well then’ – and Bontsha smiles for the first time – ‘well then, what I would like, Your Excellency, is to have, every morning for breakfast, a hot roll with fresh butter.’
A silence falls upon the great hall, and it is more terrible than Bontsha’s has ever been, and slowly the judge and the angels bend their heads in shame at this unending meekness they have created on earth.
Then the silence is shattered. The prosecutor laughs aloud, a bitter laugh. (p. 230)


There are no doubt many ways to interpret this, but it is very hard to see it as approving passivity and silence. As in some other great Yiddish texts of roughly the same period and provenance, for example An-Sky’s play The Dybbuk (An-Sky 1920; Frosh 2013), 
                Bontsha the Silent
                
               references
                
                
               an ambivalence about the loss of a culture that bought into religious promises (that the world to come would provide full recompense for suffering in the here-and-now) which both provided comfort and sustained injustice. Bontsha is rewarded under this ‘old system’ for his acceptance and withdrawal, for his lack of resistance; but he should have spoken out: he could have ‘brought down the world itself’ (in another translation, brought down the walls of Jericho). And at the moment of choice, when he can have anything, all he can think of is his hot roll and butter. There is no grandeur of a revolutionary vision here, no stirring of anger or ideal, just an ‘unending meekness’ that leaves everything as it always has been. There is no route through to rebuilding the broken Symbolic order, to redeeming a world that fails to keep its promises; the prosecutor’s ‘bitter laugh’ seems to be one of those utterly demoralising evocations of the void that leaves us nothing to hold onto.
Peretz and his Jewish readership knew only too well the actualities of personal and communal suffering and their bitterness was based on this real and prolonged experience. Peretz’s story both evokes this sympathetically (it is not difficult to feel in alliance with Bontsha, even if one is also rapidly alienated by his shallowness) and castigates those who refuse to resist. It is as if the possibility of resistance, of speaking out, is not realised by those who are silent in the face of, or have been silenced by, the violence of the social word. Withdrawal is a psychological mode of survival – Bontsha gets by through the strategy of closing down awareness of what might be: ‘You never understood yourself. You never understood that you need not have been silent.’ The cost, however, is high, because overcoming psychological resistance through ‘understanding’, however hard it might be to tolerate, is a necessary precursor to, or aspect of, ‘bringing down the world.’ Without such understanding, nothing can change.
It seems clear that this is a feasible reading of the story and also that the message that Peretz encodes in it is an important one in all periods in which resistance is needed, which certainly includes today. But I want to pick up something else here. What we are dealing with is a manifest failure of the symbolic. In Peretz’s time, it is the collapse of a religious world view that offered a firm set of promises about right and wrong and the rewards of goodness, none of which promises was kept. In Bontsha’s case, the textual move is towards subversion of the narrative of religious salvation and critique of acceptance and silence in the face of suffering. One question, however, is whether the ‘meekness’ Bontsha displays in his request for ‘a hot roll with fresh butter’ is so culpable after all. Perhaps – who knows? – such a domestic request is all that paradise really can offer; perhaps if everyone had this hot roll and butter as their entitlement – which is to say, perhaps if everyone had this ‘meek’ desire – it would signify something. Who provides such a breakfast each day? Someone who cares for you, who reliably tends to your needs whoever and whatever you are, whatever you have or have not done. Someone perhaps who turns back on their way out, to check that you are all right. Maybe there is something else at work in this image that reminds us of what it means to be lured into the imaginary sense that we can control everything, and of how the real – a hot roll and butter that is baked somewhere, after all – might be exactly where we want to find it, and not in some mythical or mystical transformation. Maybe the paradox in 
                Bontsha the Silent
                
               is not that Bontsha failed to cry out and destroy the world, but rather that in asking for his roll and butter he reminds us that we might need a certain kind of modest, relational sustenance to fuel any resistance at all. Put in the terms of recent discussions on temporality, this is part of the process that Baraitser (2017) calls ‘maintenance’, defined (p. 53) as ‘the temporal dimension of care.’ She enlarges on this to reach out from the interpersonal to the sociopolitical:Maintenance deals with states of dependency, with vulnerable states in which we are reliant on both the practices and good will of other people, beings and things to survive and thrive, vulnerabilities that emerge at different points in our individual histories, as well as emerging differently in relation to histories of oppression and resistance, and histories of power
                    
                   and agency. (Baraitser 2017, p. 53)


The daily hot roll and butter, a luxury in many ways (what beggar has butter?), is also an instance of repetitive, mundane care attuned to the vulnerability of a person who has never had anyone to look after him and has had to ‘maintain’ himself; and it is a critique of a society in which such things happen. The unseen work of maintenance lurks in this story, and the shame of the entire heavenly court could possibly be that it never gives it its due.
The second story by Peretz is less well known but is an especially powerful expression of the bitterness that suffering produces and the way in which resistance can be mobilised out of a need for self-assertion and revenge, even when it can have no lasting effect. This story is the 1909 comic tale, Neilah
                
               in Gehenna. Neilah is the closing section of the Day of Atonement service; Gehenna, at least in this story, is hell. 
                Neilah in Gehenna
                
              , like 
                Bontsha the Silent
                
              , begins with a death. The local informer, rushing through the little Polish town of Ladam, falls from his wagon and dies. Despite their aversion to him, the townspeople bury him and, in an echo of Bontsha, his soul goes to be judged. When he is received at the gates of Gehenna, however, there is consternation amongst the fiends: no-one there has heard of Ladam. How can this be? The town has synagogues, taverns, epidemics and deaths, good people and bad; surely it should be known to the imps of hell? They decide to investigate and soon enough the answer comes back. It is true that Ladam is an ordinary town and so should send its due quota of souls to hell, but there is one extraordinary feature of the place:Because Ladam has a cantor! There lies the explanation! And what a cantor! Himself he’s nothing. But his voice! A voice for singing, so sweet, so poignant-sweet, that when it weeps it penetrates right into hearts of iron, through and through; it melts them to wax! He has but to ascend the prayer stand, this cantor, and lift his voice in prayer, and behold, the whole community of Ladam is made one mass of repentance, wholehearted repentance, and all its officers and members reduced, as if one person, to singlehearted contrition. With what result? With the result that Up There, Ladam’s sins are nullified, voided, made of no effect. With the result that for Ladam the gates of Paradise – because of this cantor – are forthwith flung apart! When somebody comes before those gates and says he’s from Ladam – no further questions asked! (pp. 215–6)


The voice redeems; it is impossible to hear a voice of such sweetness without being destroyed and reborn. And it is only the voice: the cantor himself is ‘nothing’; his intentions are mundane, but his voice has a life of its own.
The imps and devils cannot, of course, allow this situation of total unqualified redemption to continue, and so ‘That Certain Party… Head of Hell’ casts a spell on the cantor, courtesy of a crowing Calcutta rooster: ‘Cock-crow begone! Begone his singing voice! Until the hour of his death!’ (p. 216). And so it is, the cantor loses his voice and because he is nothing special himself, no-one can intercede for him, however many rabbis he asks. Eventually, however, he receives a clear explanation from the zadik (wise man) of Apt, along with some unintended advice that mobilises his resources.‘Know, Cantor,’ he says, ‘that your hoarseness will persist until your death, but know also that when at the hour of your death, you come to say the Prayer of Repentance, you will say it with a voiced so clear, you will sing it with a voice so musical, that it will resound through all the corridors of Heaven!’ (p. 217)


Hearing the whole story – ‘informer, rooster, and curse’ – the cantor dashes away swearing to have his revenge. A couple of days later, his drowned body is fished out of the river, a suicide; but the remarkable thing is that he has not used his opportunity to pray for his soul, but has stayed silent at his death.
And here is his revenge, lovingly spelt out in hilarious detail by Peretz. Taken to the gates of Gehenna, the cantor refuses to speak, and as he is a suicide he is put into hell. A cauldron awaits. ‘But here,’ writes Peretz (p. 218), ‘the cantor at last permits himself the privilege of his voice. Clear and ringing, he sings it forth: “Yis-ga-dal…”.’ This ‘Yisgadal’ (‘he is great’) is the first word of the memorial prayer and also the prayer that marks the beginning and end of each religious service; and the version the cantor chooses to sing is in the distinctive melody of the final service held on the Day of Atonement at the moment when the gates of heaven are closing and the congregation is praying for last minute forgiveness. It is the most intense liturgical moment of the Jewish year, and the dead cantor takes advantage of it, his voice spreading through hell to awaken all the suffering souls to such true penitence that they ascend to heaven, emptying hell of its population.The cantor sings on, and the congregation of Hell in undertone accompanies him, prays with him; and passage by passage, as the prayer is rendered, hurt bodies are healed, become whole, torn flesh unites, skin is renewed, the condemned dead grow pure. Yes, when the cantor comes to the verse where he cries out ‘Who quickeneth the dead,’ and Hell’s poor souls respond, ‘Amen, Amen,’ it is as if a resurrection, there and then, is taking place! (p. 218)


The fire of the cauldrons dies down, hell empties, all are saved. Except, of course, the cantor himself: ‘True, here in Hell he had brought, as he had brought on earth, his congregation to repentance, but he himself had not known a true repentance. That unsaid Prayer of Repentance… that matter of suicide’ (pp. 218–9). And the sting in the tail: ‘In the course of time Gehenna was filled again, and although additional suburbs were built, it still remains crowded’ (p. 219).

                Bontsha the Silent
                
               might refract either a critique of passivity (why did he not bring the established order to an end when he could?) or possibly a confirmation of the significance of small, relational acts – what now might be referenced as the ‘ordinary’ (Das 2007) – in granting meaning to a life. Bontsha’s lack of voice and the timid way in which he eventually gives expression to himself can be read as an indictment of the deafness of the world to suffering: it is not as if people do not know about it, but they turn away or even manipulate it to their own ends. Resistance should involve crying out, but too often this is rendered psychologically impossible because of the way the continued experience of hardship, reiterated every moment of every day, grinds the sufferer down. Remaining silent about one’s own suffering and trauma may in fact not be because it is so difficult to find the right words, but because repeated experiences of rejection and continued violent exploitation mean that one has neither energy to speak about it, nor any hope that one’s voice will be heard. Even when a witness does come along – as happens in the heavenly court in the story, and as might happen in truth commissions or in psychoanalysis or some other setting that demands or encourages testimony – it is not clear that the sufferer or survivor will be able to speak out. Speaking and listening, that is, are complex tasks; added to which, the witness might have to manage the disappointment involved in discovering that not every trauma survivor is a hero. In Neilah
                
               in Gehenna, the cantor is a less savoury character than Bontsha, despite his role in saving people’s souls; on the other hand, he is more alert, more willing to contest injustice and suffering, and more tactical in seeking revenge. It is clear from the start that this revenge will be short-lived; the nature of things is stacked against it, in particular the way of being of humans – there will always be a demand for new suburbs in hell. The cantor himself, unnamed in the story, is a vehicle for other people’s salvation and also for revenge; he has no complex inner life, no sense of a touching capacity to turn back towards others in the way Rebecca Goldstein’s Irit does. People do not matter to him other than as an audience for his voice or a channel for his activism. Indeed, there is very little individualising in the story; or better put, there is no sense of the singularity of each person’s suffering.
Nevertheless, the trope of voice remains a strong one here. Tracing it through: Lot’s wife says nothing throughout the whole Biblical story; it is her mute presence as a silent pillar watching over the scene of destruction that casts such a strong shadow over generations of suffering. The witnessing here might be mute, but it is enough to inspire a relational encounter founded in love and sensitivity and premised on the motion of turning back towards the other, even if one cannot save that other – or oneself – from the consequences of trauma. Bontsha is silent in the face of his suffering and that of the world, his eyes cast down at the street, hoping to find a treasure yet never recognising his own power. Faced with the opportunity to use his voice he can only ask for the minimum; though this small voice and smaller request (‘a hot roll with fresh butter’) acknowledges what is in a way the fundamental requirement of life, resonant of the maternal: bread and milk. The cantor has his voice but loses it as a consequence of the viciousness of the persecuting other – the fiends of hell, to be precise; but one might also wonder if he loses it because it has only narcissistic significance for him, and the souls he has saved are of no interest in themselves. Recovering his voice is an act of great power, clearing hell of its inhabitants, but it has no lasting consequences, least of all for the cantor himself. To use one’s beautiful voice out of bitterness may not be what it is best suited for, although it is worth noting that the moment in which the cauldrons go quiet and all the souls are healed through the agonising beauty of voice and prayer is a great one in the story, however much the final, cynical words come into play. And for Jewish readers steeped in the practices of synagogue prayer, as was the situation of most of Peretz’s readers however secular they had become, and is still true of at least some of his readers today, it is easy to imagine the cantorial scene as a voice tugging at one’s individual and collective memory and finding in it the remains and traces of a kind of ghostly tradition. The effect of pure voice is to invoke a set of intergenerational experiences that are not very easy to name and that in some ways we ought to be wary of, because they can slip into a false nostalgia or sentimental invention of a past that never existed. They can, however, rouse one to repentance, understood as a return or turning back, or turning towards; a move, that is, towards recognising hurt and beginning the process of finding a way through it.
Mother Tongue
In his Nobel Prize banquet speech, Isaac Bashevis Singer (1978) playfully took up the question of why he wrote in Yiddish, a dying language. He offers four reasons, comic yet also profound.Firstly, I like to write ghost stories and nothing fits a ghost better than a dying language. The deader the language the more alive is the ghost. Ghosts love Yiddish and as far as I know, they all speak it.
Secondly, not only do I believe in ghosts, but also in resurrection. I am sure that millions of Yiddish speaking corpses will rise from their graves one day and their first question will be: ‘Is there any new Yiddish book to read?’ For them Yiddish will not be dead.
Thirdly, for 2000 years Hebrew was considered a dead language. Suddenly it became strangely alive. What happened to Hebrew may also happen to Yiddish one day (although I haven’t the slightest idea how this miracle can take place).
There is still a fourth minor reason for not forsaking Yiddish and this is: Yiddish may be a dying language but it is the only language I know well.
                    
                   Yiddish is my mother language and a mother is never really dead.


All these reasons relate closely to questions of language and memory, but the last one, that Yiddish was his mother-tongue and ‘a mother is never really dead,’ is perhaps especially apposite. It resonates in a contrasting way with a passage from Aharon Appelfeld’s (2004) memoir, The Story of a Life. Arriving in Palestine in 1946 after surviving the war in hiding, and learning to speak Hebrew, he found himself losing his mother tongue (Yiddish) and also his murdered mother’s mother-tongue, her first language, German.The effort to preserve my mother tongue amid surroundings that imposed another language upon me proved futile. From week to week it dwindled; by the end of that first year all that remained were embers. The pain this brought was double-edged. My mother had been murdered at the start of the war, and all through it I carried her image within me, somehow believing I would meet up with her when it was over and things would go back to the way they had been. My mother and her language were one and the same. Now, as that language faded within me, it was as if my mother were dying a second time. A deep sadness suffused me like a drug, not only during my waking hours, but in sleep as well. While asleep, I would be wandering with a convoy of refugees, all of them stuttering, with only the roadside animals – the horses, the cows, and the dogs – speaking fluently, as if man and beast had exchanged places. (Appelfeld 2004, p. 110)


The close proximity of language, ghosts and mothers in these pieces is significant. Language is described by both Singer and Appelfeld as a means through which a mother’s being is preserved; in Appelfeld’s case, loss of the mother(’s) tongue institutes a process where this precious ghost, kept alive as part of him throughout the terrible suffering of the war years and in the full knowledge of her actual death, dies again, a second time. For Singer, more light-heartedly in expression but just as profoundly, the language of the slain millions is by definition both a language of ghosts and a language that is part of his continuing link to his mother: ‘a mother is never really dead’ and hence Yiddish, as his mother tongue, never dies either. Finding words in the right language, the language of first experience and of emotional linkage, of the presence of the maternal as a force for life and care – life and words together, we might say, echoing Veena Das’ (2007) title for her book on gender and violence – is perhaps the gift that the witness can offer to the one who is trying to speak. Appelfeld describes himself and the other young survivors as struggling in language: ‘Back then,’ he writes (p. 108), ‘most of the children around me stuttered, spoke too loudly, or swallowed their words.’ Fluency was not simply a matter of mastering (a gendered word) the new language, but of somehow finding a way to grow into it; but the loss involved, the killing of the mother a second time, might also be profound. In his dreams, only the animals, close to their elemental selves, speak fluently; the people are all refugees, deracinated, without the mothers’ turning-towards that they need.
The stories used in this chapter have to do with different responses to suffering: mute memorialisation; passive acceptance and minimal ambition; acting-out, resistance and revenge. Lying behind them all is the sense of a world teetering on the edge of destruction. In this situation, ghosts offer some respite, a link to the past and also the future. Maybe the dead will come back to life and want to read new books in their dead language; maybe they will reappear after the war and things will ‘go back to the way they had been.’ Severing the possibility of language is a way of losing the dead again, and not for the better; it does not do them honour. Acknowledging the ghosts and sustaining a dialogue with them keeps something alive: the possibility of communication, of a kind of resurrection of the dead. We might interpret this psychoanalytically as a statement about bringing murdered parts of oneself back to life, whether we are sufferers ourselves or witnesses to the testimony of others. Identifying, turning back, speaking out, listening; these are practices that support engagement with ghosts and in that way allow both living and dead to begin to breathe again.
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Footnotes
1Pirké of Rabbi Eliezer (Chapter 25) has, ‘The pity of Edith the wife of Lot was stirred for her daughters, who were married in Sodom, and she looked back behind her to see if they were coming after her or not. And she saw behind the Shekhinah, and she became a pillar of salt.’ The Shekhinah is commonly thought of as the feminine aspect of God.
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Being Implicated
The question of how to find ways of responding to suffering and injustice in the context of being an ‘implicated witness’, raised at the end of Chapter 1, runs through this book. How do we make ourselves open to the experiences of others who have been wronged partly ‘in our name’, in the sense of in circumstances – current or historical – with which we are connected even if we have no direct responsibility for them or do not wish to be identified with them? This is different from being a perpetrator, although as Jessica Benjamin (2016) points out the two positions can merge together in the experience of the victim of oppression if it turns out that the ‘witness’ refuses to take responsibility. In a paper focused on the situation in Israel-Palestine, she writes about what happens when a witness entrusted with the narrative of suffering somehow fails to respond adequately to it, for instance by not recognising its significance or truth, or by backing away from it by becoming caught up in ‘only one can live’ competitive victimhood. She writes,Being the failed witness or abandoning bystander can… be collapsed into appearing to be the abuser or injurer – both being forms of betrayal and resulting in mystification, which involves deep injury to the sense of self. … Even if bystander and abuser were originally distinct positions at the time of historical injury, in re-enactments the violent erasure and mental evacuation of the other’s experience of fear and pain often feels commensurate with the violence of the act. Thus denial or refusal to witness can have a retraumatizing effect. (Benjamin 2016, p. 14)


One might want to introduce a caveat here, that it is wrong to collapse the failed witness and the perpetrator into one or to imply that failures of witnessing traumatise victims in the same way as did the original circumstance. Perhaps it would be better to suggest that a failure to witness might add to a pre-existing trauma, rather than reproduce it. Nevertheless, Benjamin’s point is that a testifier may have expectations of a witness, perhaps set up by the formal situation in which they find themselves (appealing to a judicial or political agency; speaking to a psychoanalyst), and that the experience of not gaining sought-for recognition can itself have destructive consequences. Benjamin’s analysis is directed both towards psychoanalysts and others in a position of professional responsibility for receiving traumatic tales, and to political situations in which the witnessing other – for instance, the international community – refuses to hear what is being said by the victim. Using her own particular vocabulary (described more fully below), she writes (Benjamin 2018, p. 227), ‘The pivotal function of the moral Third in relation to collective trauma is constituted by the acknowledgement of violation by the others who serve as witness. At a social level this role is played by the eyes and voice of the world that watches and upholds what is lawful by expressing, at the least, condemnation and indignation over injustice and injury, trauma and agony endured by the victims.’ The ‘moral Third’ in this quotation can be understood loosely as referring to the one who takes responsibility for remedying injustice – that is, a witness who acts, including by acknowledging the hurt that the witness might her- or himself have caused. But this moral third is not an easy position to take up, as it is fraught with difficulties not only about how to listen openly to a tale of suffering that may also have an intended or implicit accusation in it (‘You are White; how can you understand when you are part of the problem?’) but also because action may be blocked by many things, such as one’s own anxieties or political constraints. For instance, disappointment and retraumatisation may be a common experience for many people who have engaged with truth commissions around the world, however sincere the motivations of those on the commissions might be. Sometimes this is due to the disconnection between what the truth commission reveals and what follows from this. Thus, in Brazil In 1979, even before the end of the civilian-military dictatorship there, the Brazilian military president João Baptista Figueiredo passed a law that provided a general and unrestricted amnesty to all the perpetrators of political crimes, whether they were members or defenders of the civil-military regime or had opposed it. One consequence of this is that there is little judicial recourse when a Brazilian truth commission (of which there have been several in recent years) uncovers information about abuse. Whilst it is well recognised that such judicial recourse is insufficient to pacify suffering, it is at least a signal that a state has taken this seriously; in Brazil, such signals are at best half-hearted and at times result in cynicism and deflated hopes amongst victims and their descendants. There may even be a link between this failure to formally respond to revelations of state induced violence (which also reflect failures of memory and social mourning) and the threatened descent of Brazil into authoritarian control after the elections of 2018.
More generally, trusting something to another, even tentatively, and then having that trust left unfulfilled or even traduced can, Benjamin suggests, magnify the trauma or even ‘retraumatise’ the victim. The acknowledgement people need is often very slow in coming, and very partial or distorted when it does; we will look further at this in the next chapter. But amongst the many reasons for lack of acknowledgement, for ‘failed witnessing’ in Benjamin’s terms, is the difficulty of responding to the demand made upon us when we are also seen as ‘part of the problem.’ If recognising your suffering involves acknowledging my part in it, and if I do not feel that I have directly had such a part (because, for example, the historical wrong occurred in a previous generation or the contemporary wrong is happening somewhere else, where I have no control), then the required acknowledgement might be very difficult to achieve. In a simple sense, it is likely to provoke psychic and perhaps even political resistance: ‘Why should I have to accept responsibility for this thing that I have no connection with, that I even repudiate; yet I am being accused of somehow benefitting from it, or at least being stained by it. Is this not ignoring my own singularity? Why, for example, should I be responsible for what my Nazi/slave owning/colonial ancestors did so long ago, just because of the accident of the genealogy of my birth? Or why should I be seen as needing to apologise for apartheid when I fought against it; or for the actions of Israel against the Palestinians when I am against the Occupation?’
These are understandable objections, often deeply felt by people who genuinely put themselves in the position of trying to come to terms with the stain of oppressive practices with which they are connected merely because of this aforementioned ‘accident of birth’. I certainly register it myself, as I am asked regularly for my views on Israel as if I have to justify them before I can be acceptable in certain company – as if, that is, my being Jewish places me under suspicion unless I clear myself in advance from the possible cloud of supporting the Occupation, or perhaps more generally of being a Zionist. But whilst (leaving aside the regular slippage into antisemitism in my example) the feeling behind these objections needs to be understood, the objections themselves are not convincing and have many ripostes. Those that I find most compelling come from the arguments that in psychosocial and psychoanalytic circles are linked to Judith Butler and Jessica Benjamin, which are the main concern of this chapter (e.g. Butler 2012; Benjamin 2018). These positions are distinct from one another. In Butler’s case, the focus is on the resources offered by twentieth-century Western ‘Jewish’ philosophy, with its emphasis on universalist ethics – injunctions towards modes of responsibility and nonviolence that derive from ideas about nomadism, Arendtian ‘cohabitation’ and Levinasian alterity. By which I mean, simply, that she presents a compelling case for the rooting of acknowledgement in a philosophical and psychosocial privileging of what is increasingly termed ‘relational ethics’, built firmly out of awareness of the ubiquity of human vulnerability and its distribution in unequal patterns of precarity. Benjamin roots her thinking in a psychoanalytic ethic of recognition and an awareness of the peculiar situation of the psychoanalyst as one who becomes involved in a situation of suffering by virtue of her or his role or, perhaps, ‘calling’. The analyst, come what may, stirs up hurt through the analytic demand that what is most damaged and fragile in us is also what must become present in the analysis. As a consequence, the analyst has a responsibility to observe and take some kind of ownership over that hurt, leading us back to the issues of acknowledgement and witnessing already raised. In both these examples, what is brought into play includes a profound commitment to universal responsibility (in Butler’s case built on shared precarity; in Benjamin’s the necessity of recognition) alongside an equally powerful mobilisation towards practical action in relation to particular political engagements – for instance, around social protest, or sexuality struggles, or anti-war movements.
There is also a more straightforward reply to the argument that we should not have to face up to the ways we might ourselves be implicated in patterns of hurtfulness, that we need not, as in some contemporary parlance, ‘examine our privilege.’ This is simply to see this attitude as a form of denial. For instance, in the face of the unending trauma of what is happening in Israel-Palestine, it is easy for many of us to be drawn into silence, to decide that it is safer to leave the scene than to go through what often feel like the rituals of complaint. I don’t really have any answer to this: ‘I would prefer not to know’ is an effective form of denial used by those who should be able to see what is happening, not exactly refusing to acknowledge that the destructive thing exists or even reinterpreting it (literal and interpretive 
                denial
                
               in Stan Cohen’s (2001) typology), but a conscious turning away out of confusion or resignation. I would prefer not to know. There is a kind of wishfulness implicit here: maybe, if I don’t recognise it, it will go away. In this context, one might even argue that the turn to theory, as in this chapter, to help make sense of things is an ambiguous move. Theory can aid the process of denial; it can be a means of further distancing, a way of recovering control when events and investments threaten to topple us, to make it impossible to stay out of the fray. On the other hand (or at least this is the hope, ambivalently held as will be clear) the right kind of theory – theory that challenges us to confront our own position in violence – might be a way of engaging, of turning back to face the thing itself. This chapter is an attempt to use some such critical theory in the service of this ‘turning back’. To return to the image of Lot’s wife from the previous chapter, it is an attempt to look back with concern at the destruction, on the grounds that it is essential for witnesses to be engaged in the struggle against violence, however tempting it may be to withdraw. But the danger still stands: theory tends to move us into the position of one who knows, who can make sense, and as such is potentially a defensive psychic and political strategy. We shall have to see.
This sets up some premises that need to be held in mind to frame the following discussion, in which the question of witnessing violence is a major concern. First, it is not the case that violence is something that is produced without will, that we cannot avoid it: there is always a choice, and whether violence is the right choice or not (combatting Nazism is the common example of where a violent response might be called for) is an ethical as well as a political issue. Second, the stakes are not the same for everyone and power imbalances matter. Third, there are many kinds of violence, and both the similarities and the differences between them are relevant to the understanding of violence and to the struggle for nonviolence. Recognising the reality of violence also means noting that violent acts do not all have the same origins or consequences.
Recognition
Recognition is a popular term in much current writing, and as with many such terms it has various meanings. In the sentence above, as ‘recognising the reality of violence’, it means something like ‘facing up to what is happening.’ This is somewhat distinct from what is being referred to when the same word is used in what might be called a ‘psychosocial’ register by writers such as Benjamin (2018) or Butler (2005), even though, as we shall see, there is an ethical requirement to pursue truthfulness that is shared across these situations. There are differences between Benjamin’s and Butler’s models, which have been commented on by both participants (e.g. Butler 2000) as well as by myself and others (Frosh 2010, 2011). Nevertheless, they share a lot of ground. This includes political commitment from the standpoint of a secular Jewish perspective that acknowledges responsibility even when one is not directly implicated in oppressive acts. This is, to paraphrase Benjamin, a perspective from which the active involvement of an engaged 
                witness
                
              , one called upon to take a stand, is an ethical imperative. Put simply, as discussed above and as Nancy Hollander (2010) has also noted, a ‘bystander’ will not have initiated the original injury suffered by a victim, but nevertheless becomes implicated in it if she or he fails to take up an active witnessing stance in which injustice and suffering are acknowledged. This applies even more strongly when the witness is already implicated in the original injury, for instance benefitting from it in some way, or simply because of alignment and association with the oppressor as, for example, in colonialism. Benjamin’s use of a structure of ‘thirdness’ (Benjamin 2004) is crucial here. For her, this ‘third’ can come in various forms, relating to different modes of intra- and intersubjective mental space. In many respects the ‘third’ as envisaged by her is a position of connection between different ‘subjects’. Here, for example, is her compelling account of what she calls the ‘rhythmic third’ that forms the foundation of the capacity to link with another subject, and the origin of which she situates not in the traditional Freudian place of the father who regulates what the child can do (the father of the Oedipus complex, prohibiting incest), but in the relationship with the mother.It is present in the earliest exchange of gestures between mother and child, in the relationship that has been called oneness. I consider this early exchange to be a form of thirdness, and suggest that we use the term rhythmic Third for the principle of affective attunement and accommodation to share patterning that informs such exchanges… Rhythmic experiences help constitute the capacity for thirdness, and rhythmicity may be seen as a metaphor for the model principle of lawfulness underlying the creation of shared patterns. (Benjamin 2018, p. 30)


Benjamin (p. 27) moves on from this articulation of what it takes to be connected to another person to describe what she calls the ‘differentiating Third’ as a (maternal, in developmental terms) capacity to ‘sustain the tension of difference between my needs and yours while still being attuned to you… the interactive principle that incarnates recognition and respect for the other’s common humanity without submission or control.’ This combination of ‘rhythmicity’ and ‘differentiation’ is a very useful way of conceptualising the necessary combination of separation and connection that runs through a great deal of the literature on witnessing and testimony. It applies, for example, to the complex task of witnessing trauma: being connected but remaining distinct, steering a path between the dangers of repudiation and over-identification, so that the other person can feel heard without having their particularity obscured; without, that is, losing the sense of the singularity of their experience. What makes this a ‘third’ is the ability to think outside the relationship whilst still being linked to the other in that relationship; put the other way around, having the ‘rhythmic’ feel of the other is necessary if one is to be in a relationship in the first place, and that is also what makes it possible to think about the relationship in the (differentiating) manner that allows it to flourish.
Although this is very much an intersubjective account of thirdness, in the sense of focusing on the conditions needed for a relationship to thrive, Benjamin also recognises the existence of another type of thirdness, a kind of ‘post-Oedipal’ regulating function that is linked with the achievement of justice and truth. Benjamin (2011, p. 208) comments, ‘An underlying meaning of being part of an exchange of recognition—I use this term to emphasize recognition, or the specific modality of witnessing, as being given and received, part of an intersubjective connection—is that the individuals involved reconnect with what I call the moral third.’ This ‘moral third’, she explains elsewhere, is a vital part of establishing the contours of a just world in a context of understanding in which great weight is placed on the predictable process of ‘rupture’ and ‘repair’. Founded in a psychoanalytic perception of how much clinical work is based on noting when difficulties arise in the therapeutic relationship and then seeking ways of naming and repairing these difficulties, Benjamin offers a succinct account of a general situation in which trust in the lawfulness of the world depends on a process of repair that is itself constituted by recognition and acknowledgement. The term ‘moral third’ is used, she writes,to designate the essential component principles of the lawfulness involved in repair – lawfulness begins ‘primordially’ with the sense that the world offers recognition, accommodation and predictable expectations, and develops into truthfulness, respect for the other, and faith in the process of recognition. (Benjamin 2009, p. 442)


Whilst Benjamin pays a considerable amount of attention to the two-person relationship, often in the form of exploration of ways out of a rigid ‘doer-done to’ dynamic, it is apparent here that she is also underpinning the relational moment with an appeal to a thirdness that gives it shape, predictability and ethical coherence. For her, this runs into a powerful account of witnessing as both what is required of the participants in an exchange and also as what comes from outside as the backdrop or necessary condition for recognition to occur in conditions of oppression and suffering. The external witness is inevitably involved in holding in place the ‘perpetrator-victim’ or ‘oppressor-oppressed’ relationship, just as the third point of a triangle welds the whole geometric edifice together. If the witness just sits there, nothing happens; if the witness shifts position, if the third point moves, then the triangle changes its shape. This applies to any witness, including states – in relation to Israel-Palestine, for example, Benjamin has explicitly named Germany and the United States in the structure; but it also applies forcefully to any implicated witness who is called on to respond.
Recognition here means being mobilised by the situation to turn towards it rather than away from it. It is also a first step towards 
                acknowledgement
                
               in the sense of taking responsibility for harm one might have done or been implicated in. In the end, the two partners to a relationship have to see each other and find a way to acknowledge the hurt and damage they might have caused. Nevertheless, as the reference to the moral third makes clear, no-one is let off the hook: the third person or community or institution or country is part of the system, indissolubly so. Benjamin’s approach, more clearly perhaps than some other relational work, does not reduce to two-person psychology; there is always something outside the apparently primary relationship that is essential for keeping it in place. One might say critically about this that the place of the third in the structure is not fully articulated: this is not a Lacanian or sociological theory, and the slippage from politics to psychology is a danger that is present in any approach that is couched in the language of subject-other or subject-subject relationality. Nevertheless, Benjamin’s third has agency, it is not a fantasy; and perhaps it is also invested in by the other two elements (perpetrator
                
               and victim) as a possible source for something new to happen. Its potentially transformative power may be one reason, incidentally, why so much effort is often put into blocking the activities of this witnessing third, especially by the oppressor in the oppressor-oppressed relationship.
Violent Formations of Nonviolence in the Work of Judith Butler
Judith Butler’s writings on violence, precarity and ethics have provided a powerful and coherent set of ideas to offer leverage on the conditions for nonviolence. She has done this by evoking something tough and unsentimental, grounded in the world of political activity whilst also presenting a kind of utopian perspective – or perhaps just a glimmer of hope – as to where the struggle against violence might lead. She sets the scene for her analysis of nonviolence with the observation that ‘We are at least partially formed through violence’ (2009, p. 167). The normative violence of any society operates on us through the manner in which we are ‘given genders or social categories, against our will’ (ibid.) and made into subjects in the context of the repetition of insistencies that construct us according to the dictates of power. Yet this normative construction does not in itself condemn us to repeat the norms into which we are constructed; or to put this less repetitively, it is precisely the violence that makes us that gives us the possibility, and the incentive, to formulate a nonviolent response. In simple terms, we should learn from experience not to repeat what has been done to us, but to challenge it, to produce what elsewhere (in the family therapy literature) have been called ‘reparative scripts’ (Byng Hall 1996). Butler has commented on this often, including in the opening chapter of The Psychic Life of Power (1997). Acceptance of the idea that people are structured by forces over which they do not have control, and that their ongoing engagement with the world is constantly impacted upon by those forces (both ‘external’ and ‘internal’), is not the same thing as proposing that people have no agency or capacity to try to understand, resist or rebel. People are positioned by and in power; that is, they are constituted by social forces which lie outside them, in the workings of the world. But people are still 
                subjects
                
               in the sense of having agency, of being able to act on the world; their agentic status is what they are produced with, and it enables them to take hold of power and use it. This does not mean that they are freed from the external operations of power, but it does endow them with subjectivity, with a richness of imagination, if one wishes to think of it that way. It means that they engage with power and are not merely its dupes or its obedient and loyal ‘subjects’.
This analysis of power is almost exactly that which, a decade after The Psychic Life of Power, is applied by Butler (2009) to violence. ‘It may be,’ she writes (p. 167), ‘that precisely because one is formed through violence, the responsibility not to repeat the violence of one’s formation is all the more pressing and important.’ We know about violence in our very formation, in the fundamental depths of our lives, just as we know about vulnerability and dependency through the earliest and most deeply-rooted neediness of infantile experience. Butler (2009, p. 172) accepts here that we are all ‘mired’ in violence; the question is, what do we do with it? She writes,It is crucial to distinguish between (a) that injured and rageful subject who gives moral legitimacy to rageful and injurious conduct, thus transmuting aggression into virtue, and (b) that injured and rageful subject who nevertheless seeks to limit the injury that she or he causes, and can do so only through an active struggle with and against aggression. The first involves a moralization of the subject that disavows the violence it inflicts, while the latter necessitates a moral struggle with the idea of non-violence in the midst of an encounter with social violence as well as with one’s own aggression.


Each of us has violence in our history; that much is clear. It arises from the ‘injuries’ that we all suffer as an unavoidable aspect of how dependent we are on others; but in principle this could be offset by the experiences of care that Butler (2004) also works on in her explorations of vulnerability. In that context she is keen to emphasise how much the foundational experience of infantile dependency makes us ‘vulnerable to another range of touch, a range that includes the eradication of our being at the one end, and the physical support for our lives at the other’ (p. 31). Vulnerability and the care it elicits go together; our vulnerability therefore does not just expose us to danger, but it also grounds our being in supportive relationships, without which we could barely (if at all) survive. As Butler is writing here about communities of feeling – of loss and support when grieving – there is evidence that her focus on the effects of violence might be counterbalanced with an articulation of the possibility that there could be a fundamental impulse towards care arising from what she names as ‘a more general conception of the human…in which we are, from the start, given over to the other’ (ibid.). That is to say, there is an echo here of Donald Winnicott’s (1975, p. 99) famous slogan ‘there is no such thing as a baby’, but only a couple or field, someone who is caring before the baby can even be fully aware of the need to be cared for, someone who can look after the child prior to it being able to act for itself, someone who can hold the baby’s interests in mind. This experience might generate an impulse towards reparative and generous reaching out towards others, what might be called relationships of trust. One hopes that this ‘reading out’ from Butler’s work offers the germ of a prospect for ameliorative recognition and a kind of proactive acknowledgment of what others need from us. To repeat, it suggests that from the inbuilt, elementary knowledge of violence and vulnerability that each of us has, simply by virtue of being human, we also know about the need for care and for reparative concern. We know, that is, about how important it can be to turn back to see what damage is being done, whether in our name or not, and to see if we can reach back to manage this differently. Being inextricably linked with others can mean that one has to fight for the space to breathe; but it does not have to be quite that way either.
No-one suggests that resistance to violence is easy. The violence of the social is an iterative one, expressed as norms that are constantly repeated in order to counter the subject’s intrinsic capacity to resist. What makes violence closer to the norm is this repetitive action – both explicit and implicit – of an external social world that is saturated with domination and inequality (a perception that in some ways links with Benjamin’s (1988) early analysis of gender domination). Our own dependency and the vulnerability of others then becomes a kind of threat, or at least a spur to defensive hitting-out. Each of us is tempted, faced with violence, to replicate it, to enact the norm in the invitation to ‘murder’ the other, and we have very many mechanisms available to us to justify this, to ‘transmute aggression into virtue’, as Butler puts it. These mechanisms are psychic and social. We can justify violence to ourselves by saying we were hurt by others, done to, and now need to assert ourselves through doing back. We can justify it to our families and communities: revenge, honour, self-esteem, retribution; and we can justify it to our society and nation: it is time, we deserve, they did this, we must fight. It is not even that these mechanisms of rationalisation are available, it is also that they are at times irresistible: the world turns round them, violence is the draw, and the technique, and the moral virtue; without it, we fear being trodden into the ground, we cannot feel satisfied. That is to say, one link between the intersubjective level at which much of this theory is couched and the social level at which the violence we are talking about operates, is that each level of violence draws the other into its service. Historical, colonial and political violence – used in racialised and gendered forms – feed off and into the violence in which subjects are ‘mired’, and the violence in which subjects are mired is incited to support the ends of those who advance historical, colonial and political violence. How then to resist this and move to Butler’s position (b), becoming the ‘injured and rageful subject who nevertheless seeks to limit the injury that she or he causes?’ Butler suggests it is a struggle against the taken-for-granted necessity of social and personal violence that is at issue here – that nonviolence is an extremely active process of aggressive contestation of the normative position. If the pull towards violence is a social norm, then nonviolence is by far the harder option, requiring an aggressive assertion of resistance that itself has a ‘violent’ component. Only this is of another kind, the violence that opposes violence is here not symmetrical, but extinguishing, the action of one who throws a blanket on the fire, using all that person’s strength. Still, how do we distinguish between the blanket and the fire, between the violence of destruction and that of what Butler calls ‘a moral struggle’?
If it is the case that we are mired in violence in this way, then the most pressing question is how it might be possible for the subject to become an ethical one, given the strong pull towards murder. Here, some of the philosophy of Emmanuel Levinas becomes a source for thinking. Using his now familiar if still demanding vocabulary of Face and Other, Levinas (1991, p. 104) states that there is ‘in the Face of the Other’ always both an ‘incitement to murder’ and a prohibition on killing, ‘A Thou-Shalt-not-Kill that can also be explicated much further: it is the fact that I cannot let the other die alone, it is like a calling out to me.’ Perhaps we are on the cusp of something important here. The Face, which I take to be, in this instance, recognition of the existence of the other (the not-self rather than necessarily the enemy), incites one to murder because of its dependence and its need, because of the demand it makes on one. At the same time, for precisely the same reason – the appeal that comes from the other’s existence as a subject – it challenges us through a lawful prohibition, a ‘Thou shalt not’, producing an instance of hesitation, a crack into which the ‘calling out to me’ appears. Here is where recognition becomes action built out of care: ‘I cannot let the other die alone.’ For Butler in her 2012 book Parting Ways, this element of Levinas’ thinking is crucial for the formulation of an ethics of nonviolence. What she stresses is how nonviolence is not peaceable, or derived from peacefulness: it is a kind of violent act itself, imposed on the subject and demanding a response, even in the face of extreme provocation. This operates in at least two related ways. First there is the understanding already noted, that the vulnerability of the other that calls out to the subject to take responsibility is also an invitation to violence – it evokes the dependency we all feel, a dependency that to a considerable degree we resent and fear. Butler (2012, p. 56) comments, echoing Levinas, ‘Thus, in the face of the other, one is aware of the vulnerability of that other, that the other’s life is precarious, exposed, and subject to death; but one is also aware of one’s own violence, one’s own capacity to cause the death of the other, to be the agent who could expose the Other to his dissolution.’ This is the violence drawn out in the subject by the precariousness of the other; why does it occur? In part because of the reciprocal vulnerability of each one of us when we actually look seriously at what and who it is that we need to help us to survive. This means that there is something elemental, in the sense of foundational and therefore shared, both in precariousness and in violence.
Secondly, there is something that Butler works on at length in relation to what she calls, drawing on Hannah Arendt, ‘cohabitation’. In the larger scheme, cohabitation means literally the enforced situation of having to share the earth with others. For Butler, this is the foundation of an ethics of plurality and acceptance that is the necessary condition for formation as an ethical subject
                
              . Meditating on Arendt’s (1963) account in Eichmann in Jerusalem of why, despite all her criticisms of the Israeli judicial process that condemned him, Arendt thought Eichmann deserved to die, Butler makes central the charge that Eichmann attempted to assert proprietary rights over the earth. He refused a fundamental fact of existence, that we cannot choose who to share the earth with, and hence that we cannot choose who to define as human, in so doing relegating whole classes of others (but one other would have been enough, by this logic) to non-existence. This is the extreme case, no doubt, in which the subject who refuses multiplicity is himself excluded from the community of those allowed to live, on his own behalf and on behalf of all the others implicated in this refusal. It has its difficulties, as Butler clearly avows, around issues of state violence and the logic of retribution; after all, one point of law – again this is Butler, here working with the containing functions of the ‘third’ – is precisely to regulate the social order by agreed principles and away from the potentially endless talion cycle of retribution. Nevertheless, even in this extreme and negative form, the Eichmann case advances a very clear ethical principle. This is that we cannot choose with whom we live, but must allow for the presence of others who have the same rights of subjecthood as we do, the same entitlement to be here. There are political claims that follow from this. In Butler’s work, these have to do particularly with Israel-Palestine, a situation that has the pronounced poignancy that comes from applying a type of ‘Jewish’ ethics to this ‘normal’ state of ‘pathology’, this endless-seeming violence and oppression. The central point here is that the tolerance of cohabitation – or perhaps the welcoming of it – is a kind of post-Levinasian marker of what it means to be an ethical subject and hence to have a human ‘identity’ at all. ‘Post’-Levinasian, because for Levinas a key construct is 
                hospitality
                
               in relation to the treatment of the other (Cayhill 2002, p. 109) and the terminology of hospitality implies owning something that one might share with others – inviting the other in, giving the other precedence or finding something in oneself that can be presented to that other as a kind of gift. Cohabitation, by contrast, destabilises the situation, makes it nomadic. It is not that I own something that I can, out of an ethical impulse, share with you; it is that we both find ourselves temporarily in the same place (‘sojourning’ there, as the Bible would have it), and need to live alongside one another in mutual recognition. Though of course one might have to note about this that not all ‘sojourning’ is the same: the Israeli settlers, for example, cannot claim just to be ‘cohabiting’ in the precise piece of land they choose to colonise, especially as their occupation of it involves the displacement of those who were already there. This highlights one issue that could trouble Butler’s perhaps too universalistic account, which seems to promote a kind of symmetry that may be untenable, marginalising the question of settler colonialism, and more broadly of imbalances of power.
Earlier in Parting Ways, Butler deals with this issue specifically in relation to the ethics of nonviolence. Reading Levinas – and in the background one assumes the psychoanalyst Jean Laplanche, who is an important influence on Butler’s thinking (see Butler 2005) – we arrive at a vision of the human subject as always displaced from its centre by the presence of the other. That is, as Butler explicitly frames it, the subject always lives on occupied ground. Where we find ourselves, others have always been before; and where we stand, so do they. The fact of this ‘occupation’ – and the terminology itself is quite obviously polemically chosen – places an ethical demand for cohabitation at the heart of both political and psychic life. Butler’s version of this is relentless and austere, taking the form of an absolute requirement that defines ethical subjecthood as a continuing struggle towards nonviolence, whatever the face of the other might present us with.To exist in any place is already to be interrupted and defined by the others who are in that place…. This would imply that whatever ‘nation’ grounds itself on the place of the other would be bound to that other, and would be in an infinite responsibility toward that other… If the other persecutes that self, that national subject, it does not in any way relieve the national subject of responsibility: on the contrary, a responsibility is born precisely from that persecution. What that responsibility entails is precisely a struggle for nonviolence, that is, a struggle against the ethics of revenge, a struggle not to kill the other, a struggle to encounter and honor the face of the other. (Butler 2012, p. 61)


Although there is a way in which the ‘nation’ is personified in this difficult passage, the ‘nation’ is a supra-individual entity, and so might invoke a space in which the two-person focus of Levinasian ethics, and perhaps of much of the psychology of recognition, meshes with the three-person requirements of a political vision. Butler seems to see this is a necessary move, when she writes (p. 55), ‘The political involves numerous people and not just the ethical dyad, the “I” and the “you”. That dyad is broken up by the “third” – an abbreviated way of referring to those who would be referred to in the third person, those whose faces we do not see but with whom we are bound to live under contractual conditions that render us substitutable.’ Butler ensures here that attention is paid to those who stand outside the immediate bond or antagonism between subject and other. Her reference to ‘numerous people’ foregrounds the others who we do not know directly, yet still have an engagement with and a responsibility towards. There is resonance here with the idea of an external ‘third’ which, as we saw earlier, is also familiar, in a different form, from Benjamin’s intersubjectivist approach. In this, the third is the 
                witness
                
              , functioning as a necessary process of holding in mind but also of taking responsibility. As witness, the one who is not obviously involved is still called to account, perhaps on the grounds of the necessity of cohabitation, and has to take a stand. This call to justice can perhaps also alleviate the difficulties with Butler’s evocative reference to ‘occupation’, which shares in the universalising tendency mentioned above: it seems to allow the occupation to occur and then demand responsibility and ‘a struggle for nonviolence’ on the part of occupied and occupier alike. There is such a thing as justice, after all, that alerts us to the radical difference between these two positions in power.
Is the kind of violence identified in this work, founded in dependency and vulnerability, the same kind of violence that we are dealing with in the Israel-Palestine situation and in other circumstances of historical and contemporary sociopolitical violence? Clearly not exactly, yet there are parallels. For example, it might be argued that the justification for Israeli violence is often given in terms of Israel’s vulnerability, yet actually involves a denial of that vulnerability, while projecting it into the other. So Gaza is pulverised as a way of ensuring that vulnerability belongs to the ‘enemy’ other, a process that is doomed to continual escalation. Moreover, despite the differences in the kinds of violence being discussed, some things can still be learnt. First, that the temptation to react to violence with violence is immense; consequently, nonviolent resistance is significantly the harder path, because not only does it mean adopting tactics that leave one vulnerable to the other’s continuing violence, but it also involves a struggle against one’s own impulses. And again, another simple and familiar yet somehow hard to learn lesson is that recognition of the other and acknowledgement of hurts received and hurt done is a necessary component of nonviolent resistance, even if it is both difficult and nowhere near enough on its own.
Resistance
What kind of political and psychosocial engagement might follow? For Butler, it seems that the difficulty of tolerating dependency and weakness is pronounced, and that violence derives from projection of one’s individual and collective vulnerability onto what is then experienced as the threatening other. There is, however, a different, more creative prospect that derives from the fact that vulnerability and dependency also promote an experience of care and of concern about the damage one might do to others and to oneself – a kind of pre-emptive reparation. At a simple, moral level, monitoring one’s actions in the light of their expected effects on others might arise from this, but there is also a more profound way of promoting the conditions for care by creating the structures to deal with potential damage. It might be suggested, for instance, that the construction of the British Welfare State in the late 1940s was such a pre-emptive reparative move: learning albeit temporarily, from the devastation of the Second World War, the British State headed by a radically reforming Labour government put in place structures that would ameliorate the suffering that is an inescapable part of living in the social world. The idea of a ‘cradle to grave’ National Health Service, which was one important part of these reforms, is basically born from the recognition that we know in advance that lives are vulnerable and so we should take steps not just to reduce this vulnerability, but also to already have in place the prospect of repair and reparation. (As an aside, this has a faint echo of the Jewish notion that God created repentance before he created sin; knowing what is likely to go wrong, we take steps to make it possible to recover afterwards.) This is not to argue that the struggle against oppression should not take primacy; it is only to say that we will always have to battle against the violence that we are mired in and acknowledging rather than denying this might be a way of ameliorating the effects of that violence. The world damages people; the State damages its citizens; we damage each other – under such conditions, our deep and personal understanding of vulnerability might lead to social policies that are forged around an expectation of care built out of the ethics of ‘cohabitation’ and what we will encounter in a later chapter as ‘breathing the same air’. We are all in it together, a fact that we very often deny and replace with the competitive doctrines that currently dominate the political and economic spheres.
Butler also offers a way to think about the contradictions in the social order that might allow movement away from the coercive norm. For her, it seems to be that the way norms are continually asserted reveals their weakness, making it possible to find the gaps or moments of potential breakage in which something else can happen. ‘The normative production is an iterable process,’ she writes (2009, p. 168), ‘the norm is repeated, and in this sense is constantly “breaking” with the contexts delimited as the “conditions of production”.’ It is as if the constant iteration reveals a lack of sureness; after all, as psychoanalysts always claim, the more one has to assert a supposed truth, the less securely rooted it is, the less it can be taken for granted that others have accepted it. Over and over the social insists on its norms, its desire – what it lacks – invoking, ‘do this, do that, you must do that.’ Despite Butler’s distance from Lacanian thinking, I hear an echo of that Lacanian moment in which the lack in the Big Other (which for the sake of this argument we might consider to be the social order, at least in its form as a fantasy) makes the subject wonder about its own agency, stirring a kind of impulse towards freedom (Lacan 1973, p. 214). If the Other needs us, if there is a gap that has to be filled, if, for instance, the militarised nation can only preserve itself in its violence through its subjects accepting that this is necessary, then there is some prospect of refusing to fill that gap, or filling it in some other way than was expected. This is to suggest, for instance, that resistance can start with a small withdrawal of support, a moment at which what is expected of us is not quite what we do. This may be one reason for the popularity of Herman Melville’s (1853) character ‘Bartleby’ in some contemporary social theory, with Bartleby’s stock response to all requests, ‘I would prefer not to’, being presented variously as the beginning of radical revolt against neoliberalism, or the embodiment of what that revolt could be. Hardt and Negri (2000), in Empire, take the former view: for them, Bartleby’s attitude is a way of obstructing power, but it does not create anything new. It is simply the first stage in a liberatory politics, clearing the ground or at least freeing the citizen from capitalism’s grip; the work of radical revision is still to come. Slavoj Žižek, however, gives Bartlebian refusal a much higher status. For him, it is a principle of active resistance – not just refusing to comply with the conformist agenda but disrupting it in the name of something more. Comparing his own position with that of Hardt and Negri, Žižek (2006, p. 382) comments: ‘Bartleby’s attitude is not merely the first, preparatory, stage for the second, more “constructive,” work of forming a new alternative order; it is the very source and background of this order, its permanent foundation.’ There are many criticisms of this argument, basically accusing Žižek and some others of advocating a kind of nihilism or at least passivity in the face of oppression. This is almost certainly unfair, at least to Žižek, who has clarified his position as a more contingent one, which adopts Bartleby as a preferred tactic rather than an absolute. ‘There are situations,’ he writes, stirred up by being read as callous, ‘where it is better to do nothing (since our engagement just strengthens the system) – sometimes I refer to this as the Bartleby-politics; there are situations where we have to engage in a strong global act (like the struggle to defeat Fascism); and there are situations where one should engage in modest local struggles’ (Žižek 2015). This should be taken seriously, or else there is a danger of misrepresenting Žižek as a total cynic, which clearly he is not. Bartleby is an ideal in the context of neoliberalism’s massive pressure towards action, the ‘do something, however violently damaging’ that characterised the official American response to 9/11, for example. Faced with this pressure there may even be a link with the nonviolence that Butler (2009) presses for – a nonviolence that is itself ‘violent’ in the sense of difficult and necessarily forceful, a nonviolence that is much harder to achieve than is the almost reflex-like violence that every hurt seems to demand. That is to say, qualified as Žižek makes it by the frequent necessity to abandon the position of ‘I prefer not to’ when faced with the actual contingencies of political reality – the many situations in which either a ‘strong global act’ or ‘modest local struggles’ are called for to resist actual, urgent wrongs – Bartleby might still stand as a riposte to the pressure to comply, to buy into the governing ideology and its practices. This kind of disruption is echoed too in Lauren Berlant’s (2011) account of the ironic interventions of the group ‘Surveillance Camera Players’ mocking the pervasive surveillance cameras by holding up large signs saying things like ‘On my way home’ and ‘Going shopping’, a friendly, helpful set of slogans, ultra-cooperative with the authorities, in fact so excessively cooperative that they render them laughing stocks. And maybe, at the other end of the scale of size, it is also contained in the gathering together of crowds as was visible in the Arab Spring, Gezi Park and Brazilian street protests of the early 2010s – crowds fuelled by political injustice, even if they were sometimes without specific direction, but also characterised by community-building as part of their protest, by a ‘massification’ that was in some ways as ordinary as it was radical (Soreanu 2018; Butler 2015).
This might allow us a route into the idea of ‘nonviolent resistance’. There is a generative tension in the idea of resistance as it is expressed in political versus psychoanalytical forms. As has been noted many times, most impressively perhaps by Jacqueline Rose (2007), the relationship between these two different modes of resistance is complex, perhaps even opposed. One might even say that at times resistance of the psychoanalytic kind has to be overcome for resistance of the political variety to be activated (Frosh 2010). This is because psychic resistance is characterised by a closing of what should be an open space of inquiry. Indeed, the notion of the ‘psychic’, with its occult implication of being open to influences from outside and in, of registering uncomfortable messages from speakers who were assumed to be silenced, is precisely what we might want to call on when considering the sources of active resistance to injustice. We need to hear and see the troubles that are often deliberately hidden from us; we need to allow them their voices and their apparitional materialisations. Or as Butler (2011, p. 102) describes it (drawing on Walter Benjamin), these lost consciousnesses need to be allowed to ‘flash up’ as a moment of reminder, a breaking-through of that which was occluded in history but can now be recovered as a potentially revolutionary agent. But to make this possible, something has to be open in the mind and in the culture. Rose (2007, p. 21) names the psychological side of this in her portrayal of resistance as: ‘the mind at war with itself, blocking the path to its own freedom and, with it, its ability to make the world a better, less tyrannical, place.’
Psychoanalysis reveals something important here. This is that there are conditions under which political resistance is made impossible by the active psychological resistance to knowledge. This involves the intentional cultivation of ‘unknown knowns’, whereby the things that are often right there in front of us in terms of injustice cannot be seen or named because they are simply too painful, or because the responsibility they demand of us is too much to bear. Under such circumstances, ‘I would prefer not to’ has a kind of culpability entrenched in it. This does not mean that the sources of passivity are necessarily hard to understand or even forgive: ‘I would prefer not to’ because it is too dangerous (for example, those who do not stand up against violent political oppression); ‘I would prefer not to’ because I simply have to protect those who are dependent on me and my continued well-being; ‘I would prefer not to’ because I am too uncertain, too unclear, too anxious. These are not necessarily blameworthy ‘I would prefer not tos’, but neither are they the acme of political resilience. It could also be the case that the forces stacked against resistance and in favour of ‘I would prefer not to’ are themselves part of the coercive system; that is, rather than it being disruptive, perhaps ‘I would prefer not to’ can also make the system run more smoothly.
This account is still couched largely in dyadic terms, paralleling the psychoanalytic system with the political one. Witnessing, as Benjamin (2009) asserts, is crucial to the triangulation of this process, which in turn might make it possible to escape the lure of violence related both to over-identification with, and to repudiation of, the other. In this respect, a more traditional version of thirdness to be found in the classical Oedipal vision of psychoanalysis, perhaps reworked to recognise the father’s potentially supportive as well as regulatory function (Kristeva 1987), may have something to offer in complementing the intersubjective third that has been the focus of this chapter. The ‘third’ here goes further than being a space for encounter between subject and object, as can be found in some contemporary relational psychoanalysis. This ‘third’ offers a counterweight to the tendency for the two participants to become absorbed in the presence – both threatening and exciting – of one another by actively drawing their gaze outwards, offering, to put it as concretely as possible, another point of view. This combines the lawful, regulatory Oedipal process (‘do not do this’) with a loving participation that makes it possible for the protagonists to move into a triangulated space. That is, the third’s involvement in the triangular scenario allows the other participants to turn away from the intense presence of one another, giving each of them a chance to breathe. Translated back into the terms being deployed here, the turning-towards-reality of the witness is a necessary move in order to allow a space for retreat from the violent abjection of otherness that feels necessary when one is too close, when the only way of dealing with the ‘occupying’ presence of the other in the place that one wants to claim as one’s own is by destroying that other. The witness, as third, has to declare both an active ethical prohibitive engagement (‘no more of this violence’) and a participatory ethical attachment (‘this is my responsibility too’).
This leads us back to the question of conflicts such as that in Israel-Palestine, where the depressing truth seems to be that every opportunity for nonviolent resolution of differences and the advancement of cohabitation is spurned to produce more violence and oppression. We can understand this politically in terms of the interests it serves. Psychosocially and psychodynamically, we can also understand it in part as the reciprocal automatic violence that hurt produces, the suffering of two peoples which binds them together but offers insufficient distance for the creation of dependency and trust. Nonviolent resistance in such circumstances is a huge gamble – each party lays itself open to the risk of being abused, and there is little in the history to indicate that that risk is unfounded. Nevertheless, it is a necessary gamble, one that forges the only route towards ethical subjectivity and relationality and also, in the most practical way, makes cohabitation a possibility. In pushing towards this, the third as witness is crucial: without its active engagement, the collapse of the two ‘subjects’ into violence seems almost inevitable. Yet the temptation of the witness is to withdraw; it is always easier to give in to this temptation than to resist it and become involved in the struggle towards nonviolence from the dual position of active ethical prohibitive engagement and participatory ethical attachment. Who is the witness here that might be called on to facilitate this process? Benjamin, amongst others, in the Israel-Palestine context, identifies the state players – the USA, Europe, the West and so on – and this is clearly correct. But each of us comes at it from our own specific location, and whether or not anyone cares what we think, we have to grab hold of the situation and state, wherever we are, however precarious our position in our communities or families or countries, that this cannot be allowed to go on; that the damage is too great, now and in the past and in the future. Who do we say this to? In the first instance, our own communities, which in many respects can be the hardest place of all, as for example Butler has found in being accused of antisemitism for her political stance (Butler 2004). In the second, there is a necessary reciprocal movement between the witness’ act of speaking out and the act of listening to the oppressed; that is to say, the kind of rigorous engagement with the other advocated by the theorists drawn on here involves opening oneself to the other’s voice as it speaks things that may be very difficult to hear. The difficulties of speaking and listening in these ways are notoriously great. For example, I experienced a small illustration of the two strands – speaking within ‘my’ Jewish community and hearing the voice of the Palestinian ‘other’ – when I went on two consecutive evenings in the autumn of 2014 to events in London around Israel and Palestine. Both of these events, despite the skilful work of the chairs and the resilience and even-temperedness of the speakers, at times descended into raucous shouting matches. In both cases, the set-up was supposed to be one of listening: in the first instance, to diverse views on antisemitism in Britain; in the second to the experiences of a Palestinian psychiatrist and psychotherapist working in the occupied territories. The shouting on the first evening was amongst a huge and apparently almost entirely Jewish audience; in the second it was directed partly at the speaker, but spread quickly in a relatively small audience that was reduced to ‘for-and-against’ yelling and applause, transforming what had been billed as a ‘thinking space’ in a psychotherapeutic institution into a fight. Much of the viciousness was internecine; that is, it was located within and between members of the Jewish community. Sometimes we don’t need antagonism from outside to tear ourselves apart. Like several other people present, I felt despair spread over me. It was all so boring and predictable; I felt that my whole life has been infected by this shouting and yelling, by bitterness and accusations of treachery and hypocrisy. Few people, it seems, go to these events to hear another view from the one they already have; advocacy and self-justification is what dominates them, anger and sometimes bitter hatred. Not listening and not being heard – these are possibly the most familiar characteristics of these non-thinking spaces. It seems especially hard to resist this, however much theory one knows.
Put bluntly, I am aware that in the exposition of this challenging theoretical material, and in drawing a lesson about speaking out from within the Jewish community, the emotional challenge of being responsive to the demand for justice that comes from Palestinian suffering may be avoided. Yet we need to understand what is happening if we are to engage with it, and in particular we need to note the contradictory pulls of the tendencies to ‘kill’ and to ‘care’ that come from both the universal (i.e. common to all humans) and the specific (historically generated) vulnerabilities of people in contact and in conflict with one another. Rose (2007, p. 195) quotes Edward Said, as she often does: ‘There is suffering and injustice enough for everyone.’ Rose goes on, trying to think through the implications of this statement for understanding the effects of Zionism: ‘We have entered the most stubborn and self-defeating psychic terrain, where a people can be loving and lethal, and their most exultant acts towards – and triumph over – an indigenous people expose them to the dangers they most fear’ (p. 197). Witnessing this, as we cannot fail to do (even Jewish religious leaders devoted to Israel have noticed the corrosive effects of the Occupation on Jewish Israeli morality, as have most progressive Zionists), it is about time we spoke out, even those of us who would rather turn away: this cannot go on, however relentlessly and interminably it seems so to do. This is what it means to be implicated; it is not comfortable and it is not always clear what one should do to turn a general ethical impulse into practical action that is not self-abnegating yet is open to the needs of the other, towards whom one has a responsibility. Our theorists help here in providing a conceptual path. But we also have to deal with something else: our own vulnerability, and the fury to which this gives rise.
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Impossible Forgiveness
The opposition ‘fury-forgiveness’ might be where we should
                
               begin. In his short text on Forgiveness, Jacques Derrida makes a comment on the necessity of forgiving the unforgiveable if forgiveness is to mean anything at all. He writes (Derrida 2001, p. 32), ‘Forgiveness is not, it should not be, normal, normative, normalising. It should remain exceptional and extraordinary, in the face of the impossible: as if it interrupted the ordinary course of historical temporability.’ Forgiveness demands something exceptional if it is to be real. Perhaps this is something that is already widely known – that just saying, for example, ‘I forgive you’ could be no more than an empty phrase (like ‘We come in peace’ in the film Mars Attacks) or worse than that, an aggressive attack in its own right, sanctimoniously derogating the one who has done wrong and ensuring that there is no way they can reclaim the moral high ground, but instead narcissistically grabbing it for oneself. ‘Whatever you have done to me is of no account, because I have the power to forgive.’ But Derrida has something more in mind than this. He thinks that forgiveness only makes sense in relation to something that has been done that cannot be forgiven easily; that is, a struggle has to take place to lift this experience out of the ordinary and into being an encounter that is truly, even religiously, other. This claim, that forgiveness only means something when it is not logical, when it stands outside what Derrida (p. 39) calls ‘the ordinary course of history, politics, and law, ’ is especially to the point when egregious crimes are considered – crimes which in many respects seem, exactly, unforgiveable.For, in this century, monstrous crimes (‘unforgivable’ then) have not only been committed – which is perhaps itself not so new – but have become visible, known, recounted, named, archived by a ‘universal conscience’ better informed than ever; because these crimes, at once cruel and massive, seem to escape, in their very excess, from the measure of any human justice, then well, the call to forgiveness finds itself (by the unforgivable itself!) reactivated, remotivated, accelerated. (Derrida 2001, p. 33)


The impossibility of forgiveness is what for Derrida makes forgiveness real; otherwise it is just legal judgement or politics.
One question is, however, whether such an impossibility can ever be demanded of anyone. Who is obliged to forgive, or is it part of Derrida’s point that no-one can be so obligated, that forgiveness has to come from some kind of free act – in which case it begins to sound like the Christian notion of grace? I find all this rather hard to accept. If something is unforgiveable, then it is surely precisely that – not able to be forgiven – and no-one should be required to step outside the bounds of humanity and reality sufficiently to take on the responsibility to transgress this rule. There are things that are hard to forgive – the kinds of murders, for example, that the South African psychologist and writer Pumla Gobodo-Madikizela (2003) describes in A Human Being Died That Night, her book about the apartheid killer Eugene de Kock. In this book, which is subtitled Forgiving Apartheid’s Chief Killer, she gives an account of her dilemmas around acceptance and reconciliation with such a perpetrator of violence; and, it has to be said in consonance perhaps with Derrida, comes to a place of forgiveness. Yet her uncertainty about this is important: these acts might seem unforgiveable; and probably they are. Or rather, the only people who could possibly forgive such a person are those who were his victims – no one can be asked to do so on behalf of anyone else, but only in relation to what has been done to them. It is important to Gobodo-Madikizela that the first people to forgive de Kock were wives of some of his victims, and this is what raised the question for her of the conditions under which forgiveness might be possible. ‘The image of the widow reaching out to her husband’s murderer,’ she writes (p. 15), ‘struck me as an extraordinary expression – and act – of empathy, to shed tears not only for her loss but also, it seemed, for the loss of de Kock’s moral humanity.’ Yet even in the face of this extraordinary expression, Gobodo-Madikizela has doubts: ‘Was evil intrinsic to de Kock, and forgiveness therefore wasted on him?’ The wives’ act of generosity and empathy may have been misplaced; in addition, whilst they had the right to forgive on their own behalf, could they do so on behalf of the dead?
It seems to be the received wisdom that unless we place ourselves in some omnipotent position, indeed in the place of God, we cannot assume the right to forgive what has been done to others; similarly, we cannot make recompense for what others have done, even if their acts were somehow done ‘in our name.’ But Derrida’s challenge remains troubling: ‘Because if I say, as I think, that forgiveness is mad, and that it must remain a madness of the impossible, this is certainly not to exclude or disqualify it. It is even, perhaps, the only thing that arrives, that surprises, like a revolution, the ordinary course of history, politics, and law. Because that means it remains heterogeneous to the order of politics or of the juridical as they are ordinarily understood’ (Derrida 2001, p. 39). When Derrida describes forgiveness as ‘heterogeneous’ to the orders of politics and the juridical he suggests that forgiveness is outside them, working on its own terms and irreducible to what is expected or morally ‘sane’. Exactly where we seem to seek justification for forgiving (‘this one I can forgive; this one is entitled to it; this one went too far’) we find ourselves coming up against a limit. Forgiveness might involve stepping outside what we can bear to come to terms with.
The Ordinary Nazi Mother
In their book Fed with Tears – Poisoned with Milk
                
                
              
                
                
              , Shmuel Erlich, Mira Erlich-Ginor and Hermann Beland (2009a) have some interesting things to say when describing the early years of the ‘Nazareth Project’, a series of ‘group relations’ events
                
               that took place between German and Israeli psychoanalysts between 1994 and 2000. These group encounters arose from a perception of the difficulty that German psychoanalysts
                
               experienced in coming to terms with the legacy of Nazism in the absence of those who were its victims – including the Jewish German analysts of the period, who were driven out in the early years of Hitler’s rule (Frosh 2005). Beland writes,The most important experience of the decade preceding the conference was this: Only in the presence and through the motivated support of an Israeli/Jewish colleague could German analysts gain a deeper emotional awareness of how they are involved in the past insanity of the annihilation of the Jews in Europe and the intended annihilation of the Jews worldwide. Unfortunately, the defensiveness against such awareness is still collectively effective. There still is a collective lack of convincing insight into the insanity, into why the Germans wanted this, to what degree they have acknowledged it, and whether they do collectively regret it. (Erlich et al. 2009a, p. 21)


The logic of this was therefore to put the German analysts back in contact with their excluded other, the Jews, here represented by Israeli psychoanalysts – obviously in the form of a select group willing to engage in this kind of encounter. Of course, we are not speaking now about direct perpetrators and their victims; the participants in the conferences were too young to have been caught up in the Holocaust in that way. But the legacy remains and cuts both ways, towards the descendants of victims and the descendants of perpetrators. In the event, the conferences were very difficult experiences and Erlich and his colleagues have no confidence that they produced any real healing or new, radically remediated relationships. What they are convinced about, however, is both how much the Germans involved missed ‘their’ Jews and how much they needed their presence in order to begin to confront or ‘work through’ what Erlich calls their ‘Holocaust-related personal and professional burdens’ (p. 30). What is also very graphic in the testimonies included in Fed with Tears – Poisoned with Milk is both the part-idealisation of the Jewish ‘other’ (not without some antisemitic resonance too) and the specific way in which the childhood of many of the German analysts was marked by a kind of emotional numbness, a silence around feeling that appeared as if it originated from a primal wound and then spread out everywhere, enveloping the psyche in gloom. This numbness is described well in a quotation from a group participant, repeated several times in the course of the book: ‘I was raised by an ordinary Nazi mother.’ Erlich, Erlich-Ginor and Beland comment (p. 169):Indeed, some of the stories reported by German members about their mothers were devastating for the dearth of emotional contact they reflected, coupled with overwhelming efforts to make everything appear smooth, normal and fully appropriate. It was often the feeling of the non-Germans, particularly of the Jews, that these German members were the child victims of severe emotional abuse.


Compare this to Eva Hoffman’s (2005, p. 120) brief description of the literature on the second generation of Germans:Nearly all the stories of postwar childhoods tell of growing up in homes where a heavy atmosphere of secrecy reigned; of parents who were perceived as chilly and distant; of subjects that were untouchable, and of gradual or sudden realizations that something had been recently and deeply rotten in the state in which the children were growing up.


The link between secrecy and deprivation is made very clear here. Emotional numbness is not a purely ‘cultural’ variation of childrearing, as stereotypes of Germans might like to pretend, but a specific response to having something to hide, something that cannot be dealt with or communicated in a direct way to one’s children yet is nevertheless passed on encoded and encrypted as a shameful secret. It seems probable that shame, guilt and humiliation have a part to play here; but also something even more pernicious, which we might call an unforgiving kind of injury, in which the perpetrator deals with these emotions by projecting them onto others. These others, it seems, include the next generation.
There is an enormous literature on transgenerational haunting, much of it to do with the history of trauma as it resurges from one period to another, with the victims usually the focus. Some of this literature, additionally, deals with the legacy of perpetrators; and given the enormity of the catastrophe and the deep relevance it had to the history of psychoanalysis, it is not surprising that much of this has been in relation to Nazism, from
                
                
              
                
                
               Mitscherlich and Mitscherlich’s (1975) Inability to Mourn to examinations of how the corruption of German psychoanalysis during the Third Reich has affected later generations of analysts (Frosh 2005). This material raises many issues, including how the postwar silence about the Nazi period affected subsequent generations of Germans. It is also clear that there are ways of speaking about suffering – particularly one’s own suffering – that aim at silencing the suffering of others, and that sometimes this can be motivated by a wish, whether conscious or not, to be relieved of responsibility for that suffering. In his book mixing memoir, psychoanalysis and historical analysis, Roger Frie makes the point that this social context is crucial for practices of acknowledgement and taking responsibility – or otherwise.The difficulty is that an understanding of trauma and memory derived from a focus on the individual easily neglects the social contexts in which memory is generated. It can also overlook the political forces that shape German responses to the wartime years. Indeed, the very language used to name the traumatic experiences of children of war belongs to the larger cultural and politicized memory discourse. (Frie 2017, p. 134)


This raises questions about the relationship between individual and social responsibility, as well as about individual and social silences. What seems logical is that under certain conditions people can engage in productive kinds of listening to the testimony of suffering with greater or lesser degrees of ease, or as less or more active stances of political resistance. In situations of social denial, which is effectively what Frie presents as being the situation in post-War Germany (the periodisation of this being long, running at least into the 1980s), acknowledging one’s own connection to violence, whether direct or indirect, is correspondingly more difficult. Speaking out can be experienced as an act of betrayal of one’s community, just as keeping silent betrays the victims. Different kinds of silence and silencing are at work here: the silence of perpetrators, the silencing of victims; the silence of a society with something to be ashamed of or to hide, the silencing of those within it who would wish to speak up; the silence of the present, the silencing of the past.
Gabriele
                
                
               Schwab (2010) writes about the experience of being a German child, post-Holocaust, trying to find out what happened in her German-American family. In a way reminiscent of Sara Ahmed’s (2010) account of being a ‘feminist killjoy’, she finds herself always pointing to the unsettling truth behind a façade of conformity and collaboration. In her thinking, the act of silence or silencing is a profoundly moral and implicating one.Most of my life, I hated being German. When I tried to bring up the topic of the Holocaust at home, my parents called me a ‘Nestbeschmutzer’, a term referring to a bird that soils its own nest. The first time I tried to write about my experiences of growing up in postwar Germany was in high school after I learned about the Holocaust. The urge to pursue this project has been on my mind ever since, but like most Germans of my generation, I was for a long time too scared and in other ways not yet ready to face the challenge. For decades, I couldn’t bring myself to come near the topic. It was too close to a home that was not home. Of course, this avoidance was also an involuntary participation in Germany’s silencing of the Holocaust, and as such an unwitting collusion with the parental generation. I can now see the kind of public and personal silencing I experienced, and the censoring of my own voice, as a form of magical thinking in which, rather than conjuring and believing in a wishful reality, one attempts to make something unbearable simply go away. (Schwab 2010, pp. 5–6)


Using the general narrative theme of ‘haunting’, Schwab considers the position of being a child of Nazi perpetrators, and more generally of a Nazi society, in relation to unworked-through guilt. Amongst the core issues here is the question of how it is that something that troubles one generation is experienced as real and personal in a later one. In the passage above, Schwab describes her parents’ active and explicit policy of silencing her: a ‘Nestbeschmutzer’. This would relatively easily explain the self-censorship and avoidance of a topic that would put both her and her parents to shame, and undoubtedly provoke conflict. The naming of her silence as ‘an unwitting collusion with the parental generation’ both locates the ultimate responsibility with these parents and their generation, and acknowledges how the silence of the later generation, however easy it might be to understand in terms of parent-child dynamics, perpetuates the injustice and hence the lack of recognition of suffering that continues to shame the whole society. It also shows how implicated witnesses who are linked in some way to an injustice that they were not responsible for might have to engage in a highly assertive process of enlightenment and resistance. Implicated witnesses feel, and arguably have, a responsibility to speak out against the silence because the silence is operating ‘in their name’, even if they have not themselves signed up to it. Whilst this makes complex the link between individual and social – how can someone be responsible for something over which they had no control? – it accurately reflects both a set of ethical concerns (those who live in the shadow of an event need to speak about it, even if they had no part in it) and psychological realities (each of us is marked by the actions of those to whom we are close, even if we had no part in those actions, or even reject them). Speaking out against the injunction to be silent becomes an important project, which is not to say that its acute difficulty should not also be acknowledged, nor that it cannot sometimes function as a substitute for action. Sara Ahmed makes this point, commenting in relation to the ‘non-performativity of anti-racism’ that there is a danger that ‘the investment in saying as if saying was doing can actually extend rather than challenge racism’ (Ahmed 2004, paragraph 52). This kind of self-validating project of apparent speaking can be part of the problem when contesting socially structured silences of which one is a beneficiary; but again, there is a responsibility towards acknowledgement here that has to be accepted, however hard it is to do so with integrity.
Whilst the ‘Nestbeschmutzer’ example above is one of explicit silencing, Schwab is also concerned with how later generations are haunted by the experiences of their predecessors when the silencing is not so active; or rather, when the silence is not even acknowledged. This has some resonances with the psychoanalytic notion of melancholia, particularly in the version that, building on Freud (1917), sees melancholia as a kind of failed mourning that preserves the lost ‘object’ as an unconscious reality precisely because it denies either that the object was lost, or that it was loved in the first place
                
                
               (Butler 1997; Frosh 2013). The melancholic object shadows the psyche because it has never been put to rest; its alienating effect is because it is internalised without ever being integrated into the subject’s psyche. On a social scale it could be argued that the depravities of empire function like this in a postcolonial world, in which it is no longer legitimate to celebrate imperialism, yet the damage done in its name is also not acknowledged and brought to life so that it can be repaired (Gilroy 2004). It could also be argued, in the current context, that the Jews of Europe occupy the place of such a melancholic object for European society as a whole, and for Germany in particular. Europe’s lost Jews are not properly mourned by those who damaged and destroyed them, and responsibility for their excision from Europe is never fully assumed. This means they continue to haunt the environment, resurfacing as antisemitism itself continues to resurface, appearing as Holocaust denial and also various ways of shifting responsibility; but also, more simply, as an unmourned loss (Schmukalla 2017). The relationship between denial of loss, melancholia and haunting is close here: the first causes the second, which materialises as a form of the third. Like many writers in this arena, Schwab (2010) integrates this awareness with Abraham and Torok’s (1994) notion of the ‘crypt’ as that psychic and social domain that both hides something away and secretly attracts attention to it. A crypt is a secret place, but it is also in some ways always in view; the point is precisely that access to it is denied (its message is ‘encrypted’), yet this very act excites interest and promotes attempts to find out what it hides. Schwab is quite explicit that the ‘secrets’ at the heart of the crypt are shared between generations (she refers to ‘parents and perhaps grandparents’ – p. 4), making the silencing process a conspiracy against the children. But even without this overt conspiracy, one can see how the existence of a secret, a silence where there should be speech, is itself a kind of seduction eliciting a desire to explore the forbidden territory. If this incitement to explore is repressed, then the next generation also becomes a carrier of the secret, knowing that something troubling has been passed on but unable to articulate what it is. If the incitement is allowed to work, then there is more likelihood of antagonism and the kind of violent rejection of the previous generation that was visible for a while in the Germany of the 1960s and 1970s. There can therefore be dramatic consequences as the hidden past continues to infect the present, mystifying it at the same time as announcing that something is terribly wrong.
Competing Memories
The problematics of responsibility, witnessing and forgiveness are highly politicised, as can be seen in many recent conflicts (Bosnia, Israel-Palestine, Rwanda), in the tortuous processes of truth commissions in many parts of the world and in the cultures of memorialising that have appeared over the past two or three decades. This latter case reveals a disturbing persistence of competitiveness between different victimhoods. The competitiveness is sometimes between those who argue that one disaster (one genocide, for example) is ‘worse’ than another, although as Michael Rothberg points out, there is at least as much evidence that growing awareness, especially of the Holocaust ‘has contributed to the articulation of other histories – some of them predating the Nazi genocide, such as slavery, and others taking place later, such as the Algerian War of Independence (1954–62) or the genocide in Bosnia during the 1990s’ (Rothberg 2009, p. 6). Rothberg’s advocacy of ‘multidirectional memory’ is built on this observation: memory as ‘subject
                
               to ongoing negotiation, cross-referencing, and borrowing; as productive and not privative’ (p. 3) and hence as social rather than individual, associative and able to make links between social groups. ‘When we talk about collective Holocaust memory or collective memories of colonialism and decolonization,’ he writes (p. 15), ‘we are talking primarily about shared memory, memory that may have been initiated by individuals but has been mediated though networks of communication, institutions of the state, and the social groupings of civil society.’ One point he is making is that this sharedness makes memory complex and potentially constructive in throwing light on distinct yet related modes of suffering experienced by various groups; it can also allow us to consider the same events from the overlapping yet often opposed perspectives of the different groups involved in them. In principle, this might lead to a lessening of what Jessica Benjamin (2018) refers to as the state of ‘only one can live’, which was mentioned in Chapter 1, in which each party to a dispute sees itself as the victim and, for fear of being obliterated, has to hold onto that victimhood by denying the suffering of the other.
Unfortunately, whilst the reality of ‘multidirectional memory’ is convincingly documented by Rothberg, the framework of ‘only one can live’ is a prevalent one, visible in many everyday encounters and in the response to oppression and violent crime perpetrated by some groups on others. It is even present in memorialisation practices, as Vatan and Silberman (2013) point out. They note that whilst the explicit motivation for memorials is usually commemoration of the dead and so can be understood as creating spaces of mourning and potential reconciliation, in fact it is often the situation that the ‘multilayered’ nature of memory opposes one group against another, resulting in contested memorial processes and even counter-memorials. ‘In the Soviet Union, Eastern Europe, Germany, Denmark, and South Africa among others,’ they note (p. 3), ‘competing groups of victims make their voices heard and want to be acknowledged, sometimes at the expense of other victims. These antagonisms lead to reactive strategies—counter memorials, counter narratives, alternative symbols, and competitive numbers wars—whose goal is to downplay the other group’s claim for victimhood.’ Their book includes striking instances of this in relation to Poland, for example where shifts away from the postwar rhetoric of ‘Polish suffering’ towards acknowledging the genocide of the Jews in the museum of Auschwitz-Birkenau and in Jedwabne (where Jews were massacred by their Polish neighbours) have prompted resistance and in the latter case a counter-memorial in the town square. After analysing this counter-memorial and its implicit, but not very hidden, message about the suffering of Poles and its relationship to the attack on the town’s Jews, Geneviève Zubrzycki writes,The monument – planned and built in 2002, shortly after the one commemorating the murder of Jews by ethnic Poles – is therefore a clear response to the official memorial to Jewish victims, not only emphasizing Polish martyrdom to counterbalance that of Jews, but insinuating that Jews, as accomplices of Soviet crimes, were responsible for Polish suffering
                    
                  . (Zubrzycki 2013, p. 102)


Even the numbers involved – six million Jews, half of them Polish, murdered by the Nazis; six million Poles killed if the lost Polish Jewish population is included – creates memorialising contestation: did the Poles and the Jews suffer equally? Were the Jews killed as Poles? What comes across from this debate is both the continuing rawness of the wounds and the way in which memorialising practices are built on shifting political as well as psychological sands. The change in political discourse with the end of the Soviet Union and communist rule in Poland has led to revisions of the dominant narratives of suffering and salvation, generating new ways of thinking that have also produced resistance in their wake. This resistance is of the regressive, psychoanalytic kind, operating in the interests of denial rather than of insight and transformation.
In the German case, there is now considerable agreement that the immediate postwar culture was indeed one of ‘only one can live’ and that a discourse of German suffering took hold to displace full awareness of the horrors of the Holocaust perpetrated by Germans and in the name of Germany. Frie (2017) describes how after the Second World War Germans found ways of speaking about their experiences that effectively displaced the narrative of suffering from the victims of Nazism to the Germans themselves, in a manner relevant to Benjamin’s claims about competitive victimhood.Germans have always talked about their suffering … The focus on their own suffering meant that there was little motivation to address participation in and support for an immoral regime or its genocidal policies. It was certainly easier to identify as sufferers and victims than to experience guilt and shame for being perpetrators. The local histories of the time reflect this dynamic and concentrated on suffering, not on the complicated entanglements in the regime. Until the early 1970s commemorations of the Second World War bombing raids referred to Germans as victims, free of any historical or moral considerations. (Frie 2017, pp. 104–5)


Frie
                
                
               goes on to discuss the emergence of a literature and cultural awareness of the suffering of Germans during and after the war, especially of those who were children in that time and therefore could not be held responsible for what happened. He notes the generally psychoanalytic frame of much of this awareness, in that it argues that only by acknowledging the suffering of their own ancestors might it be possible for later generations to come to terms with their inherited past. Nevertheless, even if this argument has force, he asks whether this has also turned into a way of exculpating the Germans, prioritising their own suffering and equalising it with that of their victims. That is to say, whilst at the personal level it may be necessary to name one’s own trauma in order for it to be possible for silenced suffering and shame to be articulated and acknowledged, at the social level this might also be a way of denying responsibility. Nations and individuals may be different in this respect. Karl Figlio (2017), like other commentators, argues that the critique and memorialising of the Allied bombing campaigns that devastated German cities towards the end of the war (and were ineffective from a strictly military point of view, as W.G.
                
                
               Sebald (2003) documents), were used by Germans to deflect attention from their responsibility for the Holocaust and indeed for the destructiveness of the war itself. Instead, it allowed them to claim the status of victims, feeding into a general national discourse of victimhood – victims of the Allies, of the Soviets (a claim that was supported by the emerging Cold War political rhetoric) and of the Nazis too, as a group that had supposedly corrupted the German people as a whole. Figlio notes that the denunciation of the Allies as war criminals began in Germany during the war itself, as part of Nazi propaganda; its continuation afterwards suggests that there was a highly motivated search for ways to avoid genuine self-examination prevalent amongst German citizens and institutionalised in the political rhetoric of the new state.
In a similar vein, Bill Niven (2013) traces the impact of recognition and commemoration of the immense and genuine suffering of Germans forced to flee from Eastern Europe at the end of the war. As he demonstrates, memorialising these events may be an important element in comprehensively coming to terms with the past, but it is neither politically nor ethically neutral. Throughout the long history of debate around these events, Niven claims, Germans have been caught between what he calls a ‘discourse of responsibility’ and a ‘discourse of suffering’. ‘The discourse of responsibility,’ he writes (p. 54), ‘was one of German responsibility for crimes against others; the discourse of suffering was one of debts owed to Germans.’ One problem is that it is very difficult to articulate the one discourse without bringing its shadow into play. For Germans, statements about acknowledging guilt and responsibility would provoke assertions of the ‘we suffered too’ variety; yet accepting German suffering would demand the caveat that they had brought it on themselves, were responsible for the greater suffering of others, and so on – a demand for acknowledgement of culpability that at times may have been psychologically impossible. The consequence of this dilemma seems to be the fostering of denial, silencing of memory, avoidance of responsibility, and (as
                
                
              
                
                
               Mitscherlich and Mitscherlich’s (1975) famously put it) an ‘inability to mourn’. It also may explain the distortion of historical reality over whether the expulsions were ever acknowledged: Niven demonstrates that there was substantial coverage and discussion of them from the late 1950s onwards, yet the assertion that this had been a taboo subject continued in West Germany right up to reunification. This presentation seems to have been mobilised by the same wish to assert the right of Germans to claim victim status. Niven notes (p. 56), ‘The comment “we have a right to remember” is another way of saying “we have not been allowed to remember”; the existence of a taboo is apologetically evoked to justify talking about the subject now, in case anyone thinks there has been too much talk of it already. That Germans have to construct themselves as victims of a silencing before they talk about German suffering in flight and expulsion is telling: they need to feel aggrieved before they can give themselves permission.’ Once again, German victimhood is pushed to the fore, and responsibility is not exactly denied, but simply lost somewhere along the way. Indeed, as Niven shows, the gradual emergence of a discourse of expulsion as a ‘genocide’ in the 1970s was a deliberate effort to establish a kind of equivalence of wrongdoing that confuses and obscures the simple fact: the Holocaust happened; it was an extraordinary, unparalleled exercise of destructive hatred directed mainly against the Jews; and the Germans were responsible for it.
Figlio (2017) notes something else to be found hiding in the terminology used to describe the way in which the Federal Republic emerged from the ruins of the war.West Germany had been cast into a process of Vergangenheitsbewältigung. Usually translated as ‘coming to terms with the past’, this rendering repeats a core post-war German conundrum. Literally, it means ‘mastering the past’ … It implies overcoming it, getting over it. But to master the past leads away from remembering it in the sense of assimilating it in all its dimensions, including recognition of the victims and of the injury inflicted on them, and a full embracing of them by a benign identification (rather than a claim of equivalent suffering). ‘Vergangenheitsbewältigung’ apparently recognized a moral burden of the Nazi past, but also did not recognize it. (Figlio 2017, p. 135)


For
                
                
               Sebald (2003), whose stunning analysis of the Allied bombing and its effects is coruscating of both sides and who does not directly share – yet somehow indirectly draws on – any psychoanalytic sensitivity, there is similarly something at work in the German ‘miracle’ that demonstrates a process of denying the past rather than working it through. ‘From the outset,’ he writes (pp. 6–7),the now legendary and in some respects genuinely admirable reconstruction of the country after the devastation wrought by Germany’s wartime enemies, a reconstruction tantamount to a second liquidation in successive phases of the nation’s past history, prohibited any backward view. It did so through the sheer amount of labour required and the creation of a new, faceless reality, pointing the population exclusively towards the future and enjoining on it silence about the past.


The consequence of – and perhaps motivation for – this refusal to look back at the events of the war but instead to (manically, one might suggest) strive for the future is a kind of ‘repression’ (p. 12) of emotion and hence of vulnerability. The myth of German strength is consequently sustained: the war might have been lost, but the German character was not, and in seeking to look only towards the future the depredations of the past can be cast aside. From here flows the kind of silence that is the other side of the noisy claim of victimisation. Sebald (p. 70) writes, with apparent bitterness: ‘I had grown up with the feeling that something was being kept from me: at home, at school and by the German writers whose books I read hoping to glean more information about the monstrous events in the background of my own life.’ We shall return again to this sensation, which has links with the second generation and postmemory material discussed earlier; but here what is being emphasised is the conspiratorial way in which this kind of repression operates. It is intentional and purposeful; the past will be done away with, except when it can be called on to justify present denial.
Passing Down the Sorrow
This material is all more than a little disturbing, and not easy to approach in a disinterested way. Added to the issue of displacement of responsibility is evidence of continuing antisemitism in Germany after the war, mostly unacknowledged but sometimes explicit. Dagmar Herzog (2017) is amongst those who document this, along with Frie (2017) and other later-generation scholars of German origin – clearly a relevant factor in motivating these historians’ concern. An example she gives is around the decision made by the Federal German Government in 1956 to offer financial compensation to those survivors ‘whose capacity to be economically self-supporting had been damaged by at least 25% due to persecution and violence experienced in the Third Reich in flight and hiding, in ghettos, or in camps’ (Herzog 2017, p. 94). Despite the bizarre problem of establishing what ‘damaged by at least 25%’ might mean, on the face of it this was a progressive extension of the reparations for loss of property to include recognition of mental health effects of the suffering caused by the Nazis; yet this was not how it panned out, initially at least. For years, a very large proportion of applications were turned down – at first around 50%, and even by 1966, when appreciation of the traumatic legacy of the Holocaust was growing, ‘rejections amounted to more than a third of the cases’ (Herzog 2017, p. 98). Herzog elaborates,The battle was ugly, not least because the psychiatrists appointed by the West German government to evaluate survivors regularly rejected their claims, arguing that whatever debilitating insomnia, nightmares, chronic melancholia, fears, fixations, disabling psychosomatic pains, difficulty concentrating, or crippling apathy survivors were displaying must have their source either in the survivors’ pre-camp lives – perhaps even in their characters from the time of birth, or in very early life experiences in their families – or in their difficulties adjusting to post-camp life. Anything but the persecutions or the camps themselves. (Herzog 2017, p. 90)


The dispute over the assessments and payments was complicated and fraught and cannot be simplistically reduced to a battle between ‘bad’ psychiatrists (mainly German) and their ‘good opponents’ (mainly Jewish refugee doctors, but also including ‘some important gentile German sympathizer psychiatrists’ (p. 90)). What is most striking in Herzog’s documentation, however, is how strongly the general cultural context figured in this dispute, notably in the form of opposition to reparations and an eruption of antisemitic rhetoric at the political level that clearly reflected its perpetuation in the general culture. There is too much of this material to reproduce here, but one comment culled from Herzog’s chapter is worth noting, because of its source: ‘Chancellor Adenauer himself was said to have remarked in a high-level meeting [in 1952]: “The Jews cheat us anyway”’ (Herzog 2017, p. 96). Much happened later to contest these positions, but in the wake of the destruction, it was clearly not the case that the Germans suddenly and universally transformed themselves.
The postwar division of Germany into the western Federal Republic (FRG) and the Soviet-controlled eastern German Democratic Republic (GDR) may also have contributed to the maintenance of a state of denial amongst Germans. Figlio (2017) draws on this psychoanalytically, arguing that the division allowed Germans within each of the two states to project the Nazi badness into the other, clearing themselves from responsibility and helping to sustain the narrative of German victimhood.The common aim of the divided Germany was to marginalize the Holocaust through an unconscious collaboration. The GDR, now part of the Soviet alliance that had fought the Nazis, regarded itself as essentially anti-fascist. It projected its Nazi underbelly into the FRG, where it was surrounded by capitalist success. It identified the FRG with capitalism and, through capitalism, with Nazism and with Judaism, and the GDR was, therefore, relieved of guilt. The FRG, now part of the Western alliance, created a miracle of capitalist success, which in itself demonstrated well-being untrammeled by guilt, but which also held the GDR in place. It projected its Nazi underbelly into the GDR, where it was surrounded by Soviet tyranny. The FRG identified the GDR, not only with Soviet tyranny, but also with tyranny itself, including Nazi tyranny. Together, East and West unconsciously collaborated in creating a psychosocial enclave, a haven from guilt and from the dread of dissolution. (Figlio 2017, p. 166)


Figlio
                
                
               is suggesting that the literal, concrete split between the two sides of Germany, which were actively prevented from being in contact with one another and which intensely and intentionally promoted hatred and fear, was immensely potent as a method of social and psychic defence. As ever, we need to be cautious about using the psychoanalytic language of individual psychodynamics (projection) to refer to the behaviour of social collectives and states: what does it mean to say that each part of Germany ‘projected’ ‘its Nazi underbelly’ into the other? Can a state do this, and if so through what mechanisms: propaganda, education, dominant discourses of truth? Nevertheless, Figlio’s Kleinian psychoanalytic rendering here is evocative and perhaps persuasive, at least as metaphor. He argues that the paranoid-schizoid split embodied in this actual sociopolitical division worked against the kind of ‘depressive’ acknowledgement of responsibility and mournful coming to terms with guilt that would be required for the historic destructiveness of Nazi brutality to be worked through. This depressive process is necessary for recognition of the damage done and for reparation to begin to take place; but it is an immensely painful process, a psychically and socially aversive one, and so the defensive possibilities offered by the East-West division were in this respect welcome, whatever the distress it might otherwise have caused. Indeed, it may even be that the suffering produced by the Cold War divide was experienced unconsciously as a mode of punishment for Nazism that itself produced a kind of satisfaction and sufficiently alleviated guilt feelings amongst Germans to enable them not to need to take further action. ‘We have been punished enough,’ might have been the unconscious self-justifying belief; or even, ‘We have been punished more than we deserved’ (‘more sinned against than sinning’, in the Shakespearean formulation). Alongside the projection of the ‘real evil’ into the Germany on the other side of the Iron Curtain, this allowed Germans to avoid facing the reality of their recent past. It also facilitated perpetuation of antisemitic fantasies. This was visible in the GDR in the form of denial of the specificity of Jewish suffering in the Holocaust and the idea of capitalist conspiracy fueled by Judaism aiming at the destruction of the communist state; in the Federal Republic it appeared as the continuation of an identification of Judaism with bolshevism; and in both states it was present as an irritable resentment about the attention paid to Jewish issues when the continuing victimhood of Germans remained insufficiently appreciated.
Figlio (2017) devotes considerable attention to the effects of German reunification on the structures of acknowledgement – effects that would be expected to be profound if he is correct about the functionality of the previous division of the separation of states for staving off guilt. Figlio’s subtle account of this attends both to the losses involved in reunification and the possibilities for remembering and working through that it offered, notably in removing the space for defensive projection into the national other and instead demanding that Germans from both sides reconsider what they had in common. Amongst other things, this included the Nazi past as the most profound source of their contemporary identity, the immediate precursor of the division into East and West and the inconsolable and unavoidable elephant in the room that had now to be recognised if it were not to trample any further on national well-being. Figlio (p. 145) notes that whilst reunification might have brought a ‘a restoration of German identity’, it also meant the loss of important social defences, which he terms ‘a psychosocial enclave or haven.’ With this loss, he concludes, ‘came the depressive anxiety of internalizing the destroyed object and the psychotic anxiety of internalizing the German-Jew as a returning, retaliatory object.’ Again we might ask whether this applies to individual citizens or to the German nation as a whole; reading out from the language of individual psychopathology to social defences is a risky business. But whether it is logically sustainable or not, the account of how the repressed awareness of culpability might be caught up with loss and persecutory fears of disintegration alerts us once more to the continued presence of unlaid ghosts, the demands they make on the living; and how the living find multiple ways to resist these demands.
The fantasy of the ‘returning Jew’ is an interesting one here, feeding into the sense of the ‘missing Jew’ that Zubrzycki (2013) examines in her account of Rafał Betlejewski’s ‘I Miss You, Jew’ project in Poland, or that appears even more startlingly in Yael Bartana’s film trilogy, 
                And Europe will be Stunned
                
              , which stages a call for the return of Europe’s Jews (see Schmukalla 2017, for an examination of this artistic installation as an instance of the haunting of Europe – especially in its post-communist period – by the destruction of the Jews). Jacqueline Rose (2014, p. 225) comments, ‘Bartana
                
                
               is creating a new language of intimacy, in which people discover they need – more than anything – the people they have tried hardest, physically and mentally, to reject … Bartana is asking enemies to pick up their belongings, change continents and move in together, to touch, feel and smell the object of their hatreds, to get inside each other’s skin.’ Of course, as Rose points out, not everyone would want the Jews to return, especially if they were living in places that once belonged to them. This is a reminder that there are often material benefits from perpetrating injustices that continue across generations, implicating those who come after and yet refuse to know what underpins their contemporary comforts; witness the legacy of slavery, as the prime example. But this reading of Bartana’s work as a challenge to come to terms with hatred through an insistence on bringing alive the memory of loss and destruction is an important and poignantly psychoanalytic one. If ‘unification’ (of Germany, as a prime example) and ‘reunion’ (of Jews and their persecutors, as in Bartana’s and Betlejewski’s work) are to be productive, then there is a process of confrontation with what Figlio calls the ‘returning, retaliatory object’ that has to take place. The extent to which this object will in reality be a ‘retaliating’ one is of great significance, but whether or not it actually is, it is likely to be felt that way, especially in prospect. ‘They’ might want what we have taken; ‘they’ might undermine the precarious psychic equilibrium that has been achieved at great cost; our own suffering will be shadowed into insignificance by the extremity of theirs; we will be regarded, once again, as perpetrators; worst of all, we might come to see ourselves in this light. From this psychoanalytic perspective, reunification of the two Germanies dramatised these fears: in bringing the two sides together, something important was also lost, the ‘stabilising organisation’ that fed denial and allowed the legacy of Nazi destructiveness to be left outside of awareness, treated as if it did not apply. An opportunity for change arises, as the lost object is made to return; but it can also escalate panic and renew repudiation.
From this position, we might ask what happens next, in the sense of what is the legacy that comes down over the generations to those who ‘come after’, who are not themselves perpetrators but have somehow to live with their unchosen connection to those who were? This is its own variety of ‘second generation’ question, distinct from the one that faces the descendants of victims, yet with some parallels and some moments in which a kind of solidarity might be called for. The secrecy, chill and distance of German upbringings that Hoffman (2005) notes, the ‘I was raised by an ordinary Nazi mother’ of the Nazareth groups, come into focus here. Quite a lot of attention has now been paid to this question in the literature, with use
                
                
               of Abraham and Torok’s (1994) ideas about ‘encryption’, outlined earlier, being especially influential in theorising how the experiences of one generation are ‘secretly’ passed on to the next. We have seen this already in the discussion about Holocaust second generation experiences, for example in Hoffman’s (2005) account of how something is ‘known’ without actually being understood, entering into the one who comes after as the ‘ground of being’ (p. 13), so that it cannot be challenged and has a haunting presence in the psyche, without ever being fully ownable as a personal experience. The encryption of this ‘something’ makes it both mysterious and attractive, drawing the person towards it in a search for meaning, but also hiding away the content of the thing so that a cycle of attraction and frustration is experienced – the crypt ‘calls out’ to say that something worth knowing is hidden within it, but allows insufficient access to its treasure. In the case of children of perpetrators, this is all the more powerful and ambiguous a process. Whilst the children of victims may have shame to deal with, they rarely have to conquer feelings of guilt for their part in the destruction, unless it is the ‘guilt’ of not living up to their parents’ expectations and need for their children to replace what has been lost. In the case of the descendants of perpetrators, however, the question that has to be resolved is the potentially poisonous one of how one can live in the shadow of what was done by the earlier generation. This is no abstract, philosophical question; it is built into the everyday life of the later generation, as it asks questions about what it means to belong to a community that acted in the way it did. In his characteristically spare yet unforgiving way, Sebald (2003, p. 13) articulates this powerfully, noting one source of the ‘economic miracle’ that was postwar Germany: ‘the stream of psychic energy that has not dried up to this day, and which has its source in the well-kept secret of the corpses built into the foundations of our state, a secret that bound all Germans together in the post-war years, and indeed still binds them, more closely than any positive goal such as the realization of democracy ever could.’ That is, as the state itself is built on ‘corpses’, then the haunting of the population is inescapable. Everywhere one goes, every act of national identification one participates in, every reminder of history, is tainted with this smell from the past that still lives, not yet fully grieved nor totally accommodated.
It is worth repeating Sebald’s (2003, p. 70) complaint: ‘I had grown up with the feeling that something was being kept from me.’ The distinguished German psychoanalyst
                
              , Werner Bohleber (2007), draws attention to the way in which the lie of the elder generation problematises the relationship with the next generations so that their affiliation to the parents is marked and marred by the projection into them of parental guilt and disavowed complicity. The children know something is amiss; it infiltrates their interaction with their parents, disturbing the pure current of open affection and also blunting the possibility of robust opposition and resolvable conflict. Something is wrong here, is the sensation, something that is too dangerous to articulate; and once it comes out, it marks everything – even the affectionate bonds between child and parent – as sour and corrupt. Parents refuse to allow different views in their children, provoking either silence or rebellion; the children themselves, seeking the alternative to what their ‘fathers’ had offered, find themselves partly identifying with the victims, or turning to radical social movements to challenge the normative assumptions of the social status quo (here again psychoanalytic reductiveness is a risk).
Bohleber
                
                
               claims that this general breaking of silence at the level of the social, as the younger generation challenges the falsities of German society in relation to the Nazi past, is not easily translated into challenging the actual parents. In much the same way as Frie (2017) describes the difficulty of confronting his family with the history of his admired but Nazi-implicated grandfather, so Bohleber (2007, p. 346) suggests that young Germans of the later generation also often had to step back from forcing the issues with their own parents: ‘It appeared to be too painful and too closely connected with catastrophic anxieties to venture forth here.’ One can imagine and understand this, for sure; yet something goes amiss when the personal relationship is left with its encryptions untouched in this way. Bohleber describes some of this in the language of classic Freudianism, as a problem for the next generation in bringing together a representation of the father split between ‘an idealized father-image from early childhood and an image of the compromised father who had participated or been directly involved in crimes’ (p. 346). The result, he suggests, is a split in the ego between an impulse towards truth and the recovery of history – overcoming the silence, that is – and a defensive retreat from precisely this impulse. One might say, more broadly, that what enters into the next generation is a profound ambivalence between the urge to find out and the fear of what that finding out will bring. It may be more destructive still, however, as Gerhard Wilke (2016) implies when he claims that the Nazi generation ‘encapsulated’ their memories of collusion and violence, which then were passed down whole to the next generation. For Wilke (p. 63), ‘It is this passing on of responsibility to a generation that had not committed the evil deeds, and the psychological defences against this burden, that surface in post-war German organisations and therapeutic groups.’ The ‘intrusive presence of the parents’ psyche in the core identity and self-representation of their children’ (p. 68) is a destabilising element in the children’s life; it makes them both the source of re-enactments and also places on them a potentially intolerable responsibility to make good the damage their parents had done.
It is noteworthy that Bohleber’s paper was given as a keynote address to the International Psychoanalytical Association’s Congress in Berlin, in July 2007, a Congress that took as its theme ‘Remembering, repeating and working through in psychoanalysis and culture today’, and that demonstrated in some of its own activities the continuing problem of ‘remembering and repeating’ without working through that bedevils psychoanalysis’ own relationship with the Nazi past. This has been written about in detail elsewhere (Frosh 2012). To give the narrative briefly, the Congress’ embodiment of the ‘return’ of psychoanalysis to one of its early bases, from which it had been driven out as a German-language discipline and where the force of destruction had been centred, was highly emotive, especially for the many Jewish analysts who decided to attend. Recognising this, the organisers of the conference allowed a space for a group called ‘Being in Berlin’, to enable those who wished to do so to meet each day to reflect on their experience
                
                
              
                
                
              . Erlich, Erlich-Ginor and Beland (2009b), who were the consultants for this group, describe its vicissitudes, showing very clearly how it became a vehicle for the expression of ambivalent feelings about the history and an opportunity for some acting-out around unresolved tensions concerning antisemitism within psychoanalysis itself. The key symptom of this kind was the difficulty the organisers had in timetabling the group appropriately, as if it always slipped out of mind. ‘Although the event had been discussed and formulated long in advance,’ Ehrlich et al. note (p. 813), ‘it turned out that, while the time slot was indeed the same every day (something we insisted on), the same space could not be; we would have to “wander” or “relocate” ourselves to a different room each day.’ These words, ‘wander’ and ‘relocate’ are clearly not neutral but are chosen to resonate with the impact of Nazism itself, and with its effects on psychoanalysis: ‘it is a new kind of diaspora,’ as Anna Freud famously commented in the 1930s (Steiner 2000). But this enforced nomadism did not fully encompass the degree of institutional acting-out that the Being in Berlin group produced, even before it had properly got going. Not being sure how many people would attend, and perhaps being too insecure to make their presence significant in the Congress, the group conveners had accepted a relatively small room for the group. About twenty-five chairs were laid out, lecture style, facing the front despite the organisers’ request for a circle; and when people started to arrive it rapidly became clear that the room would not be able to hold them all. What happened next – and one has to recall that these are psychoanalysts that one is reading about – is eerie in its recapitulative power, its genuine ‘remembering, repeating’ without necessarily working through.The behaviour was both frightening and troubling: while 60 or 70 people were quite uncomfortably squeezed into the room, there seemed to be twice as many outside the door trying to get in. A struggle developed between the people standing inside and those outside. There were feeble attempts by those standing in the doorway to explain that there was no more room, and the noise from the hall was quite disruptive to whatever was beginning to transpire inside. Finally, there was a decisive slamming shut of the door. Immediately, associations came up from the group of being ‘squeezed into a cattle car’ and the ‘doors being shut as in the gas chambers.’ (Erlich et al. 2009b, p. 814)


For the second day, the Congress organisers arranged a larger space. However, this turned out to be ‘a non-existing, “fabricated” room’ (ibid.), a foyer space from which a number of doors led to other panels taking place at the same time – doors which ‘had to be closed and guarded by specially hired personnel’ to make sure there were no interruptions. Apparently for safety reasons, only fifty chairs were initially supplied. More chairs had to be gathered, people grabbed them ‘sometimes violently’ and someone was hurt, and ‘the rapid, rhythmic metallic sound of chairs being dislodged from the carriers was constantly in the background and several people associated it to the sound of trains’ (p. 814). Even on the third day, when over 250 chairs were provided and appropriately laid out, the space was over-crowded and over-excited, lending tremendous urgency and pressure to the occasion and to the group itself.
It is one thing to recognise the impact of these disruptions to the frame of analysis, and another to be sure of their source. Erlich and his colleagues are in no doubt about the former, and seem to see the pain involved as having been in some ways conducive to their task.The unfolding drama of the impossible space, the provision of chairs, the discomfort and seemingly unsuitable conditions – all expressed poignantly, in unspoken ways, essential aspects of what ‘being in Berlin’ evoked. Attempting to provide a space for feelings and associations evoked images in the participants of the slamming shut of boxcar doors and the sound and sensation of trains; angry wishes for the ‘conductor’ – the leader or Führer – to act more forcefully in order to establish order in the chaotic situation; aggressive shouts and objections directed at the congress photographer who tried to take pictures, and so on. These were readily available associations and recapitulations. They testify to the poignancy and aliveness of the associations, symbolizations and feelings about Nazi Germany and its atrocities. (pp. 814–5)


Anyone who has participated in such an experiential large group will know both how disturbing it can be, and how engaging, how deeply it can dramatise the push-me-pull-you sensations of being isolated and then sucked in, alienated and engulfed (Frosh 2008). In Berlin, in this coming-together of psychoanalysts from around the world to a place from which psychoanalysis had been so brutally expelled and also corrupted, it is clear that the staging of the group event facilitated a kind of encounter that might otherwise have been avoided, leaving its participants both exhilarated and exhausted. Erlich et al. (2009b, p. 819) provide some testimonies: ‘One participant, a former president of the IPA, said when it was over, “This is the real thing! What we will do [in the forthcoming panel] is dead compared to this. This was alive!” As Georg Bruns put it: “I felt this group to be the emotional centre of the congress”.’ What was achieved is less easy to say. In the actual content of the group – what was said and thought about – a number of disturbing themes arose. Erlich et al. (pp. 816ff) list these as German shame and hope; identifying with Hitler; the voices of the dead; being faceless and nameless; the absent voices; Jewish-Nazi mothers; longing for the ‘Jewish’ mother; impossible marriages and the monsters they produce; envy of the Jews; longing for the missing parts; silence and letting others speak for oneself; the pain of the next generation. In particular, the juxtaposition of idealising and denigrating attitudes towards Jews was evident, especially the latter: ‘there was envy directed at the Jews, and envious attacks on what was described as their monopolization of suffering and not leaving room for the suffering of others’ (ibid.). An example that Erlich et al. (p. 817) give brings this to life: ‘A woman talks about her parents who, as members of the Resistance, were active in hiding and protecting Jews. Rather than being proud of them, she felt angry at and envious of “the Jews” who received her parents’ attention and care instead of her. The Jews seem to have the exclusive privilege of suffering and sorrow, and “the Others” in the group feel envy and want a space for their own suffering.’ They
                
               go on to note something else, a disturbing yet not surprising thing. ‘One deepening irrational process that we did witness,’ they write (p. 820), ‘was the in vivo occurrence of what might be described as the development of anti-Semitism.’ The ‘Nazi beast’ it seems, lurks pretty near the surface, and one cannot easily shake it off, even sixty years after the end of the Third Reich. Psychoanalysis is a place for remembrance, but there is also plenty of repetition going on; and even though ‘working through’ might have been the theme, and might have been engendered in the heightened emotion of the Congress and the group event that went on within it, it is clearly not complete, and perhaps may never be so.
Solidarity
The question of Nazi fatherhood mentioned
                
               by Bohleber recurs in Philippe Sands’ (2015) film, called in the UK 
                My Nazi Legacy
                
               and in America What Our Fathers Did, which contrasts two different responses, refracted through a third ‘witness’ who himself has a great deal to say. The film is concerned with two Nazi war criminals: Hans Frank, who as Governor-General of Poland was directly responsible for the destruction of the Jews there, and Otto von Wächter, from January 1942 to July 1944 Governor of Galicia and Frank’s deputy. Frank was hanged at Nuremberg; von Wächter, protected by the Vatican, slipped away to Rome where he died in July 1949. Or rather, the film is concerned with the sons of these two men, both of whom were born in 1939 and so were too young to be implicated in their father’s crimes, yet each of them, in different ways, caught up in them. Frank’s son Niklas, a well-known German journalist, is renowned for his condemnation of his father, a standpoint that came to very public notice with the publication in 1987 of his book, Der Vater: Eine Abrechnung (The Father: A Settling of Accounts – translated into English in 1991 as In the Shadow of the Reich). Von Wächter’s son Horst, on the other hand, wriggles out of this: he is troubled, it is clear, he sees what was done, but his own father, he thinks, was fundamentally a good man who had no real choice; one has to understand, resistance to the Nazi decrees was not easy, even for a Nazi.
In an interview I had with Sands in July 2015, Sands described what he thinks happened to him during the making of the film. In the first half, which takes us up to a public staging of a conversation between Sands, Niklas and Horst at the Purcell Room in London in December 2013, Sands stood back, avoiding consciously taking sides between the two men. But at the end of this discussion, Sands told me, ‘Horst suddenly said, “my father is venerated in the Ukraine.”’ That, for Sands, was the moment things changed, a ‘very crucial moment.’ It resulted in a trip to the Ukraine for Sands and the two men to observe the annual celebration of the Waffen-SS Galicia Division and to visit Lviv (Lemberg) together. In a powerful scene, the three men are filmed in the old Jan Kazimierz University. Sands takes them back to a meeting held there in August 1942 involving both their fathers, at which Hans Frank gave a speech announcing the implementation of the ‘final solution’ in Galicia. Unexpectedly, and unscripted, Niklas mounts the rostrum, takes out of his pocket a translation of his father’s speech, and reads from it. He notes that Frank had addressed Horst’s father approvingly and joked about how he was making the Jews disappear. ‘And you are still pretending that you didn’t find anything which would accuse your father of being involved in this,’ Niklas says to Horst. ‘Something happened in that room,’ Sands told me; he described himself as being ‘pretty irritated,’ and it is not hard to see why. Faced with overwhelming circumstantial evidence, Horst still demands sight of his father’s signature on an incriminating document; otherwise there is always room for doubt. For both Niklas and Sands, this is a demeaning stance. What they want from Horst, even need from him at this point, is a statement that he recognises his father’s absolute complicity.
Why does this matter so much? Prior to this moment, the film shows Sands in the record office in Lviv reading about the eighty members of his own family who were killed in the Nazi actions there, under the instructions of Niklas’ and Horst’s fathers. We have also seen a poignant clip of Sands’ grandfather at Sands’ wedding, looking vacant and alone, as if haunted by these ghosts. This picture makes Sands cry, he said, in awareness of how he was not able to speak to his grandfather of what had happened, how silence enveloped his own family. It is not surprising, therefore, that Sands was frustrated and distressed by Horst’s denials. Nevertheless, the question remains of what it is that Niklas and Sands want from Horst as they challenge him to own up to the criminality of his father. It is not that there is any new information to discover: fundamentally, everything is known about what happened, and who was responsible. The film does not turn up any stones on this: the Jews were killed, and the Nazis killed them, under Frank’s command and under the command of von Wächter. So why exactly does it matter if Horst acknowledges this fully; what difference does it make? Sands’ answer is on two levels. One of these is what he calls a ‘personal instinct’ – he likes Horst, and Horst’s equivocation interferes with this liking, making it harder to sustain; he wants Horst to be better than he really is, to ‘recognise the facts.’ But, Sands said, there is something else, something ‘professional’ that comes from his life as a lawyer in international courts and tribunals. Horst’s position tends to undermine this system because courts and tribunals can only deal with a small number of cases, creating a large space which can be taken advantage of by those who are not prosecuted. It is in this space that Horst can effectively say of his father, ‘he was never convicted; he was a good man.’ This means that unless people like Horst can see that prosecution and official conviction is not everything, a division is opened up between the proven guilty and ‘everyone else is fine’ – yet they are not fine, as is all too obvious. This point is one that is familiar from human rights debates: if acknowledgement of guilt is ‘reduced’ to a legal finding, and the law and punishment are made the main instruments and manifestations of establishing crimes against humanity, there can be a narrowing of ethics that leaves untouched the vast hinterland of unprosecutable acts. The ‘acknowledgement agenda’ is perforce larger than this, even if it might legitimately be claimed that legal acknowledgement is one potent mode of symbolic as well as material recognition of hurt – as cries for justice throughout the world attest, and as the common disappointment in the restricted activities of truth commissions also shows. The kind of public recognition that legal closure brings is important, which is one reason why amnesties directed at perpetrators of violence can leave victims in limbo, unable to seek redress for their suffering and insecure in their confidence that crimes have been acknowledged. The example has already been given (in Chapter 3) of the deleterious effect of the general amnesty after the Brazilian dictatorship: because of the amnesty law, subsequent truth commissions have been unable to press for action to be taken against those found to have committed violent crimes during the dictatorship period, undermining the hopes of many Brazilians who finally testified to these commissions. In Ecuador, where there was a state policy of human rights violations between 1984 and 1988 and serious violence for twenty years afterwards, there was a Truth Commission which reported in 2010 and received more than 600 testimonies that allowed it to open 118 legal cases, involving the violation of the rights to life, integrity and personal freedom, including cases of disappearances, extrajudicial executions, torture, sexual violence and illegal deprivations of liberty. However, up until 2017 judicial proceedings had been initiated in only seven cases (Donoso 2018). In interviews with people who had testified to the Truth Commission of Ecuador, Gina Donoso (2018) comments on how important it was for victims to receive State recognition for what had happened to them, including financial recompense, which in many cases made a significant difference to their lives. Nevertheless, Sands’ point is an important one: however crucial legal recognition might be, and however damaging might be its denial, it is not enough; too much will always escape the legal net, and something more is required if full acknowledgement of culpability is to be achieved.
Whilst this makes a general point about acknowledgement, there is also something specific that I took up with Sands, partly against his own inclination to universalise his situation. He is clear about the significance of his Jewishness and mentions it at the start of the film. It is, after all, the fact of their Jewishness that sent his relatives to their death, and it is also patently obvious that Sands’ Jewishness is important both to Niklas and to Horst. ‘Do you think that your Jewishness had a particular function for Horst and Niklas?’ I asked him. His response was that both sons needed the Jew to apologise to. ‘For Niklas,’ he said, ‘who has in a sense devoted a part of his life to engaging with the Jewish community and apologising for what his father did, my Jewishness was significant, my being Jewish was significant.’ For Niklas, it seems, the apology applies to all Jews, even if it applies most to those who were specifically his father’s victims. Sands described him as haunted by the damage done, in a highly personal way: ‘a meeting does not pass where he does not express his deepest regret for what his father did, not only to Poles and Jews and Gypsies, but personally, to my grandfather’s family and hence to my family. Horst doesn’t do it and it really bothers me; I wish he would do it and he hasn’t done it and he still hasn’t done it.’ Nevertheless, Horst wants something from him: ‘He wants to be embraced, he wants to be loved and he wants to be told it’s ok and he wants to be told that by a Jew.’
Is this acknowledgment or a search for absolution? During our conversation, Sands made what for him is an important distinction between acknowledgement, apology and atonement. I asked Sands what he thinks the responsibility of the post-Nazi generations might be; he commented about Niklas, ‘I don’t think he needs to apologise, curiously I feel uncomfortable… I think what needs to happen is that you need to acknowledge the facts, and acknowledging the facts includes acknowledging the facts of what your own forebears were doing… And there’s a world of difference between acknowledgement and apology and atonement. I expect acknowledgment and no more and that’s good enough. It is not for Niklas and Horst in my view to apologise for what their fathers did.’ Nevertheless, Sands agreed that Horst’s refusal to acknowledge to some extent makes him culpable. ‘I suspect in the long run we will have learnt very little and history won’t allow us to avoid returning to some of these things – and that in part is what really bothers me about Horst’s lack of acknowledgement. At the end of the day, Horst’s inability to acknowledge creates a space which allows these things to be done.’
What our Fathers Did raises in a very personal way some important questions about what it means for the later generation to take on responsibility for the previous generation’s acts. Why exactly does it matter that Horst will not accept his father’s full culpability for Nazi crimes; and why do Niklas and Sands both seem so invested in pushing him so that he will do so, giving up in some despair at the end (having seen him with the Ukrainian admirers of the SS, Niklas even thinks Horst is a Nazi himself)? For Sands, the issue is the space this creates for repetition: if we fail to acknowledge fully what has been done ‘in our name’, we continue to create the conditions for further brutalisation. Perhaps this is right, and all the rather Christianised talk of forgiveness is a diversion from the kind of responsibility later generations really have, which is to make sure that it does not happen again. A responsibility that, as Sands points out, we consistently fail. Hans Frank and Otto von Wächter cannot be forgiven, even by their sons; and the fact that one son tries to do this makes him culpable himself, not of Nazi crimes, but of failing to learn from history. Niklas embodies the endless nature of this acknowledgement – there is always someone else to apologise to, ever another venue and audience to remind of what his father did. He carries around a picture of his father after he was hanged, in order to be sure he is dead; a kind of reverse memento mori from which he gathers strength as he traverses the world, apologising, an Ancient Mariner of the Holocaust. Is it possible ever to say, ‘Enough, you at least are forgiven now, even if you cannot forgive your father for the name he has given you, the link he has forced you to have with death?’ Niklas is a successful man in many ways, a distinguished journalist with a stable family; but he seems damaged, unforgiving of himself, let alone the unforgiveable father. Can Niklas stand in for Germany as a whole, at least to the degree that it has now faced its past (and indeed can Horst stand in for Austria, still clinging to its ‘first victim’ claims)? ‘Our fathers did this, they did that, we really know they did it.’ Can we, Jews in this instance, forgive this nation when it beats its breast in this way? Does Niklas’ intensity testify to the impossibility of ever reaching the end of acknowledgement and apology, of ever feeling that forgiveness can be won?
Finally, there is the question of what this acknowledgement, this witnessing to the past, entails. Sands is concerned with the spaces that the law opens up for pursuit of evil, and also those other spaces that allow people to refuse to face their responsibilities. He argues that what is needed, as a member of a generation that ‘comes after’ facing the generation that comes after of the other side, is acknowledgement, by which he means ‘facing the facts.’ But acknowledgment goes further than accepting that something happened; it is also a process whereby those implicated in oppression – whether or not they were the originators of it – become agents of change, aligning themselves with the oppressed and taking active steps towards remedy. This may be the broader challenge posed by Niklas’ unending pursuit of his father: it is not only that one man sees what happened, but everyone must know and every opportunity must be grasped to restate things that are uncomfortable, or that people may be tired of hearing. This happened, it really did; these people, with whom I am linked through no fault of my own, were responsible; the damage continues; I have a role to play in articulating and remedying it. This is not the route to forgiveness, because what happened cannot be forgiven. But, without suggesting equivalence, it is a possible route to solidarity between those damaged as descendants of the violated and those damaged as descendants of the violators.
It may be that this notion of solidarity will allow us to move beyond the more individualistic model of ‘reparation’ that can be found in some of the psychoanalytic literature and instead to take fuller account of the necessarily relational elements in acknowledgement. This is not to dismiss the usefulness of the idea that reparation as a psychic and social process might be integral to the development of a consciousness of the damage done by oneself and those one is associated with. This and its associated ‘depressive’ phenomenology (recognising and sorrowing for loss; owning up to one’s own part in it; finding ways to make good what has been done) fuel active processes of restitution that are crucial in establishing the reality of acknowledgement of suffering. Nevertheless, as many writers have noted
                
                
               (Figlio 2017; Stonebridge 1998), reparation is double edged, and in some situations – notably those shaded by the impact of the First World War conditions imposed on Germany as well as the fraught ambiguities of post-Second World War reparations paid to the Jewish people through Israel – ‘reparation’ has had powerful connotations of something aggressive and excessive. Figlio (2017, pp. 200–1) notes, ‘Remembering in post-war Germany has reflected an acute sensitivity about the intentions behind symbols of reparation. In particular, this sensitivity has stemmed from ambivalence and from an undercurrent of anti-reparative feeling beneath the dedicated reparative aim towards the Jews.’ The consequence of this is that ‘reparations’ in the social sense and ‘reparation’ as an act of attempted coming-to-terms with destructiveness are pulled apart, and both can come in a misdirected way to signify resistance to change.
There is a set of comments by Pumla Gobodo-Madikizela that bears on some of this and may allow us to maintain the component of creativity in the notion of reparation alongside the possibility of reconciliatory solidarity between those who come after on one side or the other. In a piece on ‘What Does It Mean to Be Human in The Aftermath Of Historical Trauma?’ Gobodo-Madikizela (2016) focuses on the responsibility of whole societies for crimes against humanity, including ‘those whose votes and other kinds of active or silent support contributed to the flourishing of oppressive regimes’ (p. 8). With this in mind, the reparative concern is not so much with the coming together of individuals or even groups, but with the question of what societal process can be put in play to (as Gobodo-Madikizela puts it) restore ‘human bonds’. In this context she introduces a slightly different vocabulary of reparation:This component of crimes against humanity, the one that resides at the systemic, institutional and social levels rather than at an individual level, leads me to suggest that in the aftermath of historical trauma, restoring human bonds requires a new vocabulary of re-humanization. This new mode of being human, what I have referred to as ‘reparative humanism,’ opens towards a horizon of an ethics of care for the sake of a transformed society. (Gobodo-Madikizela 2016, p. 8)


‘Reparative humanism’ here arises from the experiences of the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission and in particular from the notion of ‘ubuntu’ advanced especially strongly by Archbishop Desmond Tutu: ‘The concept of ubuntu is an ethic based on the understanding that one’s subjectivity is inextricably intertwined with that of others in one’s community’ (Gobodo-Madikizela 2016, p. 23). Ubuntu is deeply embedded in an approach to social relations that emphasises the significance of community and the construction of an ethical human subject through intersubjective relations with others involving mutual recognition of a kind that resonates strongly with Benjamin’s (2018) psychoanalytic thinking. But it is also worth noting Gobodo-Madikizela’s exact language as she seeks to communicate the density of this concept. It is the language of battling together against something, instead of battling against each other. It is the language, explicitly, of ‘solidarity’:From the perspective of ubuntu, all people are valued as part of the human community and worthy of being so recognized. This entails not blind acceptance of others, no matter what they do, but rather an orientation of openness to others and a reciprocal caring that fosters a sense of solidarity. … While recognizing the role of the individual, ubuntu values a sense of solidarity with others – the individual always in relation – rather than individual autonomy. (Gobodo-Madikizela 2016, p. 23)


The twice repeated word ‘solidarity’ signifies a ‘sense’ that derives from mutual recognition and valuing of others as part of a community; but it is also conveys something about facing outwards together towards a ‘problem’ – a kind of ‘externalising’ of a difficulty – that produces a different attitude to that which arises when one looks directly at the other and confronts them with their fault. One should not romanticise this too much: I am uneasy at the idea that we might make allies of all others without first examining our relationship with them. Nevertheless, the continual symmetrical opposition in which each side mirrors the other, the ‘Only one can live’ ideology identified by Benjamin (2018) and so transparently present in the contestation over victimhood that characterises so much of the post-conflict environment, needs to be shifted. Is there something that can be said about solidarity between those who come after on both sides, the descendants of victims and the descendants of perpetrators, whose lives are shadowed by the same events albeit from different positions?
Gobodo-Madikizela’s
                
                
               focus is on those who have directly participated in violence but have to go on living together, especially in the context of post-apartheid South Africa, and this makes her analysis somewhat different from the issues faced by others who come after. But the attitudinal change is an important one nevertheless, and has a lot of resonance with the stance, taken from Hannah Arendt and Emmanuel Levinas, that a kind of ‘cohabitation’ or ‘hospitality’ is required if we are to find ways to live alongside one another. As noted previously, Judith Butler’s (2012) version of this is to use the Arendtian notion of cohabitation to express the necessity to live ethically with others. Gobodo-Madikizela offers an analysis of the kind of imaginative empathic understanding that might be needed to bridge the difference in position between those who have been connected with atrocity from the different standpoints of perpetrator and victim. Intriguingly, she moves beyond the conventional understanding of empathy as an imaginative capacity to enter another’s feelings and insists on it as participating in an ethics of care that takes its form as what she calls ‘empathic repair’, this being an active process of pushing towards change rather than just arriving at a space of acceptance. In relation to later generations, the issue is one of being willing to risk building new bonds: ‘While victim and perpetrator are separated by their pasts, at the same time, their past also connects them, opening up a potential space for the emergence of unexpected human moments’ (Gobodo-Madikizela 2016, p. 19). The way the past connects people is the crucial point here, how tied in with one another we are through our shared histories, even if we are on other sides. This is something other than forgiveness; Gobodo-Madikizela references it, in an Arendtian kind of way, as ‘breathing the same air.’As a metaphor, the notion of ‘breathing the same air’ challenges the very concept of forgiveness. In considering encounters between survivors and perpetrators of gross human rights violations, what is perhaps necessary is shifting the lens from a focus on forgiveness and reconciliation (concepts that imply a goal) to ‘experience’ (complicated, enigmatic, muddy, elusive, and unpredictable), because I think that much of what happens in these encounters remains implicit, and the word forgiveness falls short of adequately capturing this complexity. (Gobodo-Madikizela 2016, p. 21)


This takes us back to the beginning, to the challenge to forgive that which is unforgiveable, but it does so in part by stepping aside from this ‘Christianised’ way of seeing the problem and instead finding a way of committing to the other that transcends the question of forgiveness itself. We share the earth, as Butler (2012) tells us, and we share our histories too. Forgiveness may have to be part of the story, but it is too impossible and also in a different way too one-sided and limited. Maybe the ethic here is a more ‘Jewish’ one – Gobodo-Madikizela after all, somewhat surprisingly perhaps, draws on Levinas to inform her thinking, although of course 
                ubuntu
                
               has African sources. The issue is what makes it possible to live an ethical life in the face of the inherited, passed-on histories of violence that continue to divide later generations from themselves, from those who came before them, and from each other. Various modes of witnessing and recognition of others’ experiences are clearly crucial to this and will be returned to in succeeding chapters; but for a starting point, if this is where we find ourselves after this long and somewhat bitter excursus, we might need to stand alongside those whose forbears were once on the other side. Sharing the same earth, breathing the same air – this is where we exist, in a kind of elemental in which we are all embedded and from which we cannot escape. Somehow we might need to enter into this experience in a motion of empathic repair, for sure, as well as confrontation; without backing away but also knowing what the other’s experience might bring.
To conclude this chapter, as a kind of tangential coda, it is worth noting a striking episode reported by Uri Hadar (2013) from an encounter between Israeli Jews and Palestinians in a group relations event. Hadar describes how at a certain stage in the event, the participants were asked to form into groups divided ‘ethnically’ into ‘Jews, Palestinians and Internationals.’ To the surprise of the Israelis, two Israeli Palestinians (i.e. Palestinians who were citizens of Israel) arrived in their group and explained that the Israeli Palestinians had decided to divide themselves between the Israeli group and the Palestinian group to reflect their split identity. Hadar then reconstructs the following exchange.
                  	Jew:	‘Yes, but this is not a meeting of Israelis as such, but a meeting of Israeli Jews.’

	Palestinian:	‘Of course, I know. That’s why I am here.’

	Jew:	‘But you’re not Jewish.’

	Palestinian:	‘I am. I am not only Jewish, I am Palestinian too – but I am Jewish as well. That’s why we split up and some of us went to the meeting of the West Bank people.’

	Jew:	‘So you are Jewish just because you say so? Does it seem such a subjective business to you?’

	Palestinian:	‘Do you want to check my grandmother’s identity papers then? Or find out how many of the mitsvot [Jewish commandments] I actually keep?’

	Jew:	‘No. I just want to understand in what sense you are Jewish.’

	Palestinian:	‘Hebrew is half my mother tongue, I studied the Bible from when I was six and Bialik when seven. Sometimes I awake from a nightmare in which I am chased by a German soldier – is that not enough?’ (It was – and the Palestinians stayed in the Jewish group.) (p. 178)




                


Hadar
                
                
               uses this exchange to illustrate the hybridity of identities in the specific context of the Israel-Palestine conflict, but here I want just to draw attention to the last point, the sharing of a nightmare by people who apparently are opposed to one another yet have deeply entwined histories. This could be an invitation to dispute victimhood and entitlement – ‘What right do you have to appropriate my suffering?’ It can also, however, as was apparently the case in this episode, be a moment of identification and an invitation to a shared communication, a statement that people who are opposed to one another in many ways are also ‘breathing the same air’ and in doing so are absorbing each other’s anxieties, and perhaps sharing their dreams. Something is transmitted here both between generations and across situations of conflict; maybe it is not too much of a stretch to see in this the possibility of solidarity between vulnerable people who meet in facing their nightmares and can possibly find ways of encountering together their histories and their possible futures.
References
	Abraham, N., & Torok, M. (1994). The Shell and the Kernel: Renewals of Psychoanalysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

	Ahmed, S. (2004). Declarations of Whiteness: The Non-performativity of Anti-Racism. Borderlands, 3(2), 1–15.

	Ahmed, S. (2010). The Promise of Happiness. Durham: Duke University Press.Crossref

	Benjamin, J. (2018). Beyond Doer and Done to: Recognition Theory, Intersubjectivity and the Third. London: Routledge.

	Bohleber, W. (2007). Remembrance, Trauma and Collective Memory: The Battle for Memory in Psychoanalysis. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 88, 329–352.Crossref

	Butler, J. (1997). The Psychic Life of Power. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

	Butler, J. (2012). Parting Ways. New York: Columbia University Press.

	Derrida, J. (2001). On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness. London: Routledge.

	Donoso, G. (2018). Researching Trauma in Relation to Gross Human Rights Violations: A Psychoanalytic and Reflexive Account. Qualitative Research in Psychology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​14780887.​2018.​1472356.

	Erlich, H., Erlich-Ginor, M., & Beland, H. (2009a). Fed with Tears – Poisoned with Milk. Giessen: Psychosozial-Verlag.

	Erlich, H. S., Erlich-Ginor, M., & Beland, H. (2009b). Being in Berlin: A Large Group Experience in the Berlin Congress. International Journal of Psychoanalysis, 90, 809–825.Crossref

	Figlio, K. (2017). Remembering as Reparation: Psychoanalysis as Historical Memory. London: Palgrave.Crossref

	Frank, N. (1991). In the Shadow of the Reich. New York: Alfred a Knopf.

	Freud, S. (1917). Mourning and Melancholia. In The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, Volume XIV (1914–1916): On the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement, Papers on Metapsychology and Other Works (pp. 237–258). London: Hogarth Press.

	Frie, R. (2017). Not in My Family. Oxford: Oxford University Press.Crossref

	Frosh, S. (2005). Hate and the Jewish Science. London: Palgrave.Crossref

	Frosh, S. (2008). Desire, Demand and Psychotherapy: On Large Groups and Neighbours. Psychotherapy and Politics International, 6, 185–197.Crossref

	Frosh, S. (2012). The Re-enactment of Denial. In A. Gulerce (Ed.), Re(con)figuring Psychoanalysis: Critical Juxtapositions of the Philosophical, the Sociohistorical and the Political. London: Palgrave.

	Frosh, S. (2013). Hauntings: Psychoanalysis and Ghostly Transmissions. London: Palgrave.Crossref

	Gilroy, P. (2004). After Empire: Melancholia or Convivial Culture? London: Routledge.Crossref

	Gobodo-Madikizela, P. (2003). A Human Being Died that Night. London: Portobello Books.

	Gobodo-Madikizela, P. (2016). What Does It Mean to Be Human in the Aftermath of Historical Trauma? Re-envisioning the Sunflower and Why Hannah Arendt Was Wrong. The Nordic Africa Institute and Uppsala University, Uppsala.

	Hadar, U. (2013). Psychoanalysis and Social Involvement: Interpretation and Action. London: Palgrave.Crossref

	Herzog, D. (2017). Cold War Freud: Psychoanalysis in an Age of Catastrophes. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.Crossref

	Hoffman, E. (2005). After Such Knowledge. London: Vintage.

	Mitscherlich, A., & Mitscherlich, M. (1975). Inability to Mourn. New York: Grove Press.

	Niven, B. (2013). Reactive Memory: The Holocaust and the Flight and Expulsion of Germans. In M. Silberman & F. Vatan (Eds.), Memory and Postwar Memorials: Confronting the Violence of the Past. London: Palgrave.

	Rose, J. (2014). Women in Dark Times. London: Bloomsbury.

	Rothberg, M. (2009). Multidirectional Memory: Remembering the Holocaust in the Age of Decolonization. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

	Sands, P. (2015). My Nazi Legacy. London: British Film Institute/Wildgaze Films.

	Schmukalla, M. (2017). Artistic Ruptures and Their ‘Communist’ Ghosts. Unpublished PhD Thesis, Birkbeck, University of London.

	Schwab, G. (2010). Haunting Legacies: Violent Histories and Transgenerational Trauma. New York: Columbia University Press.

	Sebald, W. G. (2003). On the Natural History of Destruction. London: Penguin.

	Steiner, R. (2000). ‘It Is a New Kind of Diaspora’: Explorations in the Sociopolitical and Cultural Context of Psychoanalysis. London: Karnac.

	Stonebridge, L. (1998). The Destructive Element: British Psychoanalysis and Modernism. London: Macmillan.Crossref

	Vatan, F., & Silberman, M. (2013). Introduction: After the Violence: Memory. In M. Silberman & F. Vatan (Eds.), Memory and Postwar Memorials: Confronting the Violence of the Past. London: Palgrave.

	Wilke, G. (2016). The German Social Unconscious: Second Generation Perpetrator Symptoms in Organisations and Groups. In E. Hopper & H. Weinberg (Eds.), The Social Unconscious in Persons, Groups and Societies: Volume 2: Mainly Foundation Matrices. London: Karnac.

	Zubrzycki, G. (2013). Narrative Shock and Polish Memory: Remaking in the Twenty-first Century. In M. Silberman & F. Vatan (Eds.), Memory and Postwar Memorials: Confronting the Violence of the Past. London: Palgrave.



© The Author(s) 2019
Stephen FroshThose Who Come AfterStudies in the Psychosocialhttps://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-14853-9_5

5. Atonement

Stephen Frosh1  
(1)Department of Psychosocial Studies Birkbeck, University of London, London, UK

 

 
Stephen Frosh
Email: s.frosh@bbk.ac.uk



Solidarity
Another kind of solidarity beckons, having to do with the possibility
                
               of communicating with others simply by virtue of ‘breathing the same air,’ as Gobodo-Madikizela (2016, p. 21) puts it. As discussed in Chapter 4, Gobodo-Madikizela’s phrase references an attitude towards recognition and acknowledgement that allows perpetrators and victims, and those who come after them, to escape the seemingly impossible demands of forgiveness and instead focus on their shared experience – and their responsibility – in order to find ways of being with each other, whatever shadows may still lie across them from the past. This shared experience can be seen as a version of the ‘third’, in which the damage and pain on both sides is externalised and pooled in another place so that each protagonist can then engage with this third space, which holds all that pain together. We breathe the same air, we cohabit the same Earth; what links us is what we need to understand, what we have together is what we can draw on to move forwards.
This attitude obviously has its problems, not least in seeming to assume the possibility that the past can somehow be set aside, that even where it is appreciated that forgiveness is untenable, a kind of motivated, benign forgetfulness can be mobilised. The argument, outlined in Chapter 1, that forgetfulness risks the perpetuation of injustice applies here; though to be fair, this is not Gobodo-Madikizela’s suggestion and her work on the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission was very much geared towards remembering and uncovering the material truth of violent oppression. Nevertheless, finding a way to recognise what has happened, to witness it fully and to acknowledge where responsibility lies are arguably necessary steps before there can be any expectation of the victimised subject reaching out towards the oppressing other. We may all be immersed in the same ‘elemental’ substances (earth, air, water) and the same fundamental experiences of longing and loss, but none of us begin from nowhere and not all somewheres are the same.
In this chapter, I am concerned with the question of the limits of forgiveness, one that has already been touched on in various places, including in Dominick LaCapra’s (1998, p. 205) query about how to deal with ‘the dead who may not deserve mourning and a proper burial.’ This is partly about the difficulty of representing the experience of others, of knowing for sure what an experience of oppression might be for them and hence what degree of forgetfulness or forgiveness can be asked of them. It is also a profound question about the ethics of examining and seeming, at least, to promote an agenda of acknowledgement and forgiveness when one has not been the victim oneself. But even for those who have suffered directly and so can perhaps claim a right to decide about who can and cannot be forgiven, there are issues about whether there are some people who can never be forgiven for their crimes, some crimes that might be intrinsically unforgiveable, and some conditions of atonement that might challenge these limits. There is also the problem of how to work out when a perpetrator’s admission of culpability is being made in good faith, or when it is a political expedience or itself a mode of denial (‘I am sorry for what I did, but it wasn’t so bad … others were worse … in accepting my guilt I have atoned for what I did … continuing to seek redress or punishment makes me a victim now …’). How does one know, how can one ever know, whether an expression of remorse is truthful; and even if one judges that it is, on what grounds does that commit one to offer forgiveness? And on whose behalf can forgiveness be given?
In this chapter, the questions revolve around whether there are some people who cannot be forgiven their crimes because of who they are, which is not the same as saying that there are some crimes that are unforgiveable – a possibly more straightforward claim, even if it is frayed at the edges. The suggestion that this might indeed be the case – that there are people who can never be forgiven for what they have done because of their position or their claims about themselves or their supposed moral standing – is set against an alternative view that forgiveness, under the right conditions, must always be a possibility if hatred and suffering are not continuously to be recycled. This latter position depends also on the victim or witness having the capacity to judge whether the perpetrator has ‘truly atoned’; it is obvious just how fraught such a judgement might be, how caught up not just with problems of evidence but also with emotional investments, moral positioning, religious affiliations and, at times, a wish that things might be other than they are. I should be clear at this point that I can find no certain grounds to work any of this out definitively: it seems brutal to say that forgiveness is ever totally impossible, yet this is how I feel; but also – on the other side of the coin – whilst it is hard to rid myself of the suspicion that attestations of sorrow and acknowledgement of responsibility when given by some people are specious, I cannot be sure that I would ever know when that is the case or when a more generous response would be justified. This chapter, then, does not resolve any of these issues; it just tries to turn them around a little, to prod away at them to see what responses can be found.
Who Can Be Forgiven?
The vocabulary of witnessing is again useful here, as it clarifies both the difference between those who have suffered directly (the victims, survivors or sufferers) and those (the witnesses) who have not, and the responsibility of the latter for the former. But it also raises the problem of whether anyone has the right to speak ‘on behalf of’ others. Concern over this is familiar even to those who directly come after, for example Holocaust survivors who may find a degree of equanimity in their later lives but can never fully forgive and certainly cannot do so on the part of those victims who perished. The question holds even more for those of us who are not survivors: how can one deal with the issues of responsibility and forgiveness when to preach on the topic could easily be a sign of bombastic piety rather than genuine sensitivity?
I hope, of course, that I am not preaching and not adopting a self-satisfied piety; I feel that I am not, but who can be sure of their own motivations? Even a rudimentary knowledge and minimal acceptance of psychoanalysis should make one queasy about this. So at this point I want to take a step back, to occupy a listening position around the question of forgiveness. My choice here is to turn to one meditation on forgiveness by Emmanuel Levinas, the philosopher of ethics par excellence, who combines secular thought and Jewish thought – ‘Athens and Jerusalem’ – in a way I admire. Levinas survived the Nazi period in a prisoner-of war-camp whilst his wife and child were hidden in France and his father and brothers were murdered. This is a complex context and a complex man, whose allusive and dense writings have offered more than enough space for commentary and criticism by those better qualified than me to take them seriously. Here I shall offer a simple reading, at face value, of an explicitly Jewish Levinasian text; a kind of homage, but also a matter of identification. I know what it is like to be an uncertain believer, with an attachment to Jewish tradition, searching to make it relevant to difficult times; searching, as the title of one of Levinas’ books on Judaism suggests, for a kind of ‘difficult freedom’ (Levinas 1990) that might make the consequences of tragic events more ethically comprehensible. This particular text works by way of allegory, with a sting in the tail.
For several years in the 1960s, Levinas participated in the annual ‘Colloques d’intellectuels juifs de langue française’ organised by the World Jewish Congress in Paris. In his introduction to four of his own contributions, Levinas (1994, p. 3) explains, ‘The program of the Colloquia of Jewish Intellectuals always envisioned a Talmudic commentary, next to a biblical commentary, to be related to the general theme suggested to its members. Neither in the thought of the organizers nor in actual fact was this study of a Talmudic text to take on the character of a religious exercise.’ In Levinas’ case, his Talmudic commentaries, some of which are gathered together in Levinas’ (1994) Nine Talmudic Readings, are a considerable achievement. They show him in his dual aspect, working within the traditions of Talmudic commentary, ostensibly just translating and describing, yet also reading in line with his broader philosophical interests and with a contemporary twist, aware of the times and their concerns. Beneath what is often a playful surface, there can also be glimpsed a pervasive darkness.
In his ‘Talmudic Reading’ Toward the Other, Levinas (1994) discusses the Talmudic tractate that deals with the idea that on the Jewish Day of Atonement (Yom Kippur) people are forgiven for sins against God (ritual sins, primarily) but not for sins against other people unless they have first ‘appeased the other person’ (p. 12). The passage selected by Levinas goes on to discuss various aspects of this appeasement, including the idea that ‘Whoever asks of his neighbour to release him should not solicit this of him more than three times.’ This means that someone who has offended another person should ask for forgiveness up to three times, after which it is the responsibility of the victim to grant this forgiveness to the wrongdoer. The Talmud then gives an apparent counterexample concerning the Talmudic sage Rab. One day Rab was teaching in the seminary and had to stop and start again several times because of latecomers. By the time his teacher Rab Hanina bar Hama came in, he had had enough.And Rab said, ‘How many times am I to repeat myself?’ He did not go back to the beginning. Rab Hanina was wounded by it. For thirteen years, on Yom Kippur eve, Rab went to seek forgiveness, and Rab Hanina refused to be appeased. (p. 13)


The Talmud then asks,But how could Rab have proceeded in this manner? Did not Rab Jose bar Hanina say: ‘Whoever asks of his neighbour to release him must not ask more than three times?’ And why did Rab Hanina act this way? Didn’t Raba teach: ‘One forgives all sins of whoever cedes his right?’ (p. 13)


The query is a double-edged one, concerning both Rab’s repeated requests (he should only have asked three times, not thirteen) and Rab Hanina’s repeated refusal (surely after three requests for forgiveness he should have relented). The explanation the Talmud gives deepens the confusion rather than resolving things, a not unusual circumstance.The reason is that Rabbi Hanina had a dream in which Rab was hanging from a palm tree. It is said: ‘Whoever appears in a dream, hanging from a palm tree, is destined for sovereignty.’ He concluded from it that Rab would be head of the academy. That is why he did not let himself be appeased, so that Rab would leave and teach in Babylon. (p. 13)


Levinas
                
                
               is not happy with this story taken at face value. ‘The [Talmud’s] explanation of Rab Hanina’s behaviour makes me ill at ease,’ he writes (p. 24). ‘Rab Hanina could foresee the future sovereignty of Rab, that is to say, his becoming head of the academy. (Is there another sovereignty for a Jew?) Thus, Rab Hanina, having guessed that Rab would succeed him, preferred to make him leave. A petty story!’ For Levinas, Rab Hanina, an outstanding sage, could not have been as mean-spirited as this, persecuting a student so as to drive him away in order to prevent him gaining authority as head of the academy. Searching for a better explanation, Levinas consults a ‘young Jewish poet, Mrs Atlan,’ who offers a psychoanalytic reading of the drama. Amusingly, Levinas recognises the anachronistic nature of the reference to psychoanalysis but decides that the Talmud must already have known about it: ‘The Talmud… would not have been able to keep up its struggle if it were not all the wisdom of the world before the letter.’ The rabbis of the fifth century, it seems, had already read Freud. In any case, here is Mrs Atlan’s reading, in Levinas’ words:The offended party can grant forgiveness when the offender has become conscious of the wrong he has done. First difficulty: the good will of the offended party. We are sure of it, given the personality of Rab Hanina. Why then is he so unbending? Because there is another difficulty: is the offender capable of measuring the extent of his wrongdoing? Do we know the limits of our ill will? And do we therefore have the capacity to ask for forgiveness? No doubt Rab thought he had been a bit brusque in refusing to begin his reading of the text again when Rab Hanina bar Hama, his master, came into the school. But Rab Hanina finds out through a dream more about Rab than Rab knew about himself. The dream revealed Rab’s secret ambitions, beyond the inoffensive gesture at the origin of the incident. Rab, without knowing it, wished to take his master’s place. Given this, Rab Hanina could not forgive. How is one to forgive if the offender, unaware of his deeper thoughts, cannot ask for forgiveness? (p. 25)


It is worth noting the apparent departure from psychoanalysis here, that the dream belongs not to the ‘patient’ whose inner life is being interpreted, Rab, but to the interpreter/analyst Rab Hanina. However, there are plenty of precedents for this in psychoanalysis itself, from Freud’s decision in the Dora case to follow his own associations to her dream rather than hers (Freud (1905, p. 95) writes: ‘I shall present the material produced during the analysis of this dream in the somewhat haphazard order in which it recurs to my mind’) through all the variations on the analyst’s ‘evenly suspended attention
                
                
              ’ (Laplanche and Pontalis 1973, p. 43) or ‘reverie’ (Bion 1962) that imply an open, dream-like state in the analyst as a route into absorbing and therefore understanding the projections of the patient. Rab Hanina perhaps does this, his dream being a countertransferential response to what is actually Rab’s unconscious wish; or so, at least, the Talmud seems to think. The wise can indeed read the hidden thoughts of others, through reflecting on the impression they make in their own minds. Telepathy and psychoanalysis combine, as they did in Freud’s thought too (Frosh 2013).
The main point that Levinas draws out from this, however, is the issue of whether one can ever know oneself sufficiently well to offer a genuine apology for a wrongdoing. Assuming his good faith, Rab might think he has apologised for the slight he caused his master, and indeed he may have done so. However, the psychoanalytic reading goes, his 
                real
                
               offence was not that he refused to start his teaching again; his real transgression, for which he should be seeking forgiveness, was 
                envy
                
               – his wish to displace Rab Hanina and become head of the academy. This is what Rab Hanina picks up from his countertransferential dream, and the reason he withholds his forgiveness. Rab has not apologised for the sin he actually committed, and he never does so because he denies or is not aware (the two are the same, psychoanalytically speaking) that he committed that sin at all. This, one might say, is a very familiar strategy visible not only in psychoanalysis: apologise for the hurt you believe you have done and can find it in yourself to apologise for, and then perhaps take offence when the victim refuses to accept the apology on the grounds that this is not the real problem. ‘What would you have me do? You’re oversensitive,’ is the ‘innocent’ refrain of the wrongdoer who is determined not to know what the underlying wrongdoing might have been. The problem with this, however, is that it is essentially interminable: given the existence of an unconscious, we can never be confident that we know the sources of our own actions, hence we can never be sure that the thing we are apologising for is the real offence. We might think we have only forgotten to be duly deferential to a teacher, but we might have done that precisely because we harbour other aggressive intentions; after all, why was it at the entry of his master Rab Hanina that Rab drew the line and not one of the previous latecomers? The problem of full awareness means that apology can never be completely genuine or thorough. Levinas notes (p. 25), ‘There are two conditions for forgiveness: the good will of the offended party and the full awareness of the offender. But the offender is in essence unaware. The aggressiveness of the offender is perhaps his very unconsciousness. Aggression is the lack of attention par excellence. In essence, forgiveness would be impossible.’
Levinas
                
                
               was not a psychoanalyst, so perhaps had less than a psychoanalyst’s optimism that perceiving the motivation for one’s behaviour might be achievable under some circumstances; but he nevertheless has a point about the way the unconscious works, disrupting everything and making all claims to truth – and all apologies – unstable. This also makes a well-known verdict on forgiveness from Primo Levi problematic. In a ‘self-interview’, Levi (1986) summarises a group of questions he has been asked as ‘In your books there are no expressions of hate for the Germans, nor the desire for revenge. Have you forgiven them?’ He replies that he tries to maintain ‘the calm and sober language of the witness’ and not to judge others, leaving that to his readers. Then he adds,All the same, I would not want my abstaining from explicit judgment to be confused with an indiscriminate pardon. No, I have not forgiven any of the culprits, nor am I willing to forgive a single one of them, unless he has shown (with deeds, not words, and not too long afterwards) that he has become conscious of the crimes and the errors, and is determined to condemn them, to uproot them from his conscience and from that of others, because an enemy who sees the error of his ways ceases to be an enemy.


The problem with this powerful and honourable statement is precisely the one Levinas raises: how is one to ascertain whether a ‘culprit’ has indeed ‘shown … that he has become conscious of the crimes and the errors’ and so on? Not only is there the difficulty of evaluating this from the outside, a question of the perpetrator’s honesty towards others, but there is also the apparently insurmountable challenge of the culprit being honest with her or himself, able to recognise the actual fault and not just the one it is possible to apologise for. What is the sign of consciousness of one’s deeds and true condemnation of them? According to the reading just given from Levinas, it seems that there can never be absolute conviction in this regard. But perhaps this is too harsh, and at some point one might have to take the risk, with Levi, of believing that people can change. Maybe indeed this possible generosity is what makes Levi seem to embody relational ethics, whereas Levinas is its philosopher.
Despite the space Levinas gives to ‘Mrs Atlan’s’ psychoanalytic reading of the Talmudic passage, he is not quite satisfied and comes back to another point, one which depends both on knowing that Levinas’ teacher in philosophy at one stage was Martin Heidegger, and that the colloquium at which this reading was given was itself dedicated to the topic of ‘Forgiveness’ and took place in 1963, not long after the trial of Adolf Eichmann had focused attention on the full reality of the Holocaust. Levinas raises the question of whether Rab Hanina’s refusal to forgive has something to do with Rab’s status as an intellectual and leader. For these reasons, he suggests, Rab had a greater responsibility to act ethically; what might be forgivable in others, is not in someone like him.One can, if pressed to the limit, forgive the one who has spoken unconsciously. But it is very difficult to forgive Rab, who was fully aware and destined for a great fate, which was prophetically revealed to his master. One can forgive many Germans, but there are some Germans it is difficult to forgive. It is difficult to forgive Heidegger. If Hanina could not forgive the just and humane Rab because he was also the brilliant Rab, it is even less possible to forgive Heidegger. (p. 25)


The impact of these last two sentences on first reading, on me at least, was profound, almost a physical blow. Now it is not the act that is forgivable or not, though this must be part of the story (would one forgive Hitler?), but the claim that certain people, because of who they are and what they stand for, are unforgivable if they fall from the standards that one might apply to them. A slight to Rab Hanina by someone else might have been annoying but the repeated request for absolution would not have been refused; but of Rab more was expected. And of Heidegger too, and perhaps of all those ‘civilised’ Germans who were once at the centre of European culture, generating so much philosophy and politics, religion and music, art, literature and psychoanalysis. It is very difficult to forgive them, Levinas seems to imply, ‘fully aware and destined for a great fate.’ Is this fair? Are some people always more culpable than others, simply because of who they are and who they claim to be? Or is this a kind of idealisation, or perhaps even an elitist vision in which ordinary people are allowed to fall, but special ones are not? Why should it not be that everyone is vulnerable and liable to failure? Perhaps the situation is more that people sometimes invest too much in certain others, who they think might ‘save’ them – a projection of the all-powerful parent of infancy, psychoanalysts might say. This ‘imaginary’ figure will always at some point fail. After all, Heidegger did not actually kill anyone.
Perhaps the issue for Levinas was not just the impossibility of forgiving Heidegger for his actions, even though the stance Heidegger took after becoming Rector of the University of Freiburg (on 21st April 1933) in joining the Nazi party (two weeks later) and speaking out as a supporter of Hitler, was abhorrent and scandalous (though not in Nazi Germany) for someone in his position. As
                
                
               Maier-Katkin and Maier-Katkin (2007, p. 39) say about this, Heidegger ‘behaved atrociously: abolishing the faculty senate, instituting a Führer system of governance, firing Jewish faculty members, helping to align the university system with the Nazi regime, and lending intellectual respectability to a band of thugs.’ Michael Fagenblat (2018) reminds us of Heidegger’snow infamous Rectoral Address in which he affirmed ‘the power that comes from preserving at the most profound level the forces that are rooted in the soil and blood of a Volk’ and embraced ‘the destiny of the state in its spiritual mission’ as cultivator and custodian of these elementary forces.


Antonia
                
                
               Grunenberg (2017) provides a detailed description and careful assessment of Heidegger’s actions in those days. Heidegger was elected by his colleagues as Rector, and gave the Rectoral Address on 27th May 1933, only five months after Hitler came to power and at a point at which it was not yet clear what the very real dangers of opposition might be. Grunenberg (p. 114) comments, ‘The address can be understood only if it is taken as an “inflammatory text.”’ He invoked the ‘will to the essence of the German university as the will to the historical spiritual mission of the German Volk’ and ended the speech ‘with a call for university education to be closely bound together in “service to labor, service to the military, service to knowledge.”’ Grunenberg continues, ‘In the time that followed, Heidegger’s announcements and decrees as rector complemented the measures of the Ministry and the actions of the local NSDAP units. As a result, Freiburg University was transformed into an ideological institution.’ Jewish student unions were banned, requirements for proof of Aryan ancestry introduced, and a variety of other Nazification measures implemented, not least ‘dismissing professors for racial reasons, withdrawal of the right to teach from Jewish faculty, introduction of the German greeting in lectures and seminars, the introduction of work service, and a loyalty oath to the Führer’ (p. 115). Even though Heidegger also supported several Jewish colleagues in various ways, mainly by writing them references, and defended himself against accusations of antisemitism, his treatment of his teacher Edmund Husserl was famously treacherous and his behaviour and attitudes were clearly aligned with the requirements of the new German government. He was happy, it seems, at last for a while, to join those enthused by the ‘purifying’ prospects of Nazism. Grunenberg summarises (p. 124),Colleagues not convinced by National Socialism were sickened by the fact that Heidegger generally had no reservations about the coordination. It must have been painful for the entire university, particularly given that a large majority had wanted him as rector.


Heidegger’s
                
                
               resignation from the Rectorship in 1934 seems to have been linked as much with the opposition and difficulties he faced within the university as it was with any growing realisation of the reality of Nazism – though Grunenberg convincingly argues that this did play a part. In particular, it became increasingly obvious that his hope that he might offer philosophical leadership to the Nazis was vacuous and naïve, forcing him to retreat from any idea that his philosophy might produce national renewal and instead to focus back onto purely theoretical concerns – if the work he did later in the 1930s on Nietzsche can really be seen in this way, as Grunenberg suggests. She concludes (p. 133), ‘Heidegger’s
                
                
               turn (Kehere) was a philosophical not political turn. In turning away from power, he also abandoned the absolute will to change. This was the utmost point of criticism he could think of.’
Heidegger’s
                
                
               overall behaviour in the relatively short period during which he was Rector was conspicuously pro-Nazi and everlastingly shameful, except that he seems to have felt, or at least displayed, little shame
                
                
              
                
              . Maier-Katkin and Maier-Katkin (2007, p. 41) note that ‘It was widely felt that Heidegger was unrepentant and that he had done too much damage to the university and to Germany by throwing his prestige behind the Nazi regime in its formative stage.’ There has of course been much discussion of the extent to which Heidegger was culpable; one can only say here that this debate stays alive, but even his defenders – and there have been many, some of them very serious scholars and philosophers – do not deny Heidegger’s early enthusiasm for Nazism or the fact that he remained a member of the Nazi party until 1945, even if they dispute the extent of his antisemitism or the relationship of his Nazism to his philosophy. Heidegger seems to have seen himself as misunderstood; there were times after the war when he equated the suffering due to the Nazis with that of the East Germans under communism; and his main self-criticism was that he mistakenly thought his philosophy could apply in action, when he should have known that philosophy and the political world are separate things. None of this endeared him to his many critics.
The reason Heidegger was for Levinas unforgiveable was that his philosophical work – the most important thing in the world; after all, Levinas was a philosopher himself – set him up as a figure of admiration. What is the good of philosophy if it does not produce goodness in its wake? The fall from there would be absolute and irrevocable. In an interview from 1982, for example, Levinas makes one of many comments on this: ‘For me, Heidegger is the greatest philosopher of the century, perhaps one of the very great philosophers of the millennium, but I am very pained by that because I can never forget what he was in 1933, even if he was that for only a short period’ (Levinas 1991, p. 116). The harder they fall: Levinas’ admiration for Heidegger seems to have derived from the revelatory impact of the lectures by him that Levinas attended during a visit to Freiburg in the academic year 1928–9. Moyn (1998, p. 30) comments on this, ‘The visit had an incalculable impact on Levinas: along with many others in the apparently heady atmosphere of Freiburg in the late 1920s, phenomenology seemed to be offering, as he himself put it in an appreciation soon after his departure, “more than a new theory: it is a new ideal for life, a new page in history, almost a new religion.”’ Levinas’ commitment to Heidegger early on was deep and strong, with 
                Being and Time
                
               (Sein und Zeit
                
                
              ) (Heidegger 1927) at the core of it. Moyn (1998, p. 34) quotes from an article first published in 1932 in which Levinas states, ‘No one who has ever done philosophy can keep himself from declaring, before the Heideggerian corpus, that the originality and power of his effort, born of genius, have allied themselves with a conscientious, meticulous, and solid elaboration.’ Yet there is also some evidence that Levinas very early on recognised the Hitlerian tendency of Heidegger’s thought. This is certainly Moyn’s view, based on Levinas’ own assertions. For example:In ‘As If Consenting to Horror,’ a short article printed in Le Nouvel Observateur in 1988 along with the responses of a number of other philosophers, Levinas wrote: ‘I learned very early, perhaps even before 1933 and certainly after Hitler’s huge success at the time of his election to the Reichstag, of Heidegger’s sympathy toward National Socialism. It was the late Alexandre Koyré who mentioned it to me for the first time on his return from a trip to Germany. I could not doubt the news, but took it with stupor and disappointment, and also with the faint hope that it expressed only the temporary lapse of a great speculative mind into practical banality. It cast a shadow over my firm confidence that an unbridgeable distance forever separated the delirious and criminal hatred voiced by Evil on the pages of Mein Kampf from the intellectual vigor and extreme analytical virtuosity displayed in Sein und Zeit, which had opened the field to a new type of philosophical inquiry.’ (Moyn 1998, p. 27)


For Moyn, the ‘crisis’ (p. 44) that gripped Levinas after he recognised both Heidegger’s personal allegiance with the Nazis and the way in which his philosophy, with its focus on Being, could drift into allegiance to the Nazi world view, was one of the forces that provoked Levinas into a kind of return to Judaism as a source of his own philosophical position. Identifying Heideggerianism with ‘paganism’, Judaism appeared to Levinas as the fiercest source of anti-paganist thinking; moreover, identifying Being with self-sufficiency and withdrawal, Judaism became a well from which the ethics of otherness – the Levinasian insistence on the primacy of the other as the foundation for the ethical subject – would take its form. This does not necessarily oppose a particularist (Jewish) to a universalist (phenomenological-Heideggarian) philosophy; as Moyes (p. 58) also points out at the end of his article, ‘Levinas’s
                
                
               dedication of Otherwise than Being … to Holocaust victims, including “the millions of humans of every confession and every nation, victims of the same hatred of the other man, of the same anti-Semitism,” generalizes from Jew to human.’ But what it does suggest is that the realisation of the damage done by Heidegger in lending his name and his extraordinary talent to the Nazi cause was, in Levinas’ eyes, irredeemable. It could only be countered by a radical turn in Levinas’ own work towards what he experienced as his own roots, from which he might generalise and universalise, but always in the name of a ‘relational’ ethics that was far from the place where, absorbed in Heidegger, he had begun.
There is some dispute over the point at which Levinas recognised the dangers of Heidegger’s philosophy, as opposed to the treachery of his personal affiliation with Nazism. Fagenblat (2018), for example, whilst acknowledging that Levinas had, ‘as early as 1933 … suggested that there is “no coincidence” in the mutual attraction between “extremist political parties” and “the German understanding of spirit” which Heidegger espoused,’ nevertheless objects to the idea that Levinas ‘conflated’ Heidegger’s philosophy with that of the Nazis. One strand in this argument is that Levinas exempted 
                Being and Time
                
               from the accusation of Hitlerism; and 
                Being and Time
                
              , Heidegger’s first important work, remained crucial in Levinas’ (and others’) understanding of Heidegger. Another part of the argument is that, Fagenblat states, ‘as far as I can tell, it is only in 1957 that Levinas explicitly connects Heidegger’s thought with features of the ideology of National Socialism.’ Even though Levinas had long identified elements of Nazi philosophy with paganism and ‘enrootedness’ and later on, after 1957, he applied this critique to Heidegger as well, he did not make that association in the intervening years and so it could not have fuelled Levinas’ turn to Judaism in that period. If this is the case, then Levinas’ disappointment with Heidegger – the unforgiveability of Heidegger – comes not from an acknowledgement of the taintedness of his philosophy, but of the cravenness of the man.
I am not philosophically adept enough to take up the task of assessing the development of Levinas’ thought in the light of his critique of Heidegger, or indeed of adjudicating on the relations between Heideggarian philosophy and Nazism. I will therefore leave that aspect of the discussion here; but simply return to the question that sparked it off: what made Heidegger unforgiveable in Levinas’ eyes? This seems to have been for a variety of linked reasons. First, Levinas had idealised Heidegger’s early contribution in a passionate way; the assault that then followed on Levinas’ people – even if they were not initially defined as such through choice but by the external force of antisemitism and Nazism – was felt as a deep, personal betrayal. Secondly, what emerged from this encounter was a philosophical system based on the pursuit of an ethical relationship with the other; precisely the area of Heidegger’s abandonment, both philosophically and personally. And thirdly, as already noted, great thinkers have great responsibilities, or at least that is what Levinas thought; and Heidegger was undoubtedly a great thinker, without any awareness of his responsibilities either to maintain an ethical position or to atone later for his corruption.
There is, of course, a very famous alternative to Levinas’ statement, ‘It is difficult to forgive Heidegger.’ This is the stance taken by another great twentieth century philosopher and student of Heidegger, Hannah Arendt. Arendt was also blown away by Heidegger’s brilliance when she met him in the 1920s; in her case this effect included a passionate affair that neither she nor Heidegger ever repudiated. At its simplest, Arendt, who recognised Heidegger’s duplicity and weakness of character, never stopped loving him and also developed a philosophy of forgiveness. This was not a Christian philosophy in which forgiveness is a necessary act on the part of the victim if she or he is to be healed, but a more hard-headed ethics that recognises that if human relations are to be preserved, they cannot remain mired in past bitterness. Actions do damage; they are irreversible when this happens, but the damage has to be forgiven if a new start or direction is to be achieved. This, however, was not Arendt’s immediate response to Heidegger’s actions. Grunenberg (2017) documents how in a letter to Karl Jaspers in 1946, Arendt refused to accept any exoneration of Heidegger’s treatment of Husserl on the grounds that he had to respond to a circular from the Nazi authorities demanding a letter to all dismissed Jewish professors barring them from the university; rather, she comments, Heidegger should have resigned at that point. ‘And because I know that this letter, and this signature, almost killed [Husserl
                
                
              ],’ she wrote, ‘I can’t but regard Heidegger as a potential murderer’ (Grunenberg 2017, p. 191). She accused Heidegger of a ‘complete lack of responsibility’ (Ibid.) and famously wrote a parable about him as a fox who thought himself so clever that he fell into his own trap (p. 252).
Despite this clear-sightedness on Arendt’s part, there is some evidence that she minimised Heidegger’s culpability, treating it as a flaw or weakness or a ‘mistake’. For instance
                
                
              , Maier-Katkin and Maier-Katkin (2007, p. 47) describe how,In September 1969, Arendt delivered a radio address in honour of Heidegger’s eightieth birthday … She lamented that Heidegger and Plato, when they became involved in human affairs, ‘resorted to tyrants and Führers,’ but this ‘escapade’ in Heidegger’s life, she said, ‘is mostly called a “mistake” today, after the bitterness has subsided…’ and Heidegger ‘recognized this “mistake” after a short time and then risked more than was common at German universities back then.’


To a considerable extent Arendt’s evolving attitude to Heidegger in the post-war years was connected with her developing insights into political philosophy, expressed in her most significant works, The Origins of Totalitarianism (1951) and The Human Condition (1958) but even, less directly, in Eichmann in Jerusalem (1963), where questions of personal human responsibility are very much to the fore. The key point is that Arendt continuously engaged with Heidegger’s philosophy throughout her life; she never saw it as discardable because of his political downfall and always subscribed to his capacity for thinking and for the centrality of being – loosely, one might say, the experience of being human – to philosophical understanding. On the other hand, she always disputed with him; and it is important to note that her dispute entailed arguing for the necessity for human connection, as opposed to the philosophical withdrawal that characterised Heidegger himself. Perhaps because of this, she would philosophically as well as personally have a capacity for forgiveness. That is, her emphasis on plurality, on people acting together politically in the world, on the necessity of sharing the earth – central elements of Arendt’s emerging thought in the 1950s and 1960s – lend themselves to an idea of beginning again. They also suggest, as Grunenberg (2017, p. 247) points out, an understanding of the close relationship between truth and ‘fidelity’; perhaps one can read this as a willingness to maintain a connection to the past even when it has been painfully betrayed.
But what seems to have fuelled her forgiveness even more than her judgement over the profound significance of Heidegger’s thought was a continuing sentiment of great personal as well as philosophical force
                
                
              . Maier-Katkin and Maier-Katkin (2007, p. 46) quote from Arendt’s letters:Forgiving and the relationship it establishes is always an eminently personal … affair in which what was done is forgiven for the sake of who did it. For love, although it is one of the rarest occurrences in human lives … is unconcerned to the point of total unworldliness with what the loved person may be, with his qualities and shortcomings … achievements, failings and transgressions.


Love is at the centre of things in relation to forgiveness. Just as Levinas decries Heidegger because of the pre-eminent position he held as a philosopher and intellectual, so Arendt rescues him because of something ‘eminently personal’, her love for him that is ‘unconcerned’ with what he ‘may be’ or indeed with the nature of his ‘transgressions’. Can one really hold to this kind of selective view? Can we legitimately hide someone from justice just because we love them? Arendt clearly derived great consolation from her late conciliation with Heidegger and from the continued acknowledgement of the importance to both of them of their early relationship
                
                
              . Maier-Katkin and Maier-Katkin (2007, p. 48) conclude their article with a romantic defence of the pair: ‘Forgiveness and reconciliation, which restore peace and friendship, are manifestations of love as regard for another. Hannah Arendt’s reconciliation with Martin Heidegger honors the memory of young love and holds the promise of a world reconstructed through new beginnings.’ Well, maybe: one can surely see that there might be times when moving on is needed, and a context of love might be exactly what makes this possible. Still, Yerushalmi’s (1989, p. 117) question haunts me: ‘Is it possible that the antonym of “forgetting” is not “remembering,” but justice?’ Forgiveness is not the same as forgetting, of course, but does the same argument apply? And perhaps we should notice that there is a way in which Levinas’ and Arendt’s differing responses to Heidegger are founded on a similar principle: in relation to forgiveness, the person is more important than the deed. This seems to me a dangerous principle, in which the necessary amelioration of justice by mercy (a standard Jewish as well as Christian trope) can be stretched so far that it fails to offer justice at all.
Do You Believe Him?
Pumla
                
                
               Gobodo-Madikizela’s (2003) account of her relationship with the apartheid killer Eugene de Kock is a troubling and provoking exploration of forgiveness at the extreme. Gobodo-Madikizela, who has become a celebrated writer and speaker on forgiveness and reconciliation, grew up as a black South African under apartheid, and begins her book with her own recollections of the murderous state violence that she witnessed and with ruminations on the nature of a child’s memory and the way the ‘safe world of a child’ (p. 10) can be shattered by this violence. Serving on the post-apartheid South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) in 1997, she witnessed de Kock’s first appearance, after which he met with the widows of two men he had had killed. The consequences of this meeting were very striking for Gobodo-Madikizela. The widows were ‘touched’ by de Kock’s apology to them; one of them tells Gobodo-Madikizela, ‘I couldn’t control my tears. I could hear him, but I was overwhelmed by emotion, and I was just nodding, as a way of saying yes, I forgive you’ (p. 14). Gobodo-Madikizela comments, as quoted previously in Chapter 4:The image of the widow reaching out to her husband’s murderer struck me as an extraordinary expression – and act – of empathy, to shed tears not only for her loss but also, it seemed, for the loss of de Kock’s moral humanity. Was de Kock deserving of the forgiveness shown him? … Was evil intrinsic to de Kock, and forgiveness therefore wasted on him? (p. 15)


These questions haunt Gobodo-Madikizela and prompt her to set up a meeting with de Kock in prison, a meeting that turns into a succession of conversations with him in which she is challenged to think through her own answers to the questions of culpability, atonement and forgiveness. Of the first of these, there is little doubt: de Kock himself acknowledges that he was responsible for a series of atrocities, often participating in them directly. Gobodo-Madikizela learns about de Kock’s work in much of its gory detail, as well as about his past and the ideology that drove him; and quite quickly, it seems, she becomes convinced that something new is happening for him. This next passage still refers to her very first meeting with him.De Kock knew that what he had done as commander of covert police activity at Vlakplaas [described earlier as the ‘apartheid government’s death farm’ – p. 14] was simply beyond what most human beings could understand. When it came down to it, it was beyond what he could understand, once he was removed from the day-to-day demands of the destructive life he had led. And this was his burden, his struggle. The cloak had now been removed to reveal what had been hidden before, not only from the public eye but from himself as well. This presence of an inner stirring within de Kock is… what marks the fundamental difference between him and his former colleagues who appeared before the TRC, as well as between him and Eichmann. (p. 23)


Gobodo-Madikizela
                
                
               is moved and troubled, and uncertain. There are elements in the encounter she has with de Kock that seem malevolent and deliberately provocative, such as when he notes that she has touched his ‘trigger hand’ (p. 39), sending her into an emotional spin and even what might be termed a ‘hysterical’ reaction to the touching in which she finds she cannot lift her own arm. But whatever the impact on her, Gobodo-Madikizela seems more affected by her perception that de Kock himself is experiencing something new in being touched ‘out of compassion’ (p. 42) by a black person. Despite many doubts about the meaning of de Kock’s comment on the ‘trigger hand’ contact, including wondering if it is a way to somehow make her complicit with him, Gobodo-Madikizela eventually comes to think that de Kock’s attempt to make a link with her shows genuine humility. ‘For all the horrific singularity of his acts,’ she writes (p. 47), ‘de Kock was a desperate soul seeking to affirm to himself that he was still part of the human universe.’
Gobodo-Madikizela
                
                
               is not naïve as a psychologist, a juror or an author. She reports the difficulties she has around her feelings of empathy for de Kock when she is also listening day in and out to the testimonies of his victims. She discusses both the specific issues facing South Africa around the question of forgiveness and the more general questions that arise from other circumstances, including the Holocaust. She explores and critiques the way individuals such as de Kock were made responsible for state, that is politically-driven, crimes, without losing awareness of individual culpability. But it is the sense of de Kock as an outcast seeking a way back in that seems to affect her most and to turn her towards the conclusion that something in him has genuinely atoned for his acts. The key moment seems to be during a prison visit in 1998 when, as she is about to leave, de Kock asks her a question that he seems to have been ruminating on for a while.‘Pumla,’ he began, ‘I’ve been meaning to ask you this, right from our second interview. Have I ever killed any of your friends or family?’ (p. 114)


Gobodo-Madikizela
                
                
               is thrown by this; she looks for signs of malice in him, but finds none, only what she terms ‘suffering’. She feels pity, so much so that even if he had killed any of her loved ones she would have to spare him the knowledge; and she says, truthfully, ‘No, Eugene. No one close to me’ (p. 115). Gobodo-Madikizela writes that she cannot absolve de Kock for his actions; only his victims and those they left behind could do that. But it is clear that she feels something has shifted in him, and she is ready to respond to that. Pity seems to be the right word: ‘Ultimately,’ she writes (p. 115), ‘what I heard was the voice of an outcast begging to rejoin the world of the living. His past, it seems was unbearable. But his future, stained as it was with the memory of lives snuffed out, was also unbearable.’
Why does she care? This is not a question of her right to do so: Gobodo-Madikizela is a subtle thinker who understands how fraught the situation is and the limits of her capacity to offer forgiveness on her own behalf and that of other people. She is also committed to a view of the necessity for people to find a way of moving on together within the specific situation of South Africa (but of course not only South Africa) where victims and perpetrators (and, for that matter, ‘bystanders’) have to continue living with each other. This is bound to require some coming-to-terms with an unbearable past that nevertheless has to be borne. Still, accepting the need to create reconciliatory institutions and practices, personal as well as social, is different from feeling oneself called upon to forgive, and then answering that call. Gobodo-Madikizela has plenty of doubts about the sincerity of de Kock’s ‘call’, and her reliance on a feeling about his truthfulness that she derives from ‘searching deep within his eyes’ may be open to question. How reliable is such searching, given the obscurity of eyes, the manipulativeness of perpetrators, and the wish a good person such as Gobodo-Madikizela might have to find a human subject suffering and acknowledging guilt? Nothing can be taken for granted here, and perhaps she was fooled or too precipitous in finding pity for this ‘prime evil’ man. On the other hand, maybe being fooled is not the only thing, or is a risk worth taking under some circumstances. Let us for the moment accept that Gobodo-Madikizela’s assessment of de Kock’s appeal to be allowed back into the ranks of humanity is accurate, and that he does indeed have these feelings, and that his atonement – his wish to apologise, for instance – is genuine and not just a way of diverting attention or exculpating himself from his true crimes, in the way Levinas explores in his Talmudic commentary. If this is the case and the opportunity is missed to respond to him, then Gobodo-Madikizela’s stand seems to be that this too would be a kind of crime; not of course, to match de Kock’s, nowhere near it indeed, but still something lost, some bitterness maintained, something from the past that will continue to poison not just the present, but the precious possibility of a future too. Someone asks you ‘three times’ for forgiveness and you have to accept the wager, it seems. They may be lying to you or to themselves, but if they are not, what does it say about how one human subject can reach out to another, and the limits of that, if we cannot respond? Or at least, what repetition are we setting up for the future if the witness – for that is how Gobodo-Madikizela casts herself – cannot open out to the atoning perpetrator, even whilst recognising that this may be too much to ask of the victims (but note how it was the forgiving response of some victims at the start of the TRC that most moved de Kock and Gobodo-Madikizela as well).
Cruelty and suffering carry on; trauma continues; oppression is not wiped out and we are very much ‘in the wake’ both of the specifics of slavery, which is the point of Christina Sharpe’s (2016) title for her book on the subject, and of the damage done generally by the hatred and destruction that has come before. Obviously this cannot be forgotten and recompense has to be made; recognition and acknowledgement have to be built on this foundation. But afterwards, what should happen? Gobodo-Madikizela has a clear view of her particular situation by the end of her book:People who fail to see the senselessness of the bloodshed of the apartheid regime, who dishonour the dead, who haven’t learned to grieve for the violent loss of so many innocent lives, should be watched closely. Mercy should be granted cautiously. And yet society must embrace those who, like Eugene de Kock, see and even lead on the road of shared humanity ahead. (pp. 138–9)


This is why she cares, for the sake of ‘shared humanity.’ Yet I baulk at this again, returning to Levinas’ ‘It is difficult to forgive Heidegger.’ One might say that this is because Heidegger falls into Gobodo-Madikizela’s first category, those who do not learn to grieve and continue to dishonour the dead, and that Arendt’s nostalgic personal love for the man blinded her to the necessity to restrain the temptation she felt to forgive him. But Levinas’ injunction does not seem to depend on the kind of distinction Gobodo-Madikizela makes when he draws the line that he will not or cannot cross (‘It is difficult to forgive…’). Gobodo-Madikizela might see this as a failure on Levinas’ part; I do not know. I feel, I suppose, that I follow Gobodo-Madikizela’s wish to move her society on and her belief that to do so means learning from experience to change things, not to repeat them. In this, she seems aligned with Judith Butler’s (2009, p. 172) call, described in Chapter 3, for ‘a moral struggle with the idea of non-violence in the midst of an encounter with social violence as well as with one’s own aggression.’ That is, we know what injury we are capable of doing and have to learn from this how not to inflict it, even at the risk of possibly being duped or betrayed. I accept this and would wish it for myself. But I feel a pull away from it too, which needs articulation: I could not, and probably would not want to, find such pity for de Kock, or indeed for Heidegger. I do not think Rab Hanina was right to refuse to forgive Rab, for after all, how bad was the offence really, and if envy was involved, does that not just name a common struggle so many of us have? But murder in the service of apartheid; sadistic and cruel violence; abusing one’s position to explicitly advance Nazism? There is a limit, surely, and maybe these examples are where it has been breached.
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Beginning to Speak
This chapter explores some of the processes that might be necessary for the ground to begin to be cleared in order for recognition and acknowledgement to happen. It reaches back to Chapter 2 of this book in being concerned with what in some ways might be thought of as the first step: the articulation of hurt; or more fully, the conditions of speech and listening. It has quite a simple premise, building on some of the material previously described: that for it to be possible to lay the ghost of destruction to rest, it is necessary first to give it a voice. Put more prosaically, the claim that trauma leads to silence is again disputed, this time because it seems that it is not so much that potential narratives of suffering are inexpressible, leaving the subject silent, but rather that they are silenced
                
              . That is to say, the first task of the witness might be to find a way to communicate that the speech of testimony can be endured. This involves the witness staying in the situation and making it possible for the testifier to do so as well and therefore to begin to speak, however hesitantly and uncertainly – this hesitation often being a response to previous failures of witnessing, previous rebuffs. In human affairs, the claim is, there is no such thing as silence; there is always at least a murmur or hint of something amounting to incipient speech. Frequently, however, especially when what is being murmured is disturbing, it is silenced in an active way, it is resisted and so ceases to be audible. The act of silencing is quite often conscious, as those in power or responsible for past and present violence do not want the stories to be told. But silencing can also be unconsciously determined, despite the apparent wish of the witness to comprehend what is being said. This happens because the witness becomes over-excited or stares blankly back at the testifier, unable to connect with horror; or perhaps the position of being an implicated witness
                
               becomes too painful to manage, and the witness withdraws. Many of us will recognise this in ourselves: we know we should be listening carefully to something, but somehow we cannot manage it; our attention wanders; we take refuge in clichés and truisms; we fidget or look away; we have somewhere else we need (psychologically) to be. The result is a message back to the speaker that what is being said cannot be listened to, and silence intervenes. Yet the silence is rarely complete; there is almost always some murmur that continues, however much it may need amplifying before it can be fully heard.
The impatience of much contemporary life has its virtues: it gets things done. But it also has its costs. It is one reason for the unfashionable status of psychoanalysis – to be in psychoanalysis demands a seemingly impossible ‘expenditure’ of time, when so much else beckons. Lisa Baraitser (2017, pp. 17–18) describes the challenge psychoanalysis makes to the neoliberal state of mind like this:Time spent on the psychoanalytic couch is perhaps a pre-eminent example of a ‘waste’ of time in capitalist terms, a class-bound anachronistic practice long past its sell by date, one that cannot be speeded up, cannot be ‘justified’ and constitutes a dwelling in an indeterminate situation that can be experienced as interminable … My wager, however … is that the practice of psychoanalysis – the long, ongoing, relentless, ‘wasteful’ working through of unconscious conflict, or working out of unconscious object relations, under the conditions of transference – may be oddly suggestive for attempts to think about social change as occurring in or through a form of chronic time.


It might be claimed that the slowness Baraitser identifies is precisely what psychoanalysis contributes to the contemporary scene of encounter. Psychoanalysis reminds us that there is something important about stillness, about remaining with a situation until it organises itself under the pressure of its own desire; it reminds us, that is to say, of the virtues of endurance, however difficult that may be to achieve. In this chapter, I try to invoke the pleasure and pain of endurance and to consider it in the context of analytic relationships. I start, however, with a more general issue that underpins this chapter and much other related work: that of ‘relational ethics’ (Frosh 2011). What can be learnt from psychoanalysis to inform us of how to engage ‘ethically’ with others? And conversely, how does psychoanalysis itself respond to the challenge of what Judith Butler has termed ‘ethical violence’, by which she means the temptation to force into practice a version of the other that makes that other something it should not be? Avoiding ethical violence
                
               in this sense demands a mode of recognition that has a certain hardness about it; she writes (Butler 2005, p. 42), ‘one can give and take recognition only on the condition that one becomes disoriented from oneself by something which is not oneself, that one undergoes a de-centring and “fails” to achieve self-identity.’ There seems to be a kind of subjective destitution involved here, in which our own ‘lack’ becomes evident; or even if we do not want to go down this Lacanian route, we are faced with the question of what it might mean to find ourselves enduring the threatening and destabilising experience of an ethical encounter with another.
Ethics, Encounter
There is a great deal of talk about ethics nowadays, reflecting a gradual philosophical move from questions of cognition to those of relationality – of how we treat others and are treated by them. Perhaps ethics has genuinely become the ‘first philosophy’ that Emmanuel Levinas (1991) sought, the foundation stone for philosophy but also for a broader range of psychosocial questions. These circulate around issues of violence and nonviolence, but also recognition, acknowledgment, empathy, identification, colonisation and liberation. Ethical concerns spread from the interpersonal and intersubjective through to the interethnic and international; they particularly harness themselves to situations in which a group feels itself to have been wronged by another group – which is to say, to every situation of conflict that arises. They may derive from the staking of claims by injured groups, or the taking of responsibility by the injurers or their descendants. They may or may not be rhetorical moves, or have material effects.
The interest in ethics is also an attempt to mobilise a language that can accommodate both the idea of truth and that of relational responsibility. A simple, if arbitrary and fragile, distinction from the notion of morality might be useful: to be moral is to hold to the normative values of a society; to be ethical is to pursue something else, rooted in an abstract notion of what is good, or right, or truthful. Ethics is an attempt at asserting something absolute, a kind of encounter with the truth that might be disruptive, even ‘immoral’ in form (‘miscegenation’ in racist societies comes to mind); morality remains in the realm of the normative, of what is accepted as appropriate or right behaviour. This is not to pursue the distinction too passionately, as the moral and the ethical map onto each other closely; but I am seeking something else here that cannot be tied down. It might be possible to lecture to someone about the morality or otherwise of their behaviour; but ethics – at least as imagined in this literature – is not something that can be simply taught. It is, instead, a way of facing things without fear. It is a kind of encounter with the otherness that resides in each one of us, which will not let us alone until we have answered its call.
This kind of facing things might not be the same as the usual practices of speaking and listening, especially when suffering is involved. What matters is how ethical relations arise in intersubjective contexts – how it comes about that we live out the conditions of truthfulness, and how we avoid them, in our encounters with ourselves and with others. More specifically, how do we mine an ethical relationship out of the sheer rock of being with another? Revisiting her earlier ethnography on the legacies of violence directed at women during the Partition of India in 1947, Veena Das writes about one of her ‘subjects’, Manjit, in terms that offer a warning to social researchers, but also to all witnesses of fragmentary testimonies:What I found compelling in my relations with Manjit was her recognition that her violation was of an order that the whole principle of life stood violated and that to put it back into words could not be done except with extreme hesitation. Hence the boundaries she had created between saying and showing could not be crossed by careless invitations to conversation such as: Tell me what happened. (Das 2007, p. 92)


‘Extreme hesitation’ in enunciating the violation accompanying dehumanisation is what characterises the speech of one who is trying to recover a recognisable life; that is, the words will not flow, but they are nevertheless there, just about, always perhaps failing but never completely lost. ‘Careless invitations to conversation’ will not access them and indeed may silence them – why should someone who has had a devastating experience trust the invitation to ‘Tell me what happened?’ Quite a lot of work by the putative listener will have to be done first. Testimony is not a straightforward cognitive transaction, your story for my attention – or even, to think about research in a colonising frame – your story because I ask for it. Das must be correct here: the first move is to respect the silence; the second might be to listen to the murmur of what is awaiting expression; the third might be to find a way to acknowledge its reality and one’s own place in it (‘I am here because…’; ‘We were part of this…’; ‘We have to know what happened for justice to be pursued…’); and then the ‘extreme hesitation’ needs to be respected, and the manner of not-telling understood as much as any composed narrative that might arise. A ‘whole principle of life’ might be at stake; casual listening sucks meaning out of it and can be part of the retraumatising power of the failed witness
                
               described in earlier chapters of this book.
My suggestion here is that the capacity to endure is an essential element of relationships in which listening is of the kind that can create an ethical mode of witnessing. This demands endurance by the witness in a way that makes it possible also for the speaker to endure something in themselves. It is not necessarily being used here as a statement about extended temporality, as in Baraitser’s (2017) account of endurance (her chapter entitled ‘Enduring’ deals with the experience of Herman Wallace, imprisoned for 42 years in solitary confinement in the United States); but rather a capacity to manage a demanding situation, when the temptation might be to turn away from it or reduce its potency. In that sense it has to do with intensity, which might be compressed into a moment – though the form of extended endurance that Baraitser describes is perhaps the most demanding version of this challenge. Sometimes the capacity for endurance can be found in surprising places. Suzanne Hommel, in Gérard Miller’s (2011) film, 
                Rendez-Vous Chez Lacan
                
              , just before a now famous passage (discussed in Chapter 8) where she describes how Jacques Lacan, her analyst, had once gently touched her in a session to tenderly stroke away a memory, tells the story of how this holding of one’s counsel might be an essential form of realism.I was born in Germany in 1938. So I lived through the war years, with all the horrors and anguish, hunger after the war, the lies. That’s why I always wanted to leave Germany. At one of my first sessions I asked Lacan if I would ever be cured of this suffering. Saying it, I knew the answer. I’d had some sort of idea that analysis might remove the pain. Something in his look made me understand, ‘No, that’s something you'll cope with all your life.’


We would not expect anything different; how could psychoanalysis remove the pain? No-one would claim as much; it is not magic, but rather a long drawn out process of understanding what one is about. Yet the request is real enough, the wish to be saved. Lacan seems not to have spoken, but ‘something in his look’ did, in a way that Hommel could recall decades later. What this means can only be a matter of speculation, but it seems freighted with a set of associations of great power for Hommel, who comes across in the film as deeply attached to Lacan for the clarity of his (non-) response. I might be making this up, of course, as there is no way of knowing from inside the film, though the next passage in which Hommel explicitly refers to an act of Lacan’s as being ‘an appeal to humanity’ can perhaps be taken as evidence of her gratitude. So I am willing to take the chance of reading this ‘look’ of Lacan’s as one that his patient found helpful. Perhaps it can be understood as something respectful, an acknowledgement that suffering has its own structure and significance and cannot be lightly wished away, and a message – in taking Hommel on as a patient, for example – that Lacan was willing to stay with her in her pain and would not easily give her up. For Hommel and perhaps others like her, this might be what is needed: to have a committed companion on the road, who is willing and capable of facing whatever comes to meet them. Some psychoanalysts would refer to this using the vocabulary of ‘containment’, and this has a lot to offer: primarily the sense that it is not necessarily the analyst’s task to interpret and offer explanations but simply to manage the intensity of unconsciously driven affect and anxiety (which might of course include doing so by making meaningful interpretations). However, in this Lacanian instance this vocabulary does not seem quite right. Instead, we seem to be in the terrain of a committed witness who knows what it is that he is likely to see and manages to communicate to the potential testifier – the patient, in the analytic situation – that he is not frightened and that he is willing to stay in the situation with her, to endure it; but also that he will not pretend to ‘remove the pain.’ There is something valuable here both in the refusal on Lacan’s part to do or promise anything other than to be present for his patient and also as a more general message about pain and suffering, that it is not necessarily something to ‘remove’. Rather, ameliorating such suffering requires first and foremost staying with it, accompanying the sufferer in an act of solidarity that sees just how much a ‘principle of life’ has been ‘violated’ (to use Das’ formulation again) yet is able to remain in the situation without either colonising it or dismissing it with false hope.
Is the sufferer here, who needs the kind of witnessing that is usually crowded out by speech, a traumatised subject? There is certainly a sense of violence around when the ‘colonising’ tendency of speech predominates – ‘I will speak to you, I will speak for you’ – and the speaking voice of the traumatised subject is consequently silenced. We have already seen from Jessica Benjamin’s (2018) writings how the responsibility of the psychoanalyst might be driven by the way analytic work of necessity stirs up hurt, salting the wound as it were. Thomas Trezise’s (2013, p. 211) critical comment, derived from a close reading of the evidence, is again apposite: ‘The routinely repeated claim that the traumatic experience of the Holocaust is unrepresentable or unspeakable appears to stand in for a refusal to listen.’ This is precisely the dynamic of silencing
                
              , rather than silence. It may be impossible ever to complete the task of listening, but this does not mean that trauma is inexpressible or that it cannot be witnessed; it just describes the difficulty that people in the position of listener have in holding themselves together sufficiently to allow the speaking to occur. Such listening requires a kind of self-censorship, a quietening of the impulse to speak too soon; and it also requires a capacity to stay with the other and to allow what is seeking expression to emerge. Longevity matters: the commitment a witness might make to remain present whatever happens, is resonant of the psychoanalytic idea, proposed most influentially by Donald Winnicott (1969), that the task of the analyst (or the mother in his developmental account) is to survive as a sufficiently separate and responsive being to enable the patient or infant to ‘use’ her or him creatively. What this means is that if the analyst disappears, then the patient might fantasise that her or his suffering has ‘killed off’ the analyst; if the analyst becomes too identified and feels every feeling the patient has, then there is too little differentiation for the patient to be able to draw on the analyst’s capacity to think and make sense of things – the analyst is simply the same as the patient. The analyst must survive and be able to continue working, whatever happens; similarly, the witness must remain, even when she or he finds the going hard and makes mistakes. Nobody said it would be easy.
The Artist’s Gaze
For her retrospective at New York’s Museum of Modern Art in 2010 (captured in Matthew Akers’ 2012 film), Marina Abramović, carrying the sobriquet ‘the grandmother of performance art,’ created a new performance work, which she called 
                The Artist Is Present
                
              . The emphasis is on the word ‘present’: the work was organised around Abramović’s actual physical presence, and more than that around a quality of ‘absolute presence’ in her, as she forged herself into the still, concentrated and concentrating point at the centre of an increasingly turbulent gallery that is itself surrounded by one of the most energetic urban environments in the world. The work ‘simply’ involved Abramović sitting every day on a chair for the entire duration of the exhibition, whilst people – members of the public – came to sit one by one, and for varying lengths of time, on another chair opposite her. As each person approached, Abramović would be looking down, apparently cleansing herself of the presence of the previous person; she would then raise her head, open her eyes, and stare silently at her new partner, who would look back. That was all, yet the performance was so compelling that by the end of the exhibition huge queues had formed of people hoping to have a chance to sit within Abramović’s gaze. At the beginning of each day, as the gallery opened, there would be a scramble as people raced to get near the front of the queue; many would camp out overnight in order to increase their chances. Abramović herself was exhausted. ‘The hardest thing to do is something which is close to nothing,’ is what is stated in the film, but it is clear this was nowhere near ‘close to nothing.’ The effort of looking, of concentrating, of giving every single individual some kind of recognition so that they gained the sense of having been seen, was fully ‘something’, and profoundly draining. But it is the response of the public – her ‘lover’ as it is named in the film – that is so remarkable. No doubt some people were unmoved or disappointed, or felt the whole thing to be a charade, and there are certainly doubts one might have about this elite artist’s use of her name and prestige (and her apparently low-paid helpers) to generate the excitement of the exhibition. But others were deeply touched by the experience; a large number shed tears, incidentally giving rise to a blog called Marina Abramović made me cry (see
                
                
               also Anelli 2012), as did, at one specific point, Abramović herself.
There are many testimonies to the dynamic of this encounter. Some simply reference Abramović’s ‘charisma’, which explains very little; others note how the slowing down of time that is represented by the duration of sitting and stillness can be a shattering intervention in the hectic environment of city life. Others focus on the significance of silence: in the midst of what by the end was a huge, bustling and noisy crowd, Abramović and each of her partners held onto a quiet space, linked together by an intense and personalised gaze that was clearly experienced as a point of communion even if this might be suspected of having been fantasy or a kind of mass hysteria. Leaving aside for a moment all the obvious doubt – what is a ‘performance’, after all, but a deliberate artifice, however delicately wrought? – we might claim that the slowness, the stillness, the centredness of the experience, and most of all simply the gaze, the absolutely maintained presentness of the artist, offers the most singular constraint (no speech, no movement, no touch, no contact, just a look) and yet frees something for so many who are exposed to it. There is an obvious resonance with the psychoanalytic encounter here, the analytic gaze being a key fantasy object for the patient (Frosh 2013); but Abramović is more radical even than that. She offers no interpretation or reassurance, just a look that has in it the appearance of sympathy but is, in reality, inscrutable yet completely absorbing. And for some at least of the recipients of that gaze in its stripped-down reality, this encounter full of prohibition is more than enough to make a kind of desire break through.
Is this desire one for recognition, a kind of plea to be saved from disappearing into anonymity, or perhaps a statement of shared vulnerability that people can only allow themselves to make under very special, straitened circumstances? It seems at least in part to be an act of mirroring, in which people take their fantasies to the encounter and meet themselves coming back. Abramović’s fame and force of personality, and the spreading story of the exhibition as it gathered momentum over several weeks, added potency to the setting; but given that some people began crying within minutes of sitting down opposite her, we might assume that there was some priming going on, that this was specifically what they had set out to do. To look into the face of the artist, who is looking back, is to be touched, but can this happen almost immediately (the shortest times between sitting down and crying seem to have been two or three minutes)? We do not have to assume bad faith (though this might have operated some of the time); transference is not too simple a term to apply to a situation in which, looking out at the other, people encounter themselves and their own fantasies.
For some of Abramović’s partners, we might speculate that there was something else at stake. As each person approaches, Abramović’s head is tilted down; when they sit and settle, she steadies and readies herself, then looks up, maybe blinks, sometimes smiles, once – when it is her own ex-lover in the opposite chair – looks wryly and tearfully out. The gaze itself, when it comes, is not magical, but it is intense, steady, humanly responsive, slightly but not oppressively inscrutable, patient. An artist is assumed to look carefully and Abramović certainly gazed out of a very possessed state, a state of self-possession and centredness. Whatever she was feeling – we know from the film that it could be a painful struggle at times – she apparently cleansed herself of this and simply looked. And for many people, this was more than they could bear.
Can we theorise this, on such little evidence as we have? The exposure to another’s full attention, which is given without demand or scruple, without justification or selection, is an unnerving experience. The anonymity of this gaze is part of its ethics. Abramović knew nothing of those who came to look at her and be looked at by her, though they had to obey some simple rules (the film shows one young woman being hauled away after she started to strip off her clothes, an irony given how much nakedness was on display in the retrospective itself; and afterwards this woman said that she had only wanted to make herself as vulnerable as Abramović was, that she hadn’t thought that what she had planned was not going to be allowed; still, she exhibited herself). Perhaps part of the power of this encounter is also derived from this anonymity: one doesn’t have to be or do anything in particular to be entitled to this searching gaze, other than to be a human capable of sitting quietly and being seen, and perhaps being patient and determined enough to get to the head of the queue. This is different from the confessional situation, where some fundamental beliefs have to be shared but more importantly where something has to be articulated, already shaped and formulated so that it makes some kind of narrative sense. Nothing of the kind is required when subjected to the gaze of the really present artist. It also holds parallels with the psychoanalytic situation, though again there are differences. Lying on the psychoanalytic couch, the patient does not look at the analyst, and although the patient is subjected to a gaze that can be felt and fantasised about, it is possible to turn away from it, to pretend it does not exist. In addition, the analytic situation is one of speech; even though the patient can choose to remain silent, this silence is itself a form of speech, the simple negative of the usual currency of exchange, the zero that makes the words themselves count. 
                The Artist is Present
                
               does not even make this demand for speech; it assumes silence, it does not invite speech and presumably would not respond to it; it asks for no effort in putting things together to make sense of them, just something raw, an encounter based on being looked at and looking back. The ethic here is one of justice, in the sense that everyone is subjected to the same gaze without differentiation; it is also, however, one of love, in that everyone is seen as worth looking at, as ripe for singling out, albeit only for the time that they themselves choose to be there. What is ethical here is that there is no compromise over this universalising, possibly democratising impulse: it is up to anyone to decide that this is what they want to do and that they are worthy of it. If that decision gets made, then Abramović is willing to comply; anyone who wishes to single her or himself out is free to become a silent interlocutor.
This is hard to bear because it is so unusual and so simple and direct. The artist’s gaze is one that brooks no evasion: what would be the point of making the effort to gain a place in that sought-after seat, only to precipitate a lie? No doubt some people sat there to impress their friends or simply to say they had done it, but for many participants this seems to have been a moment of truth. The simple, undemanding gaze that allows you to stay or go as you please, but whilst you are there holds you fully in its grasp: it makes you think. We do not know if these thoughts were formulated in words, but let us suppose for a moment that they were not. All that happens is that the gaze provokes something; it stirs an affective state, or releases a trace of memory or offers an echo of another time in which the person was gazed at (though this could be too psychoanalytically reductive, making everything a reminder of early bliss). It offers a kind of freedom, as despite the constraint on manners one does not have to be or do anything in particular and can leave whenever one wants, but it is also an absolute fixing. I suspect that the sense of time and space was lost, and people were moved by the artist’s gaze and her presence because at that moment they became accountable for something central in themselves.
The enthusiasm, expectancy and unusual power of the encounter with the artist who is ‘present’ resonate with a very peculiar and particular psychoanalytic situation, that of the waiting room of Jacques Lacan. In the last few years of his life, in declining health, increasingly absorbed in tracing psychic life through a series of Borromean ‘knots’ and ‘mathemes’ and forgetful and uncertain, Lacan reduced his session lengths so dramatically that they took on the status of ‘nonsessions’ – sessions that hardly existed. One consequence of this, coupled with Lacan’s apparent need to be loved by all and his reluctance or inability to turn down a request for analysis, was that his apartment became clogged with patients, sometimes waiting for hours in the hope of getting a few minutes with the Master, and consequently inadvertently participating in a kind of group therapy with all the other waiting patients. Roudinesco (1994, p. 387) describes the shambles like this:Between 1964 and 1979 his sessions became appreciably shorter and shorter. He never refused anyone and set no limit to the adoration anyone chose to lavish on him. He behaved at once like a wilful child and a devoted mother, though this was contrary to his theory; that denounced the omnipotence of the ego in general, though he himself asserted the supremacy of his own. While some veterans of the third generation [of analysts] underwent a kind of endless control [i.e. supervision] by him, in the form of either an interminable or supplementary analysis, masses of the younger generation also flocked to him, so strongly did Lacanianism respond to their own aspirations. He therefore got into the habit of not making fixed appointments, and the apartment in the rue de Lille became a kind of refuge where everyone could stroll about among the books, art magazines and various collections.


Slightly further on, she expands on the increasingly strange way in which the apartment became an asylum, and how patients would devote their lives to it (one has to wonder about these patients, waiting all day for appointments for which they paid more than handsomely – where did all the spare time and money come from?). Seeing the layout of the apartment as itself illustrative of what she calls ‘Lacan’s doctrine’, Roudinesco presents it as follows (1994, p. 391):The rooms were arranged like the quadripods, the patients moved through them according to a ritual rather like the pass,1 and the spatial hierarchy recalled the labyrinth of initiation. Here every patient found a refuge appropriate to the seriousness of his state. Some might go into the ‘oubliettes’ to be alone, stay there for several hours, and then rejoin the rest of the company if they felt like it. Others might apportion their time as they pleased. At peak hours a session lasted a few minutes; in slack periods it lasted around ten.


Slavoj
                
                
               Žižek (Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities 2013) has quoted a probably apocryphal story of a woman who has the perfect short session – a non-existent one. She enters the room, having waited for hours, and Lacan simply asks her for money (‘400 francs, please, if you don’t mind…’). Whether or not this exact event ever took place, it forcefully reinforces the Lacanian mythology.
In a more recent account, Roudinesco (2011) describes the final years of Lacan’s practice as a disaster: those waiting rooms full of people who saw him for only a few minutes at a time, everyone desperately wanting something. She writes (p. 114), ‘Dissolution of time, multiplication of analysands, proliferation of sessions – according to some accounts certain people were doing ten a day, one minute every half hour…’ Later, Roudinesco explains something of what the patients were looking for, how they thought they might have received an individualised statement when in fact they were part of an anonymous ritual. The ‘experience of therapy in Lacan’s last years’ was:An experience that referred each analysand to the existential nothingness of a broken temporality: that of the session reduced to an instant. Vainly seeking for a hypothetical logical formalization of psychosis, Lacan had transformed the analytical session into an epiphany that simulated the moment of death. And consequently, caught in a maelstrom of constant levitations, all the subjects engaged in sessions believed they were able to inherit a meaningful interpretation in a fraction of a second, whereas they were captured by the frenzy of the neologism. Instead of speech, everyone received its formula, its seal, its mark, its letter. (Roudinesco 2011, p. 127).


For the patients, hanging on the Master’s word was everything; if possible, a single word would sum everything up and make the wait worthwhile. They certainly had an ambiguous relationship to time: all the waiting, and then the absolute moment of stillness, and then waiting again.
And yet, these patients who one can only say were abused, or at best were self-deluding, reading into Lacan’s wayward actions and forgetful comments some deep meaning addressed only to themselves, seem in many cases to have adored him, to have regarded their few precious moments with him not only as worth the wait, but as potentially life changing. How could this be? Is this moment – the tiny short session that means everything – similar to the gaze of 
                The Artist is Present
                
              ? As with Abramović’s interlocutors, one assumes that Lacan’s patients brought a lot of their own transferential baggage with them – indeed, Roudinesco refers to it explicitly: Lacan’s ‘insatiable curiosity,’ she writes (1994, p. 387), ‘led him to explore every possible permutation and combination of the transferential bond.’ But whereas the Abramović encounter consists of a radical slowing down of time, so that the participant is suddenly in a new time-space plane in which the rush around seems to be stilled, the meeting with Lacan seems breathless, a speeding up. Everything is concentrated into one point: there is a long wait, as with 
                The Artist is Present
                
              , but then a fleeting moment of encounter and it is all over, and one has to start waiting again if one wants more. How can this be an encounter of love, of fulfilment, of anything but frustration? Perhaps it is precisely this collapse of time and space into one point that matters. Duration, stillness, silence, gaze, knowledge, insight; it is a kind of black hole into which everything, every desire, is sucked, and its energy pulsates through the universe. Or this might be too romantic, too ‘Imaginary’ to use Lacan’s own terms, a phantasmagorical fictionalising of an experience, a kind of ‘cognitive dissonance’ or rationalisation in which the horrible reality – ‘I waited all day and was seen for less than two minutes’ – is made meaningful retrospectively, so that the encounter becomes real in memory to cover over the pain of its unreality as an event. But even if this is the case, is this not exactly what psychoanalysis proposes through its notion of 
                Nachträglichkeit
                
              , après coup, ‘
                afterwardsness’
                
               or deferred action? This is defined by Laplanche and Pontalis (1973, p. 111) as the process whereby ‘experiences, impressions and memory-traces may be revised at a later date to fit in with fresh experiences or with the attainment of a new stage of development. They may in that event be endowed not only with a new meaning but also with psychical effectiveness.’ That is to say, psychoanalysis is in part the science concerned with how we ‘distort’ the past in order to make sense of it, and how that distortion becomes real and governs our thinking as a consequence. So maybe there was something in Lacan’s quality of listening and being present that meant that the concentrated moment of his attention was worth the wait and all the money spent on it. And even if this was not so, even if it is totally mythologised consciously to serve the interests of the Lacanian movement, or unconsciously to help people make sense of an unruly experience, there can be little doubt that the experience of being in the presence of someone who is, in one way or another, present can be one that shakes people up and makes them think and feel anew.
Moments of Stillness, Openness to Change
A generation ago, In Women’s Time, Julia Kristeva (1979) articulated in psychoanalytic terms a familiar distinction between ‘masculine time’, pressing forwards and demanding action, and feminine time. From amongst the ‘multiple modalities of time known through the history of civilisations,’ she claimed, female subjectivity essentially retains two forms: ‘repetition’ and ‘eternity’ (p. 191). The former is seen in those aspects of femininity which have a cyclical and rhythmic quality and hence a relationship with nature which is both regular and exhilarating – both pleasurable in its stereotyped patterning and subversive in its link with ‘what is experienced as extra-subjective time, cosmic time.’ Women’s time as ‘eternity’ takes a different form: ‘the massive presence of a monumental temporality, without cleavage or escape’ – something sombre, unscalable, unmoveable in its solidity, something always present. For a later feminist, Lisa Baraitser (2012), time has moved on, but the challenge remains of what she terms ‘redundancy’, a time given over to slowness, waiting and a kind of non-productivity that subverts capitalist urgency. She links this to ‘maternal time’ as follows (p. 237):What I am proposing is an appreciation of the multiple modalities of maternal time that includes the  time of waiting for childhood to unfold – the time, that is, of duration. This aspect of maternal time is distinct from its cyclical or monumental forms (from repetition and eternity). Rather, maternal time retains a Bergsonian sense of time as radical heterogeneity, time as force, as material rather than spatial. … The universe endures, according to Bergson, because of an ‘ascending movement’ that ‘corresponds to an inner work of ripening or creating.’


One of the things that might be going on in the face-to-face encounter with the artist is this kind of enduring that provokes a mode of maternal time; but as Baraitser points out elsewhere in her paper, the parallel with the sort of redundancy that psychoanalysis enforces is also noticeable. Psychoanalysis is a practice of repetition, of momentary rushing ahead only to be hauled back again, of recognition and perhaps if one is lucky, a slowly dawning understanding of what could be newly inserted into the old story that one repeats. This new twist, or new frame, is the product of the analytic work itself; but what it seems to depend on is a particular capacity held – one hopes – by the analyst and then mimicked by the patient. This capacity is a kind of staying still. Bion (1962, p. 36) calls it ‘reverie’, again making the link with the maternal as ‘that state of mind which is open to the reception of any “objects” from the loved object and is therefore capable of the reception of the infant’s projective identifications whether they are felt by the infant to be good or bad.’ Endurance is clearly part of what is required here on the part of the analyst, as aggression and hostility fly around as much as love and dependence. Being ‘receptive’ means setting aside the uneasy qualms one may have, the wish for instance to get on with things or to retaliate or to explain. This is hard enough and results in a lot of defensive behaviour from analysts themselves, for example by fetishising Bion’s (1970) axiomatic advice to enter each analytic session ‘without memory or desire’ until that initially liberating proposal becomes a matter of orthodoxy and critical judgement. It is harder still for the patient, whose wish might be to get on with things – to ‘get better soon’ – or to prove that nothing makes a difference, because, after all, one’s symptoms serve self-protective purposes. Staying still, not immediately agreeing or disagreeing, not ‘acting in’ or ‘acting out’, learning to be full of reverie oneself – these are difficult tasks for any of us when faced with the possibility that what we might then encounter is embarrassment and pain.
Endurance is not in this way about staying the same. It is instead about the conditions necessary for something new to occur. This might be a way around the conundrum posed by Slavoj Žižek (2006) and others, more or less sympathetically, that as psychoanalysis always deals with repetition, it is hard to imagine how anything can ever change. It all goes back to the past; more than that, psychoanalysis is a process of circulating ideas and feelings in words, which by their very nature – the nature of the symbolic – is an endless process of deferral. One signifier slips over another, free association maps outwards and inwards, what we say is reflected back to us in the form of an interpretation. It is very hard not to know already what is coming, especially in a culture saturated by psychoanalysis, in which people come to analysis understanding their difficulties in psychoanalytic terms. Confirming their worst fears might be the limit of analytic efficacy under such circumstances. In response, some Lacanians assert the primacy of the Real, of the order standing outside language and the symbolic, which has the possibility of breaking through it to create a revolutionary shift. This seems to me a pessimistic outlook: all one can do is smash the symbolic system. The everyday practice of art has sometimes aimed at this, and very occasionally it has been true too of non-Lacanian psychoanalysis (Wilhelm Reich comes to mind – see Frosh 1999), but on the whole something else has been held onto: the possibility that change might occur, perhaps exactly when one is not looking for it. This is where endurance comes in, not in the sense of quietist acceptance, but in the sense of waiting, of opening out oneself to the possibility that really looking into the gaze of the other might alert one to something one did not already know, something radically new.
It is, however, not that easy to endure or show the maternal aspect, whether as patient or analyst. Lacan himself clearly struggled with it. Whatever the testimony to the quality of his gaze, one is left with the uneasy sense that there might have been an idealisation going on, and that Lacan’s short sessions – vanishingly short, as he got to the end of his life – were products not so much of an epiphanous total concentration, but of an inability to stay with anything for very long. It is possible that his instantaneous analyses were all of a piece with, or just an exaggeration of, a lifelong and childish inability to wait, to endure at all – despite the interminable seminars, the slow speech, the sighs and mumbles, the going round and round the same point ad nauseam. None of this is to deny the real mastery and innovation of the Lacanian system, but to see it as produced by, with and in spite of this particular inability to wait. Lacan, writes Roudinesco,Behaved like a temperamental child, refusing to accept that reality did not conform to his wishes. A particular kind of cigar, a particular brand of whisky, some object, certain confectionary, a certain food: everything had to be brought to him that instant, wherever he was. And in fact he nearly always managed to persuade his hosts to yield to his requirements … An implacable, unforgettably amusing logic. (2011, p. 80)


Lacan was always ‘slow’, yet always impatiently ‘fast’. He wanted to be beloved by all and demanded everything; yet somehow he had the capacity actually to inspire love and a willingness on behalf of all and sundry to give him what he wanted. Endurance was something he demonstrated yet could not manage; and in a way, who could blame him or anyone else? Staying present in the face of the one who wants something from you is no easy task, any more than it is straightforward for the patient – for anyone – to endure the gaze of the one who (seems to) know.
Presumably there is a point at which endless time and the infinitesimal moment meet. This point is where the experience of time dissolves, so that there is no distinction between past, present and future. As time does not move (it is constantly there; it disappears completely) and has no meaningful durability, then everything is gathered together in the same moment. We wait and wait for something to happen; then it is all over without a blink of the eye being possible. The waiting room, with its chairs and books and coffee-tables and sullen faces and withdrawn gazes, is a place that is itself purgatory, with no beginning or end. Then in and out and wondering what happened, if anything; and poring over it to understand and incorporate it, to know what one has received. Waiting is a strange business; it is the thing before, yet also a thing in itself; it is out of time, frustrating because we might want to get on with something, part of the process of achieving what we want, but also abstract and empty.
Waiting requires another iteration of endurance. The demand for endurance faces us with exposure to something that we cannot avoid; we just have to stay with it until it comes to an end. This end is not usually within our control; that is why we have to endure. This is true even if we seem to be making the choices: do we sit down or do we get up, do we stay or do we go? Endurance is required when someone else is calling the shots, or when something is acting through us that compels us to stay on and keep trying; or when we want something so badly that we have to wait and wait until the opportunity comes to get it. Endurance is required when we need to make sense of what is unconsciously speaking through us and cannot be impatiently shunted to one side to let us through. Waiting is a part of this: those who can wait can possibly pounce at the right moment, so it can be a strategic act; but it depends too on the kind of waiting. Waiting tensely, frantically, desperately is not the same as waiting calmly, reflectively, observantly. Waiting in anxious anticipation of a specific event is not the same as waiting to see what will happen.
In psychoanalysis, there is an odd kind of waiting. With the exception of Lacan’s late practice, psychoanalytic waiting rooms are not full; they are indeed calculated to be empty, so that each patient can seem be the only one, so no-one has to be embarrassed by an encounter with a ‘sibling’ who is also caught up in the transference with the analyst. Yet in the psychoanalytic session itself, it sometimes seems like nothing but waiting is going on: ‘What shall I say, why can’t I think of anything, when will you speak, why does nothing ever happen?’ This is yet another of psychoanalysis’ engagements with expandable and collapsible time: it is all, as Žižek might say, ‘blah, blah, blah,’ filling in time until the right time, and then that moment comes and is gone, and what was it? Something that slipped by, that we could not process adequately, because it was too quick and fleetingly present, because there was no substance to it, it was not in the time of ‘blah, blah, blah’, but outside it. The thing itself, which we wait for, does not exist, yet it bodies forth and is inserted into us without us ever realising, only to become a kind of irritation, an unnerving feature of our life, something new if we can see it, an irritant if we cannot. The time of endurance in psychoanalysis is consequently not only the kind that is obvious to see: a process that goes on repetitively for years, very slowly picking over the same old stories, taking them up, dropping them, returning to them, finding them lacking or strange, filling them in, uncovering their contours, placing them very slowly and provisionally, session after tortoise-like session, into a new narrative frame. This very slow process certainly demands endurance, as well as patience, spare time and a decent bank balance; but it is not the only kind of endurance at stake. The second, more subtle and ephemeral sort, is when one waits through all this long process and then finds that something has happened without being recognised and without necessarily being articulable; it is just a shift, if we are lucky, into a new kind of space. How could we have waited so long for the train to come, and then found ourselves leaving it without even knowing we had been on it at all?
The language of the ‘event’ has become popular to deal with this, with Slavoj Žižek as one of the star turns on what it means. In a public panel at Birkbeck, University of London in July 2013 (Birkbeck Institute for the Humanities 2013), Žižek
                
                
               offered a criticism of the Lacanian short session and told a story (since repeated several times) about his own experience of waiting in psychoanalysis, an unusually (for Žižek) emotive story, that whether true or not (one has to remember that there are often doubts about Lacanian memories and Zizekian stories) has considerable potency. He was reflecting on the idea that ‘the space of truth is also curved; if you go directly at it, you miss it.’Let me give you a personal confession; it saved almost some 40 years, 30 years ago, my life. I was in, I will not go into why, in really deep shit, I was seriously considering suicide. And then I went to Miller,2 who accepted me as his patient, and I remember what saved me, not what Miller did … in the first weeks of total despair, my reasoning was like this: ‘of course I will kill myself, but wait a minute not before tomorrow afternoon because I have to see Miller.’ And this literally saved me, this pure bureaucratic – I wouldn’t underestimate this, why should this be something bad and so on?


This is a familiar story, nothing arrestingly Žižekian about it, seemingly told with an undercurrent of sincerity despite the laughter it induced in the audience (as an aside, it no longer seems possible for people to distinguish when Žižek is joking and when he is not). What happens in psychoanalysis is less important than the fact of the analysis itself; waiting for Miller, punctuating the turmoil of one’s life with the regular heartbeat of the sessions – I cannot kill myself until tomorrow afternoon, and then there is another afternoon to wait for, and on and on until the impulse is past. This is a kind of endurance and waiting, a way of facing something that is otherwise very difficult to manage – the ongoing presence of the analyst, however empty or full the practice of speech in the sessions might be; the simple ongoing presence, The Analyst is Present. The ethical situation here is not only in the truthfulness of the gaze or the demandingness of the listening that the analyst offers, the refusal to back away and so on, though these are indeed key ethical acts. It is also in the willingness to endure, to keep on being regardless of what temptation there might be to blow everything apart. Žižek’s story is partly about law and regulation and how these are found in the ordered necessity of the psychoanalytic sessions, their position in the diary (‘tomorrow afternoon’), their lack of flexibility – not now, just because you demand it, after which you can kill yourself, but insisting on keeping to your side of the bargain, on turning up at the right time on the right day. After that you can leave, but that time never comes; we are never, it seems, exempt, we always have to endure. Is this an ethical stance? Surely it is, and it is not necessarily quite as pessimistic a stance as it might at first sight seem. The time of waiting and of enduring is also a time of being and becoming; psychoanalysis insists on this, on an absolutely basic requirement that to manage the world, we have to find ourselves staying as fully as we can inside it, even if this means from time to time being stared at until we weep.
Breaking the Silence
Towards the beginning of this chapter, I suggested that there is always a ‘murmur’ present in the speech of the other, even if that speech is hesitant. The famous silence of the traumatised subject is not solely – or maybe not at all – the result of the difficulty of speaking, which itself is undeniable. Rather, failures of listening and responding are at the source of this silence, as a process of silencing the murmur that is always there, a murmur that testifies to what is not symbolised and especially to hurts and processes of victimisation. Encrypted knowledge is still knowledge, even if it is only the knowledge of a kind of absence of knowledge: what happened, how could it have happened, what role did this or that person have, what has happened to prevent it being spoken about, how did we not know, what did we do in order not to know? These are personal and social questions that explore issues of acknowledgment and responsibility and also point to ways in which we might approach listening to the ongoing murmur, even in the face of extensive efforts to silence it. Endurance is therefore not located only in the speaker, but also in the listener or witness; not running away can begin the process of filling the gap in language that silence represents. Let me finish with one small, public example, first described in Frosh (2019). In a university hall, a distinguished white academic has presented an account of some powerful research that traces the genealogy of British slave owners and the compensation paid to them after the abolition of slavery, compensation that is now revealed to be scandalous. In the discussion, a young black woman in the audience notes that there are good records of these slave owners: we know their names, their possessions, their homes, their income; who their parents were and what happened to their children. The young woman asks how she can trace her own ancestors who, so far as she knows, were slaves. There is, it seems, no way to do this: except in rare instances, there are no records that individualise such people. The victims disappear; the perpetrators remain. The young woman says that she feels ‘hollowed out’ by this. I take this to mean that she is made to feel empty by this absence of knowledge, this silent history which she experiences as a removal or killing of her being. If there is a chain of tradition, hers is anonymised; if there are ghosts waiting for recognition and recompense, hers are unnameable and lost. If, indeed, following Freud (1923) we think of the psyche as necessarily inhabited by those who have come before, by what we have taken in from them, how we identify with them, their characteristics, their loves and hates, their quirks and ideals, then the absence of recognition of these ancestors – especially of victimised ghosts, who therefore have a claim on us – leaves the psyche itself depleted, hollowed out. This is, indeed, the right term, and in the moment of enunciation in that university hall, it seemed to pierce any complacency and even to turn anger at the scandal of compensation for the loss of slaves (when the slaves themselves were not compensated) into an access of grief.
I am interested here not so much in my own response to the young woman’s intervention, which was a mix of sympathy and shame, but rather in what the conditions were that allowed this electrifying moment to surface (I cannot be sure that it was electrifying for everyone, but a lot of responses after the event suggested that my sense of it was widely shared). One feature was that the supposed safe space of academic encounter, which in reality is usually not safe at all but is characterised by competitiveness, precarity and intellectual violence, was on this evening made more tangibly safe by an atmosphere of encouragement that allowed and validated tentative voices, uncertain ones, to get heard. Taking time, allowing slowness, offering space for speech and a reception especially by the black woman chairing the event who was not afraid to stay with the moment, to echo, to acknowledge and identify with what was being said. ‘Hollowed out, exactly sister,’ she said: not taking over her words, but amplifying them enough to let them breathe, to allow their harmonics and associations to be heard in the space of a surround of like-minded people who are held together by the possibility of expressing something. The lack of past recognition, the troubled wanderings of an unsettled ghost, one whose name is lost but who still can find a way of being heard, centuries later, through the unhappiness but also the courage of someone who can speak of the experience of being hollowed out – of finding a murmur rising from within that has no real shape but yet expresses something – an austere and devastated realisation (‘hollowed out’) but one which frames the silence in words that are both cogent and a carrier for feeling. Something in the enunciation and its reception allowed it to take flight, so that the continuing silence – the unnamed ancestors – could be heard by a community, even a fleeting and transient one, and memorialised and made real. It is a form of solidarity and of endurance: the traces of this silence were embodied in the young woman, felt as a living absence that articulated itself in a way that could not be refused, could no longer be denied. It would be good, I think, if we could manage this more often.
What can we learn from all this about how to avoid silencing others? I am reluctant to offer simple ‘take home’ lessons. The field is too complex, the nuances of the work too subtle. Returning to Das’ (2007) injunction, it is clear that the simple request ‘Tell me what happened’ is insufficient, one more likely under some circumstances – circumstances of affective significance – to create rather than break silence. Nevertheless, Das goes on to say (p. 94), ‘Words can show one’s numbed relation to life just as gesture can tell us what forms of life, what forms of dying, become the soil on which words can grow or not.’ That is, if one observes the ‘showing’ nature of words, not just cataloguing the themes contained in them, but allowing oneself to experience what they do, it might become possible to open oneself out to the life being conveyed, to the difficult elements, the hollows and hesitations, that the speaker is beginning to express in however stammering a way. This is not the same as fully grasping them, but it is also not to stand in mystical awe at something inexpressible. As described in Chapter 1, Dominick LaCapra (2001), in his work on trauma and history, acknowledges the difficulty of witnessing trauma fully but nevertheless insists on the importance of a mode of empathic responsiveness that is still part of ‘working through’, that still involves thinking and acknowledgment of both the limits of understanding and the need to try to understand. ‘One’s own unsettled response to another’s unsettlement can never be entirely under control,’ he writes (p. 103), ‘but it may be affected by one’s active awareness of, and need to come to terms with, certain problems related to one’s implication in, or transferential relation to, charged, value-related events and those involved in them.’ Reflecting on our own position as witnesses, on what we are implicated in and what calls to us from the silenced yet murmuring speech of the other, is part of our practical and ethical responsibility and a way in which we might endure hearing what is otherwise unsaid.
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Footnotes
1The pass is the controversial procedure adopted by the Lacanians for acceptance of a candidate as an analyst.
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Balancing Acts
A central
                
               question that this book has worked on is that of what it might mean to remember something one was not part of, to memorialise an event or experience that happened to others with whom one might not be linked through ties of family or friendship – or even not linked in any ‘objective’ way, but simply through an act of imaginative identification. Mostly, the previous chapters have taken this up in its ‘negative’ forms, either (as in the second generation experience) in relation to the difficulty of separating oneself from an overwhelmingly traumatic transgenerational heritage, or because of the disturbing effect of the sense of a felt culpability for something that was not in fact one’s responsibility, yet which one is implicated in by virtue of one’s position in a particular place or time. This is, for instance, the culpability that might be felt and acknowledged by those who ‘come after’, as in the responsibility some British people feel for colonialism and slavery, or some Germans for the actions of their Nazi forbears – even if their actual forbears were not Nazis. Alternatively, there is the kind of traumatised identification that can be made with those who have suffered, even if one has not suffered in the same way oneself. The horrified identification that people can have with parents who have lost children is an example of this, and it might even be the case that certain ‘empathic’ identifications leading to charitable giving and social action depend upon the capacity of people to identify with and take responsibility for suffering that they themselves may have had no direct experience of (Seu 2013).
This capacity for identification with suffering that has happened to others is an important and complex one, and it is a mainstay of much artistic work. Indeed, one function of creative work might be to help us imagine what it is like to have gone through things that we have not actually encountered ourselves; this can be seen as part of the ethical function of art. It can, of course, get out of hand: not only is some ‘trauma’ art lurid and voyeuristic, but under some circumstances the claims of an artist can be a kind of betrayal of the reality of suffering of those she or he is ostensibly trying to represent. The scandal of Benjamin Wilkomirski’s (1996) Fragments is a very well-known example of this. Celebrated as a memoir when first published, it was then ferociously denigrated as a betrayal of Holocaust survivors once it became clear that it was a ‘fake’; yet, there is evidence that Wilkomirski himself believed in his creation and had adopted the persona of Holocaust survivor as a lived experience and not simply as a fraud
                
                
               (Frosh 2002; Lappin 1999). Thinking generously about this – which is difficult because the exposure of Fragments as fiction gave succour to Holocaust deniers who seized upon it as evidence for the supposedly invented nature of all Holocaust testimony
                
               – it might be that such acts of egregious identification are examples of losing the self when faced with the intensity of overwhelming suffering. The myth of Lot’s wife, described in Chapter 2, speaks to this. Looking back to see the inhabitants of her city, including her daughters, turned into salt, she becomes salt herself, sharing their fate as well as standing as an eternal witness to it. Perhaps one can understand this impulse as an ethical response to others’ pain, but it is also a kind of temptation, in which one’s own life is made more meaningful through connection with the suffering of others. It is possible that this is one common unconscious motivation of those who work in the ‘helping profession’, including psychoanalysts, though this does not in any way invalidate their activities. The core challenge is to manage the identification in such a way that it is possible to retain one’s separateness and be of use to the other; or in the language of postmemory, to postmemorialise so that a process of working through can occur, rather than the trauma being passed from one person to another, repeated over and over again. The difficult balance is between not feeling enough and feeling too much, so that one’s capacity to think and respond as a separately witnessing subject is damaged. Winnicott’s (1969) account of what it takes to be ‘useful’ is an especially poignant expression of this dilemma, couched in developmental terms. For the infant to survive, the mother must be able to imagine its needs and feel her way into her child’s wishes and fears. On the other hand, she must also manage the infant’s rages and demands, without for instance becoming ill or depressed or in some other way destroyed; otherwise the infant not only experiences abandonment, but also fails to encounter an other who is resilient enough to be of use. How can you be helped by someone who is not separate from you, but simply echoes your own distress?
The particular question of how to memorialise the Holocaust in a sober way that nevertheless does the event some justice and does not produce overblown claims of entitlement, is one that recurs and is perhaps ever more urgent as the generation of those who directly experienced it fades away. I have had my own trouble with this, noting at the start of an earlier book the awkwardness of evoking something I was not part of. ‘Those many of us,’ I wrote there (Frosh 2013, p. 2), ‘who were not even “second generation victims”, the children of survivors, how could we speak of the Holocaust without falsifying it, without demanding an inheritance that was not actually our own? What kind of inauthenticity were we playing with there? Yet, something keeps cropping up, something that hovers a little in the background and cannot be put to rest, but which cannot be expressed without embarrassment, self-dramatisation, insufficiency and inaccuracy.’ This uncertainty, this worry that in memorialising such trauma and suffering we might actually be colonising it, laying claim to it as ‘our’ experience and thereby belittling and distorting it, is one of the blocks to recognition and mourning, and perhaps one way of silencing what still needs to be spoken about. How are we to get the tone right; how are we to strike the balance between identification with this suffering and taking it over so that it loses its specificity and hence its meaning? This echoes some points made by Thomas Trezise (2013) when discussing the conditions under which testimony of trauma can be heard. Facing, in good faith, the other’s account of suffering, one is also faced with a question of how to find a way of being that is both subjective and objective; the former in that it contains identification and empathy, the latter in that it resists the colonisation involved in reducing the other’s position to one’s own. Trezise defines this as a ‘paradox’:the first person of testimonial memoir represents not so much a place one might occupy, as a site of tension between the speaker who says ‘I’ and second persons who, as potential first persons, are invited to identify with the speaker and yet simultaneously forbidden to do so, since identification can obliterate the difference between survivor and nonsurvivor and hence renew, in effect the silence that the survivor seeks to break. (p. 80)


We have to be separate if we are to be worthy of being listeners. But this separateness has various, sometimes contradictory elements. It cannot be a get-out, it cannot deny the other’s experience but nor should it convert it into something else; it needs to stay close to it, yet not be swallowed up by it. If trauma matters, then we need to situate it as a genuinely causal element in psychic life and one from which we cannot back away; but also one that we should not mystify, but should respect as ‘just’ a very difficult, but not impossible, element in intersubjective space that requires lines of communication to be opened up. Trezise comments (p. 89), ‘testimony as an art of survival begins and ends with the act of communication, with the communicative relation, whose severance is indissociable from victimization.’ Even if there might be times when testimony is made for its own sake, irrespective of whether it can be heard by anyone else, it is always given with an eye to the community, either in the form of specific others or as a general statement to some hypostatised version of ‘history’. Testimony is made mainly in order to let others know something about what has happened, so the issue of communication is key. But can we ‘receive’ testimony in such a way that those of us who have not necessarily suffered directly can respond to the invitation to identify ‘as first persons’ whilst also respecting the prohibition on doing so? Balancing these demands is not the same as neutrality; somehow, both identification and non-identification have to happen at the same time.
In this chapter, I want to take up one example of what I see as a mostly successful attempt to balance the relations of empathic identification and ‘austere’ separateness that nevertheless allows ‘communication’ in Trezise’s sense and resolves into a form of active memorialisation. This is an artistic – in this case, musical – response to the Holocaust. In some ways it is immensely ambitious, in others very specific and ‘domestic’, in that it links a relatively ordinary experience – travelling on trains in America – with extreme trauma. My argument is that many lines of tension and moments of uncertainty can be seen in this piece; but also that it is a model of what we might strive for, faltering all the time. Indeed, the faltering and the achievement are part and parcel of the same thing.
Different Trains
Steve
                
                
               Reich’s Different Trains, a work for string quartet and tape written in 1988 for the Kronos Quartet, is widely recognised as one of the most significant musical compositions of the last thirty years. Built around speech samples that are mimicked by the quartet, alongside recorded sounds of train whistles and sirens, Different Trains can be an overwhelming experience of mechanical power and also of memory and loss. It is a twenty-seven minute, three-movement piece for string quartet (when played live, this includes three taped string quartet lines as well as the live quartet) and taped recordings of American and European train whistles, sirens and spoken voices. The key ‘conceit’ of the piece is to move from the American trains ridden on by Reich in his childhood, between about 1938 and 1941, and the memories of three Holocaust survivors of that same period, plus reflections after the war. In his sleeve notes to the Kronos Quartet recording, Reich (1988) states that ‘in order to prepare the tape, I had to do the following:	1.Record my governess Virginia now in her seventies, reminiscing about our train trips together.

 

	2.Record a retired Pullman porter, Lawrence Davis, now in his eighties, who used to ride lines between New York and Los Angeles, reminiscing about his life.

 

	3.Collect recordings of Holocaust survivors Rachella, Paul and Rachel – all about my age and now living in America – speaking about their experiences.

 

	4.Collect recorded American and European train sounds of the 1930s and ‘40s.’

 




The Holocaust survivor testimonies were in the Fortunoff Video Archive for Holocaust Testimonies at Yale University and the Wiener Oral History Library at the New York Public Library. In the sleeve notes, Reich explains the origins of the composition:The concept for the piece comes from my childhood. When I was one year old, my parents separated. My mother moved to Los Angeles and my father stayed in New York. Since they arranged divided custody, I travelled back and forth by train frequently between New York and Los Angeles from 1939 to 1942 accompanied by my governess. While these trips were exciting and romantic at the time, I now look back and think that, if I had been in Europe during this period, as a Jew I would have had to ride very different trains. With this in mind I wanted to make a piece that would accurately reflect the whole situation.


This account is quite reticent about Reich’s feelings, but it does immediately make one important connection: the ‘whole situation’ involves both his childhood journeys, which, despite the context of his parents’ divorce, were ‘exciting and romantic’, and the ‘very different trains’ that he would have ridden ‘as a Jew’ at the same time in Europe. This is presented as a kind of cognitive link (‘I now look back and think’). However, in interviews Reich has often been more animated. For example, talking with Stuart Maconie on a British radio programme in 2006 (BBC 2014), he described how he was commissioned to write a new piece for the Kronos Quartet, and was keen to use the keyboard sampling technology that was emerging at that time. Looking for a topic, he first thought about Béla Bartok, then Ludwig Wittgenstein – both of them important influences on his thinking about speech and silence – before alighting on his subject. The issue here seems to have been in part Reich’s recognition of the need to move away from the relative abstraction of these significant but theoretical sources and instead to use the technology to evoke something more concrete and immediate. At this point, his personal memories of early childhood came into play. His parents, as he reports in the sleeve notes, had divorced when he was one year old, and his mother, who was a singer and songwriter, had gone back to live in Los Angeles whilst his lawyer father remained in New York. Rather than his parents ‘arranging custody’, a court decided that he would spend six months in each place. On the trips he then took on trains from New York to Chicago and Chicago to Los Angeles and back again, he was accompanied by his nanny/governess, Virginia, who, he comments, ‘was like my mother.’ Recalling this, Reich describes the process of deciding on the content of the piece.I thought, ‘I’m going to record Virginia’s voice, I’m going to record the voice of a black Pullman porter who were always riding those trains, and as they speak, so I’m going to write.’ And then I started thinking to myself ‘now, when did this happen? When did I take these trips? 37,38,39,40. What was going on in the world then?’ Well, what was going on in the world then was Mr. Hitler was trying to take the world over and killing every Jew he could get his hands on. And if I had been born in Dusseldorf or in Brussels or in Budapest, you and I wouldn’t be having this conversation…. I was lucky to be riding the trains from New York to Chicago and Chicago to Los Angeles and I could have been riding east and out of the picture entirely. And then I thought, ‘Well how can you deal with the Holocaust, I mean that’s impossible to deal with.’ But then I thought, ‘Wait, I’m not going to deal with the Holocaust, I’m going to deal with certain individuals who survived it, and I’m just going to take their voices and I’m going to take their melodies as they speak, as they speak so I will write, just like I’m going to do with Virginia, my governess, just like I’m going to deal with Mr. Davis, the black Pullman porter, and their voices will simply recount matter-of-factly what happened to them in their lives.’ And that’s why the piece works. (BBC 2014)


There is a lot of information in this account. First, it starts with Reich’s direct experience. He draws on his own personal situation, which one would assume was charged with emotion – as a very young child (he was born in 1936), travelling with the governess who was ‘like my mother.’ Reich says little about this, so it is important not to over-psychologise it; nevertheless, it is hard to believe that it was a neutral or solely happy experience (‘exciting and romantic’ as he writes in the sleeve notes) and it was certainly strong enough to stay in his mind for later creative use. He makes a decision to return to his now elderly governess, Virginia, and he also seeks out what we might hypothesise to be a paternal figure, one of the ‘black Pullman porter[s] who were always riding those trains.’ The coupling here can perhaps be thought of – again speculatively – as a reparative move between his actual, separated parents, who are brought together in the figures of the Pullman porter (Lawrence Davis) and Virginia who together occupy the first movement of Different Trains, reconstructing the recalled idyll of these journeys. Perhaps it is this fantasy of parental togetherness that overcomes the loss of a united parental couple, a loss made evident by the need to take the train journeys in the first place? Even the specification of Lawrence Davis as ‘black’ is significant. At this point in time, all Pullman porters were black, a situation which had arisen because George Pullman had used ex-slaves to staff his trains; this perpetuated the ‘servant’ relationship of blacks to whites, though it also offered a route for black men to acquire relatively middle-class status. From the point of view of a young child, the Pullman porters would have been figures of subservient masculinity but also of care; and bringing Davis together with his governess could be imagined as a further reconciliatory act in the context of the racial politics of America, both then and now, even if it also was shot through with the history of slavery.
In any event, the adult Reich thinks back to this childhood and considers ‘what was going on’ in the world at that same time. Why does he do this? For one thing, Reich had often made ‘political’ connections in his work, as in his Desert Music of 1984, which was resonant with the post-Hiroshima nuclear threat. In addition, he had turned with interest to studies of Judaism and particularly of Hebrew cantillation; and he had used these studies to extraordinary effect in his Hebrew-language Tehillim of 1981, which had marked a return to the use of voice in his music. But the reasoning was not just musical and artistic; it also arose from an awareness of the arbitrary division between his own relatively safe experience (looked after by the substitute parent couple and immersed in the benevolent power of the American trains, we might say) and what might have been the situation for him if he had been born in Europe. ‘And if I had been born in Dusseldorf or in Brussels or in Budapest, you and I wouldn’t be having this conversation…. I was lucky to be riding the trains from New York to Chicago and Chicago to Los Angeles and I could have been riding east and out of the picture entirely.’ The light turn of phrase here is undercut by the immediacy of the realisation: in the interview, it represents a reminder to the interviewer, explicitly saying, ‘I might easily not have survived.’ At this moment, it would be possible to imagine that Reich’s identification with the victims of the Holocaust and the emergence of Different Trains from his own childhood experience would produce a work that was about him and his precariousness or his emotional response. However, Reich adopts a characteristic and very important, if contentious, move. He argues that rather than work from the ‘subjective’ position of one who might have been destroyed, he will follow the ‘objective’ line both of his childhood figures, Virginia and Lawrence Davis, and of those who lived through the Holocaust: ‘as they speak so I will write.’ The importance of this ambition, in all its apparent modesty, cannot be overstated. It is Reich’s way of dealing with the ‘impossibility’ of writing about the Holocaust by ‘domesticating’ it to claim only to represent some survivors (‘I’m going to deal with certain individuals who survived it’); and having individualised it in this way, it is also an attempt to remove himself from the picture so these survivors are given their voice (‘their voices will simply recount matter-of-factly what happened to them in their lives’). This might seem ironic given that the juxtaposition in Different Trains is so personal – Reich’s childhood against that of the survivors – yet it is also an ethical claim for a necessary balance of the kind described earlier, between the impulse to identify and the need to let the other speak across a significant, perhaps unbridgeable divide. For Reich, achieving this balance is what makes the piece work, and he may well be right.
Authenticity and Documentary
The search
                
               for a kind of ‘authenticity’ that would be true to the experiences of Holocaust survivors and yet would also allow for an imaginative recognition of the nature of those experiences by others, seems to have been crucial for Reich. In an interview extract replayed on the BBC in 2011, Reich makes the following claim about what he did in relation to the speech he sampled for Different Trains.People talking about their own lives are inarguable, they’re simply witnesses to the facts that they lived, and their tone of voice, the music of their speech, like when Virginia says ‘From Chicago’… that’s her melody, that’s her tune. I can accentuate it by having the viola double it, which I do, but the rule of Different Trains was basically as they speak so I write, taking dictation. So, if Different Trains works as a piece of music, and it seems to, this is why it works: because the melodic content and the ‘documentary’ content are really one and the same. The generation of all the musical ideas comes directly, audibly, from the documentary material.


Reich’s
                
                
               idea about the ‘documentary’ nature of his work is an expansion on the working method he describes in the previous quotation, but here he makes a grander claim about the ‘inarguable’ nature of people’s personal accounts. In doing so, he is writing in line with others who respect the first-person testimonial as incontrovertible because of its ‘narrative truth’ (e.g. Laub 1992) and he accentuates this idea by drawing on the ‘as they speak so I write’ formula, with the added notion that he is ‘taking dictation’. There is a specific musical technique at work here, to which I shall return; but the general idea seems to be that each speaker has a ‘melody’ or ‘tune’ and that this is personal and truthful. The integration of this ‘melodic content’ with the ‘documentary’ content of the speech is seen as what gives Different Trains its power and authenticity: the invented music follows from an accurate and honest transcription of ‘the facts that they lived.’
The idea that personal testimony is reliable is one that is heavily contested, not just in historical discussions (Trezise 2013, challenges the opposition Laub claims between ‘narrative’ and ‘historical’ truths, at least in relation to the behaviour of actual historians, who recognise that narratives may at times be mistaken yet still relate to real events) but also generally in psychoanalysis, where the assumption is that memory and speech – perhaps especially when arising from a traumatic situation – will be ‘distorted’ by defensive psychical processes. Some things are emotionally too hard to absorb or to recall; in other situations, the social context for speech (for instance, the conditions under which someone is interviewed for an archive) may interfere with the freedom with which people report things they actually know. ‘People talking about their own lives are inarguable’ is not a psychoanalytic statement; it is precisely such talk that psychoanalysis continually ‘argues’ with, even if in the end a certain kind of ‘truthful’ and hence ‘inarguable’ speech about one’s own life is what is sought. In addition, there is the subtle and difficult process of listening and selecting that also prevents a work of reproduction, particularly when it involves imaginative re-invention, from being pure ‘documentary’. Christopher Fox (1990, p. 2) notes that Reich selects just 46 spoken phrases in Different Trains, culled from several hours of interviews and Holocaust archive recordings; these are often broken up and repeated, creating a fragmentary, echoic atmosphere that is clearly resonant of the experiences both of childhood and of the Holocaust, and yet cannot be seen as journalistically transparent. Rather, the defence of Different Trains as somehow ‘objective’ has to be made through examining the way in which it represents the necessarily subjective reverberations of the conditions it describes. Here, one can say that Reich is remarkably successful, with some important and informative – and essentially creative – moments of ‘failure’.
Fox (1990) offers one reading of Different Trains which highlights some of the decisions made by Reich and defends them as presenting a version of Holocaust survival that is consistent with the survivors’ experiences and also with the way in which the Holocaust needs to be understood as having lessons for contemporary (American) society. This involves not just selecting and representing some quotations above others, but also using them in such a way as to reinforce the affective impact of the contrast between the American and European experiences. For instance, Fox suggests that ‘when the Pullman porter, Lawrence Davis, says in the third movement, “But today, they’re all gone”, he is recalling the luxurious transcontinental trains on which he worked; however, for the listener, these words can also become an elegy for the millions of people who died between 1933 and 1945.’ This immediately sets up one of the ironies of the claim for the ‘documentary’ status of Different Trains: that it is designed to have a certain effect – one might call this the overall ‘harmonics’ of the piece – and this effect is comprehensible through a specific reading of the Holocaust. For Amy Lynn Wlodarski (2015), whose examination of the relationship between the original Holocaust testimonies and the way they are used in Different Trains is both an important critical analysis of Reich’s work and a major intervention in studies of memory and artistic representation, the very structure of the piece reveals a pre-formed understanding of how a narrative might be organised. She notes (p. 129) that there is a highly ‘theatrical’ element to Reich’s use of his excerpts; for example, at the end of the second movement, ‘Reich
                
                
               uses excerpts that evoke suspense (“Quick, go! Don’t breathe!”), uncertainty (“Into the cattle wagons for four days”), and terror (“It was smoking”). He also sets the sonic stage for the movement with prerecorded tracks laced with air raid sirens.’ Moreover, ‘As the characters reach Auschwitz in the closing measures, the string quartet’s simulation of a train eases and finally comes to a halt, suggesting the arrival of the cattle wagons and the beginning of the selection process.’ More generally, the work is structured like the testimonies it draws upon.The work begins with discussion of events ‘Before the War,’ as if Reich had been asked by an outside interviewer to ‘start at the beginning.’ Not unlike Paul, Rachel, and Rachella, he selects an early childhood moment as a starting point for the narrative and works it into a metaphor flexible enough to address the subjects of both personal and historical tragedy without seeming mundane or trite. The phrase ‘From New York to Los Angeles’ becomes his marker of an early childhood trauma – the divorce of his parents – and … Davis’s mention of the ‘crack train from New York’ provides the transition to the second movement, ‘Europe: During the War,’ in which the ‘different trains’ of the title finally appear. True to the format of the Fortunoff interviews, which generally leads their subjects to comment on their postwar American experience at the conclusion of the testimony, the piece ends with ‘After the War,’ in which Reich reprises the voices of Virginia, Mr. Davis, and Rachella. (Wlodarski 2015, p. 139)


What this suggests is that Different Trains is organised in part to create a kind of narratively coherent story linking past and present in a way that is familiar and that represents a temporal and cultural grid placed over the experiences being recounted. This does not of course mean that it falsifies these experiences – Wlodarski shows, for example, that the use of samples from Rachella in the ‘After the War’ movement is consistent with her testimony, in which the anguished memory of a girl singing appears as part of the ‘exit’ section. Wlodarski glosses this (p. 139): ‘In preserving the position of Rachella’s memory, Reich maintains the integrity of her witness in Different Trains.’ Nevertheless, as will be described later, there is a difference: Reich reads the memory of the singing girl in a way that is at odds with the actual testimony that Rachella provides and tends towards more reconciliation and narrative resolution. This is generally the way in which narrative works in these kinds of testimony: to make sense of what might have felt – and maybe was – senseless. Such sense-making can be ‘therapeutic’ for speaker and listener alike, yet it may also cover over the more disturbing and fragmentary reality of traumatising situations, which are as likely as not to be random, unnecessary, excessive and incoherent. Something psychoanalysis insists on here is that narrative coherence is not necessarily the same as psychological truth; it can just as easily be a defence against that truth. The implication is that there will be times when the breakdown of narrative, in the form of gaps, contradictions, apparently ‘irrational’ emotional outbursts and silences, will be the most significant and meaningful aspect of a testimony.
Wlodarski (2015) offers other examples of how Reich selects for narrative coherence as well as for sound, showing that with a couple of important exceptions (which will be returned to below), these selections conscientiously retain the sense and context of the originals. For instance, at the opening of the third movement two samples from Paul and Rachella are presented as if they were a conversation: ‘and the war was over’ (Paul)/‘Are you sure?’ (Rachella). Wlodarski notes (p. 154) that ‘some critics have interpreted [this] as a political statement concerning the persistence of fascism and anti-Semitism.’ Reich himself has not signed up to this reading. Wlodarski reports that Rachella’s query is a genuine one – when liberated, she did not at first believe the war was over, so that whilst the dramatic device of having her question Paul’s more definite assertion may be fabricated, it remains true to her state of mind. Whether it also suggests continuing antisemitism is a question for a listener rather than a criticism of Reich’s use of the samples in this way. For Fox (1990), this moment is an important one in preventing Different Trains from resolving into what he calls ‘some pat recapitulatory conclusion’ (p. 2). Elements of this do threaten to creep in, for instance in the formal structure of the third movement as an integration of the first two, using the voices of both the Americans and of the survivors; and also in the opening out and lightening of the texture of the music when Rachella says ‘going to America’; and in the lyrical beauty of the final bars. All these features of the music produce a kind of reconciliatory sensation. Nevertheless, the echoes of Rachella’s question ‘are you sure?’ continue, and the melancholic reverberations of Lawrence Davis’ ‘but today they’re all gone’ confirms a sense of irredeemable loss. Fox (1990, p. 4) comments, ‘Reich
                
                
               would seem to be suggesting that while America provided a new world in which to escape the external reminders of Nazi oppression, the internal wounds of the Holocaust are not so easily resolved.’ We might note about this that whilst it seems accurate, it also indicates a certain ‘moral’ for the work, as well as possibly a psychosocial reading of the experience of the survivors, again at odds with Reich’s ‘documentary’ aspiration. Running through the piece is a set of motifs that link past and present in a way that suggests closure and may itself be connected both with the social norms of such narratives of suffering and recovery, and Reich’s own reparative impulses towards the split situation of his childhood, which seeks resolution in the pairing of his American witnesses.
But the structuring of Different Trains around a beginning-middle-end narrative also means that, for a listener, there is a kind of familiarity of the account that is possibly in tension with what in other ways (the fragmenting of speech, the repetitions and loops) is an alienating, disconcerting deconstruction of narrative expectations. It is as if Reich is using his own restructuring of the original testimonies to produce a broader, more coherent version of things. This is refracted through his experiences and associations but is still part of a recognisable normalisation of what might in other ways be thought of as traumatically unsymbolisable. This is a kind of ‘therapeutic’ move, if the therapeutic can be thought of as offering narrative satisfaction; it is reconciliatory and leads to a feeling of closure or completion that is augmented in Different Trains by the musical lyricism of the ending. However, taking the risk of being slightly ‘purist’ about this, it is not necessarily an ‘analytic’ move, in the sense that analysis pursues a kind of ‘truthfulness’ that does not make therapeutic integration its primary aim. Given the nature of psychic and social life, psychoanalysis will at times – perhaps especially in traumatic situations – reveal precisely that there is no ‘narrative integration’ to be found; it has to be willing, in other words, to leave things unresolved and in fragments (Laplanche 2003). One of the remarkable aspects of Different Trains is that it seeks narrative coherence, yet also leaves many traces of the pull in the other direction, the ‘analytic’ pull. This is most obvious in the fragmentation of speech and the repetition of speech samples, which is used by Reich to build up a kind of poetic story, but which also suggests the precariousness of meaning, the way speakers strive towards it, yet find it always on the point of falling apart. This seems true to the enormity of the situation that Reich is trying to portray.
Some Comments on Musical Technique
Whilst this account is not a musicological one, Reich’s innovative technique is important and relevant to the question of the traces of subjectivity that resonate through Different Trains. The sleeve notes describe the core method:In order to combine the taped speech and the string instruments I selected small speech samples that are more or less clearly pitched and then notated them as accurately as possible in musical notation. … The strings then literally imitate that speech melody. The speech samples as well as the train sounds were transferred to tape with the use of sampling keyboards and a computer. Kronos then made four separate string quartet recordings which were combined with the speech and train sounds to create the finished work. (Reich 1988)


The technique of generating the music from the speech is a dramatically successful one. It musicalises the voices of the speakers, rather than have the music illustrate or carry the words; and it allows the texture of Different Trains to be built up around haunting patterns of anticipation and repetition. Reich called this development of Schoenbergian Sprechstimme ‘speech melodies’; whereas Sprechstimme is deliberately artificial in its alienating quality, speech melodies are more humanistic, preserving the timbre, intonation and tempo of the speaking voice, making the voice the source of the music. The instrumentation then amplifies the voices, with the viola being used to play the ‘melody’ of the women and the cello that of the men. On the whole, the tempo of the piece is given by the tempo of speech, which means that the different movements are not distinguished by speed but rather by the pitch given by the voices used and by the different ‘thickness’ of the sound texture, as well as by the differences in pitch between American and European train whistles. All this makes for a complex experience in which the words (which can just about be followed without access to the libretto, but which are more difficult to hear in the second movement) resonate melodically through the instrumentation as well as in their own ‘voice’. Fox (1990, p. 7) comments that through these instrumental effects, ‘an intriguing ambiguity is set up between the gradual unfolding of the music’s narrative and that of the speakers’ various stories.’ This ambiguity works closely with the general tension of the composition between the ‘past-present narrative’ and the more fragmentary way in which traumatic memories often resist integration. There is a powerful forward momentum to the whole piece, something implicit in the movement of the trains, even though the compositional device is to repeat fragments of text and melody; this momentum is audible throughout but especially in the first movement’s speech sample of ‘one of the fastest trains’, which recurs in the third movement. Nevertheless, there are also various brakes and interruptions in this forward motion. Between the first and second movements there is a sudden shift in tone and tempo, and a transformation of the train whistles into sirens, a rather programmatic representation of the European war; between the second and third movements there is a short break, and then a lighter texture as the war ends and the survivors find themselves in America. An accompanying figure that generates the sense of train motion is played by the string quartet throughout the first and second movements (though more slowly in the second); this disappears in the third movement. Fox (1990, p. 8) reads this change metaphorically: ‘Thus, while the renewed vigour of the music at the beginning of the third movement may initially imply a return to the “America – Before the war” from which the work began, the absence of this accompaniment figure suggests something quite different.’ Return after trauma is always to something else, with its melancholic element organised around the awareness of loss.
This brief list of some of Reich’s musical devices does not do justice to the composition, but what I want to draw out here is the relationship between the speech fragments, the forward motion of the music, and the issue of narrative synthesis and complexity. By treating the speech samples as musical entities, Reich creates a soundscape of great richness, with melodies echoing between voice and instrument and the qualities of the voice being used to create a kind of trace effect. Even when there are no words spoken, or the words are hard to decipher, the outline or echo of a voice can be heard, haunting the music. In the second movement in particular, where the Holocaust survivors are describing their experiences and where the accompaniment is full of sirens as well as whistles, the resulting sense is of penetrating horror. Wlodarski’s (2015, p. 137) commentary is again to the point: ‘When we hear these melodies without accompanying text, we experience them as conveying specific textual content; they move beyond simple mimesis to the level of linguistic communication, constituting a multivoiced expression of testimonial self.’ This question of the ‘voice’ is an important one both in testimony and in psychoanalysis. There is a considerable amount of psychoanalytic work on the rhythmicity of music and sound in general, and its unconscious impact (e.g. Schwarz 1997; Nagel 2013). But there is also something else about the disturbing nature of the human voice, which Mladen Dolar (2006) references and which contradicts the idea of a ‘testimonial self’ even if it allows for a broader notion of ‘testimony’ to arise. Dolar adopts a longstanding musical idea of ‘acousmatic’ sound, referring to a sound without an identifiable cause, and builds on the cinematic theorising of Michel Chion (1994) to describe the acousmatic voice as,simply a voice whose source one cannot see, a voice whose origin cannot be identified, a voice one cannot place. It is a voice in search of an origin, in search of a body, but even when it finds its body, it turns out that this doesn’t quite work, the voice doesn’t stick to the body, it is an excrescence which doesn’t match the body – if you want a quick but vivid example of this, think of Hitchcock’s Psycho, which revolves entirely around the question ‘Where does the mother’s voice come from? To which body can it be assigned?’ We can immediately see that the voice without a body is inherently uncanny, and that the body to which it is assigned does not dissipate its haunting effect
                    
                    
                  . (Dolar 2006, pp. 60–1)


There are some useful terms in this passage, which amongst other things evokes the phenomena of possession as found, for instance, in films where a dead person speaks through the body of a living one – The Exorcist being the most famous, but The Dybbuk perhaps being the most resonant (Frosh 2013). The voice without the body is ‘uncanny’, writes Dolar. From Freud (1919) we have the convention that the uncanny is a repetition of something familiar but out of place, something known yet not quite belonging where we find it. Dolar’s argument is that even when a voice is clearly embodied, something uncanny is left over: ‘the body to which [the voice] is assigned does not dissipate its haunting effect.’ Slavoj Žižek (2001), who is also quoted by Dolar, offers his own, universalising version of this:An unbridgeable gap separates forever a human body from ‘its’ voice. The voice displays a spectral autonomy, it never quite belongs to the body we see, so that even when we see a living person talking, there is always a minimum of ventriloquism at work: it is as if the speaker’s own voice hollows him out and in a sense speaks ‘by itself,’ through him. (Žižek 2001, p. 58)


This claim that there is a necessary separation of voice from body may be overstated; but in a musical piece such as Different Trains, where human speech is fragmented and the sound qualities of the voice are used to convey something ‘in excess of’ the content of the speech itself, it seems very apposite. Reich presents his technique here as part of his ‘documentary’ style, and there are ways of reading his amalgam of voice, tape and music as deeply democratising and respectful. Neil Haydock (n.d.) for instance, ends his analysis of Different Trains by claiming that it ‘points us to an era where all voices are respected, each and every individual has a statement to convey, and a story to tell.’ However, it also disembodies the voice and converts it into a sound pattern that undoubtedly carries meaning; yet this meaning is no longer that of the ‘story’ told by the survivors in their Holocaust testimony
                
               – and why should it be, as the recordings of the testimonies contain those particular meanings perfectly adequately? It is rather a kind of evocation of a ‘more than’, an excess that is stage-managed in Reich’s piece, a flow of echoes back and forth, sometimes static and sometimes propelled violently forward, in which the uncanny nature of repetition and narrative irresolution underpinned by the thick texture of musical sound replaces any simple linear reconstruction of what a witness might say. In this there is another psychoanalytic resonance: the creative harmonics of the musical witness triggers responses that are not just to the individual narrative, but also to something that speaks through it. And it is in part because of this feature of the voice – its disembodied uncanniness – that its effect can never quite be reduced to what it says.
Laughter and Love
In her comparison of Reich’s speech samples with the original transcripts of the Holocaust testimonies held in the Fortunoff and Wiener archives, Wlodarski (2015) notices two significant instances of a subtle ‘mishearing’ or ‘re-hearing’ by Reich. These are used by her to support her careful presentation of Reich as a ‘secondary witness’ shaping his material in order to present a certain kind of account of the Holocaust. I take this analysis to be convincing and predictable: as Wlodarski notes, there is a considerable amount of literature attesting to the impossibility of the kind of neutral witnessing that Reich seems to claim. This in no way reduces Reich’s achievement; it just places it in the realm of active creative engagement rather than of a fantasy of mechanical reproduction. Interestingly, however, Wlodarski’s two main examples work in opposite directions; one to increase the emotional disturbance of the piece, and the other to reduce it.
Both these examples concern samples taken from Rachella’s testimony. The first is used by Reich in the second movement and is reproduced in his libretto as ‘Flames going up to the sky – it was smoking.’ Over the space of about a minute, this refrain is repeated over and over, both split into two parts and whole, accompanied by sirens until the movement gradually comes to a stop. The effect is to produce a shuddering evocation of the familiar images of Auschwitz, even if we do not know that this is where Rachella found herself, as this is not stated in the libretto – although the immediately preceding sample in which Rachella says they ‘went through these strange sounding names/Polish names’ and the mention of travelling in cattle wagons, being shaved and tattooed is enough to allow such images to emerge. The flames going up to the sky and ‘smoking’ become clear associations to the crematoria in Auschwitz. Yet Wlodarski shows that in her testimony Rachella actually said something very slightly but importantly different, and this can be heard in the sample once one is primed to do so. What Rachella said, according to Wlodarski (p. 156) was, ‘They opened our cattle wagon doors and we went down on the platform. It was very dark and when I looked up to the sky, it was kind of like a red sky and kind of flames going up in the sky. It was smoky and I said to my – the girls around me. Look at that pretty sky, it’s red.’ That is, Rachella was admiring a ‘pretty sky’ that looked ‘smoky’, rather than noticing that around her ‘it was smoking’; this seems to have been a moment of peace and misplaced optimism. Wlodarski suggests that what has happened here is that ‘the cultural strength of these symbols affected Reich’s own imagining, leading him to substitute or mishear partly because he expected to hear the usual tale of Auschwitz: deportations, selections, exterminations, and cremations.’ This is very likely so, but what matters is the effect: we have a devastating ending to the section called ‘Europe – During the war’ rather than a moment of humanising, if illusory, hope.
The second example works the other way around and is perhaps even more significant, because it comes at the conclusion of the whole piece and has been interpreted as a reconciliatory move on Reich’s part, suggesting both that there might be something civilising or humanising about music, and also that all of us – the audience to Different Trains as well as the Nazis – need to question ourselves as we applaud. The libretto here, again from Rachella, reads: ‘There was one girl who had a beautiful voice/and they loved to listen to her singing, the Germans/and when she stopped singing they said, “More, more” and they applauded.’ This appears immediately after Lawrence Davis’ ‘but today they’re all gone’ at about three minutes before the end; after a mix of lyrical and staccato voice and strings, the musical texture thins out leaving a beautiful refrain based on the speech melody generated by ‘and when she stopped singing they said, “More, more” and they applauded.’ Rachella’s actual words, however, again audible once primed, were that the Germans ‘laughed to listen to the singing’ (Wlodarski 2015, p. 157). Wlodarski notes that the shift from ‘laughed’ to ‘loved’, which is acoustically tiny, is nevertheless semantically crucial: ‘The Jewish girl, instead of provoking laughter with her entertaining renditions of English songs, now sings so beautifully that she inspires “love” among her cold-hearted Nazi captors; from brutality and indifference, she moves them to applause.’ Wlodarski is interested in how this demonstrates the aesthetic nature of witnessing, its subjectivity and continued disruption of attempts at ‘authenticity’ and historical ‘objectivity’. I would go slightly further than this to argue that in the ‘mishearings’ and hence reinventions that Reich engages in as he develops his work, he stages a significant artistic intervention that makes Different Trains an even more substantial piece than it might have been if it could have been affectively neutral. As argued at the start of this chapter, a major problem for those who wish to evoke and respond to trauma, in this instance (as often) Holocaust trauma, is how to do so without claiming too much or too little, without, that is, either over-identifying or under-imagining. Different Trains does a variety of things that result in it successfully treading the very narrow path between these dangers. It originates in a personal urge: one might call it Reich’s urge to repair the split between his parents, which he achieves in symbolic ways through bringing together his ‘mother’ Virginia and the Pullman porter Lawrence Davis, mediated by the excitement and forward propulsion of powerful American trains. It then links through an act of imaginative curiosity (‘What was going on in the world then?’) to the ghostly voices of the Holocaust, which become specific and hence embodied through the testimonies on which Reich draws, but which are then disembodied and universalised through their conversion into the soundscape of the musical piece. This is all perfectly controlled and has a strong and familiar narrative urge that runs from the idyllic beginning, through the devastating suffering and loss of the middle, to the reconciliatory optimism of the end. However, this satisfying narrative is disrupted: the beginning is not quite so idyllic (the separated parents); the middle has in it a moment of discursive uncertainty (the mishearing of ‘smoky’); and the end carries its own sting in the ‘unconscious’ trace of bitterness in what appears at first to be a lyrical and reparative closure. In this way, Different Trains seems to enact the faltering and uncertainty that is needed for witnessing to be the required mix of empathic identification and austere separateness that allows some form of communication to emerge, however strongly we might be defended against it.
Faltering
This brings us back to the difficulty of managing the tension between identification and repudiation. The strength of Different Trains in relation to witnessing is the way it maintains a kind of openness that never quite allows either the composer or the listener to settle into the comfort of a predictable narrative, however moving and emotionally satisfying that might have been. Instead, something disruptive keeps occurring. Some of this is planned – notably, the fragmentation of speech intrinsic to the sampling technique, as well as the way speech samples keep returning, accruing associations and echoes as they proceed, but also provoking something different each time due to the differing musical and chronological context. Some other disruptions seem less planned, as evidenced in the slips of hearing or transcription documented above. This kind of wrestling with material that is never quite settled marks many great artistic works and can perhaps be understood in part as having to do with the recalcitrance of the material itself. Here it acts to block the reconciliatory thrust of the work and give it instead a kind of restlessness; this allows it to wrest itself away from the stated intentions of the composer, yet the artistry and technical competence is such that the work never fragments altogether. It continues to make sense, even though the exact content of that sense is open to contestation; in addition, it maintains a stance of respectful openness towards the testimonies with which it works (the speech samples of the Holocaust survivors and of Virginia and Lawrence Davis) even as it constrains and selects them to make Reich’s artistic points.
Whatever the restrictions might be that Reich put on his public reflections on the motivation for Different Trains, there is something suggestive in the way in which the personal origins (the trains he travelled in when journeying between his parents) become a channel for the testimony of the Holocaust survivors without ever claiming equivalence. It might be argued that the impact of the early experiences on trains presented an opening for Reich to register the disturbance of the Holocaust testimony
                
               and then to find a way of allowing it to speak with and through him. To rehearse this again: despite Reich’s description of his own train journeys as ‘exciting and romantic at the time,’ there is at least circumstantial evidence that there was an undercurrent of anxiety or distress. This evidence is not simply that it is hard to believe a priori that these journeys between separated parents carried no troubling emotional load; but also that the musical piece dramatises a reconciliation between the parents in bringing together the voices of the male Pullman porter and the female governess, stand-ins, it would seem, for the parents who were barely together at all in the young boy’s life. The transparency of this reparative move, emotionally and musically compelling as it is, suggests both a wish on Reich’s part and a source of his sensitivity towards the wrenching and horrifying details of the lives of the survivors whose testimony he samples. I am not suggesting of course that Reich’s project of allowing the survivors to speak in their own voices (‘as they speak so I will write’) is reducible to a psychological need to make things better and overcome conflict; but rather that Reich’s own background experience, incorporated and imaginatively recollected in the first part of the composition, makes it possible for him to remain open to the deep distress in the survivors’ tales. He does not then simply register these tales, but he recreates them, translating them into the forms of his own craft; he makes something shareable and demanding from them, open to the disturbances that are both intended and accidental. Can we perhaps assume that this kind of identificatory ability in which the witness (Reich
                
                
              ) imagines and channels the testimony of the sufferer is built on a reflective capacity to face one’s own distress? And if so, could it be through the mediated way in which this is done – here, in the form of creative artistic work – that the danger of over-identification or reduction of the other’s suffering to one’s own might be avoided? Maybe this approaches what Marianne Hirsch (2012) means when she distinguishes the creativity of postmemorial work from the repetitions of ‘rememory’ or postmemory. At the risk of romanticising the creative process, it might be that the recalcitrance of the material, by which I mean both the actual testimonies of the survivors and the musical requirements of the composition, set limits on how strongly the traumatic experience can be ‘owned’, yet also make it possible to stay focused on that experience and to find a way to relate to it as outside the self.
Not everyone can create great music, but we can all gather something from it. The moment of reflection turns into the possibility of openness to the other; this openness is such that it both engages and keeps a distance; it recognises that there is always a process of translation going on, some process that mediates between speaker and listener, testifier and witness. It also recognises what has been termed ‘similarity in difference’ (Benjamin 1998), ensuring both that identification and separation can occur. We are the same, in that we can engage in acts of imaginative linkage; and we are distinct, in that we have our own subjectivity and experience to draw upon, our own singularity. To listen, to really listen, we cannot be totally absorbed in one another, however connected we must also seek to be.
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Endings
If postmemory
                
               relates to how we might remain in thrall to previous generations, and indeed never escape the weight of our own and others’ histories, then a question arises about how anything ever ends. Does suffering endlessly recycle itself? In the words of Suzanne Hommel (in Miller 2011), quoted in Chapter 6, is it the case that whatever happens to one, and whatever one inherits from one’s predecessors, ‘that’s something you’ll cope with all your life?’ The issue here is of what it might mean to bring something intense to an end; and related to this – perhaps even determining the possibility of ever ending something fully – is the question of what we are left with afterwards. One simple fact of psychoanalysis is that we are never free of our conscious or unconscious memories; nor should we really wish to be so, because they give us depth and they focus our subjectivity in relation to the various interpersonal and social features of our lives. Without some legacy from previous generations, we may feel freer, but would we not also be emptier? Without being ‘haunted’ by the past, we would lose the benevolent as well as the troubling ghosts; and with this we would lose the sense of ‘identity’ in the way Freud discusses it, for instance in Moses and Monotheism (1939), where he traces the links across generations derived from the sense of a shared history of trauma. More softly and less tendentiously, perhaps, we continue to connect with these histories as ways of locating ourselves; but can we do so without being in a permanent state of mourning for what we have lost?
This is, as already noted, the stuff of psychoanalysis, which is deeply concerned with recovering and working through the memories of past events as they are being lived out, unconsciously, in the present. Perhaps in this context the relationship between the analytic patient and the analyst can be taken as one model of what it might mean to end and of the kinds of things that might be left behind (that is, not returned to) and of those other things that might remain (that is, what we might be left with after a creative ending). Letting go without repudiating, like forgiving without forgetting, is a complicated and demanding task. ‘Working through’ is itself a kind of mourning, involving re-encountering troubles, then letting them go, remaining in some kind of relationship with them but also managing to move on with one’s life. This all sounds very personal, which it is, but perhaps it also has implications for the issues dealt with in this book around acknowledgement, recognition and forgiveness. What are we left with once we have come to the end of a process of facing up to suffering; how can we move forward without losing the reality of this suffering, acknowledging its force and our place in it, yet also without letting it dominate the scene of our lives?
Here is how Dan Gunn (2002, p. 1) begins his book, Wool-Gathering, or How I Ended Analysis: ‘We are all going to end some day or night: the problem being that, unless we are religious believers, we have no idea what this means.’ And on the next page:I had one month left to go in analysis. But what did that mean? I had one month left to go. But would I get out of it alive, let alone more alive than before? Would I ever get to an end, let alone THE END?


Making such an explicit link between ending analysis, which occasionally happens, and dying might seem overblown, but it is surprising how common a thread it is in the literature on the subject. I am not going to discuss this in detail, but I want to invoke it, to alert us to the echo of this other ending whenever we talk about the more prosaic one; in every end, that other one is lurking around the corner, in the shadows. Will we get out of it alive? Sometimes this gets reversed: Melanie Klein, for instance, tells us that properly finishing analysis requires mourning, and this in turn means paying attention to negativity, hatred and destructiveness as it emerges directed at the analyst, who stands in for all valued ‘objects’ that we lose. She writes:Even if satisfactory results have been achieved, the termination of an analysis is bound to stir up painful feelings and revive early anxieties; it amounts to a state of mourning. When the loss represented by the end of the analysis has occurred, the patient still has to carry out by himself part of the work of mourning … only if persecutory and depressive anxieties have been largely modified, can the patient carry out by himself the final part of the work of mourning, which again implies a testing of reality. (Klein 1950, p. 80)


What Klein means by a ‘testing of reality’ has to do with accepting the reality of loss. The thing that was treasured has in fact gone and cannot be fantasised back into existence, even if it can now be recalled through memory. Indeed, acceptance of the impossibility of recreating the lost object is a necessary step on the way to mourning it and allowing it to rest in peace; striving unrealistically for a return of the past always stirs up ghosts. What is more central to Klein’s concerns, however, is the idea that persecutory and depressive anxieties need to be modified in order for the patient to be able to carry out the final part of the work of mourning – that is, to recognise the actual lostness of the object. Whilst we are still bound up with antagonism, we are unable to see the lost object for what it is, something which is anyway only possible as an approximation (that is, we can never see anything absolutely ‘as it is’, without projecting our fantasies onto it). If we cannot cope with the sense of abandonment without being taken over by persecutory anxieties (‘it always happens to me this way; they all hate me’) or depressive ones (‘I am worthless, no-one can bear me’), then the genuine ambivalence with which we face any loved object is denied, and we have limited capacity to bear the loss and recognise the valuable elements that remain. Losing always engenders feeling, and there is nothing more basic than the feeling of abandonment – this is what Klein means when she refers to ‘early anxieties’. We will return to this, but a better word than abandonment might be ‘destitution’: we are made poor again, bereft of everything, with nothing to fall back on. As Freud once said, in a very different context, one of feeling persecuted by his own followers, but still facing abandonment and loss, ‘We are in danger. They won’t leave me a coat on my back’ (Diller 1991, p. 172).
A state of mourning is not just about persecution. When something is over, if we are attached to it, we mourn; and when we finish the process of mourning, we mourn the mourning too – no more memorial prayers to say, no more candles to light, we have left that behind and have to go on. It is a lonely experience. For example, the moment at the end of the Jewish year of mourning is a very difficult one. For a long time, one has become used to being connected with and recognised for one’s loss; now the expectation is that one is received fully back into the community – so this is a comfort – but also no longer has any special status. If mourning continues, it is private and even slightly embarrassing, something that has gone on too long. Leon Wieseltier (1998) comments on this at the end of his religiously sanctioned year of mourning for his father:I am no longer a mourner. That is to say, my mourning is all mine now. For a year, private was public. In accordance with the requirements of my tradition, and sometimes thoughtfully, I exposed the condition of my heart. But that rite has now expired. The public no longer has any claim on the private. I need not show anything anymore. I am alone again with the purities and the impurities, his and mine. What is happening to me now is nothing like what Americans call ‘closure.’ What a ludicrous notion of emotional efficiency! Americans really believe that the past is past. They do not care to know that the past soaks the present like the light of a distant star. Things that are over do not end. They come inside us, and seek sanctuary in subjectivity. And there they live on, in the consciousness of individuals and communities. (p. 576)


Exactly: the past soaks the present. ‘“Closure,”’ he writes (ibid.), ‘is an ideal of forgetfulness. It is a denial of finality, insofar as finality is never final. Nothing happens once and for all. It all visits, it all returns. But “closure” says: once and for all. This is a misunderstanding of subjectivity, which is essentially haunted.’ Wieseltier is writing here about the subjective state of being haunted by the loss of those who matter to us, but there is also a broader point at issue. Denying the recalcitrance of loss is a recipe for the unmitigated, unworked-through return of things that need to be put in their place; or rather, it leads to a failure to notice that what once happened is still in process, that it cannot be just wished away. Repetitive dreams and nightmares testify to this; so too, arguably, do political returns, where for instance authoritarianism comes back not only because the conditions of exploitation continue but also because acting as if ‘the past is past’ results in the past never being past at all, but only lurking in the shadows, waiting for the slippery moment of nostalgia and wilful wishfulness in order to surge back into view.
When it came to the matter of ending, Sándor Ferenczi was more concise than his analysand Klein. ‘The proper ending of an analysis,’ he wrote (Ferenczi 1927, p. 252), ‘is when neither the physician nor the patient puts an end to it, but when it dies of exhaustion, so to speak.’ There is no sense of idealism here, or of finding simple answers to complicated questions, or indeed of establishing a cure (‘the past is past’). There is also less turmoil than in Klein, and in a paradoxical way both more sense of finality and less of a clear cut break. Something is exhausted, something has passed, something has to be mourned. It is set aside, not as a way of avoiding it, as often happens in analysis and outside it (we set aside the things we wish would not affect us), but because it is no longer needed and has achieved sufficient of its purpose to be let go. This process is not unlike the famous demise of the transitional object described by Donald Winnicott (1953). The transitional object is that material thing that is held onto by the child as something both invented and real, offering succour when the parent is absent and allowing the child to infuse the world with her or his own creative energy. At some point, children give up these objects, but whilst this might be expected to be a traumatic loss, it is usually not so. If the transitional object has served its purpose, it can literally be let go (it is often just abandoned or allowed to fall into disuse); it can, as Ferenczi might say, simply be ‘exhausted’ of its meaning. Winnicott (1953, p. 91) in fact puts it like this: ‘Its fate is to be gradually allowed to be decathected, so that in the course of years it becomes not so much forgotten as relegated to limbo. By this I mean that in health the transitional object does not “go inside” nor does the feeling about it necessarily undergo repression. It is not forgotten and it is not mourned. It loses meaning …’ Winnicott’s phrase, ‘the transitional object does not “go inside”’ is significant. Perhaps we can let something go when it is fully wrung out, when our relationship with it has come naturally to its end rather than it being ripped away from us (the traumatic end faced by some transitional objects). Maybe under such circumstances it is genuinely not necessary to mourn in the conventional way. According to Winnicott and perhaps Ferenczi, the process of ‘going inside’ is not the key trajectory; instead, we have ‘losing meaning’ and ‘exhaustion’. Whilst we are still dealing with love, hate, paranoia, depression, regret, acceptance and rejection, we remain bound to the object; we have not yet let it go. Exhaustion is more to the point, suggesting that ending is a process of ceasing to care so much anymore: enough time has passed, enough water under these various bridges, enough already. We know when we have had enough; but what, exactly, are we left with once the thing itself has withered away?
I have doubts about this argument, however; perhaps it would be more accurate to say that ‘exhaustion’ and ‘losing meaning’ can occur when something has already been mourned, rather than in place of that process. This would be congruent with the more common psychoanalytic claim that when something truly important is lost, we internalise or incorporate it through the act of mourning, breaking it up into digestible pieces so that it can enter our bloodstream, so to speak, and thenceforth carrying it around as part of ourselves. Or more technically, according to Freud’s (1923, p. 29) formulation of how the ego (the ‘I’) is built up on the legacy of lost objects, which means that it is always haunted by the things it mourns:When it happens that a person has to give up a sexual object, there quite often ensues an alteration of his ego which can only be described as a setting up of the object inside the ego, as it occurs in melancholia; the exact nature of this substitution is as yet unknown to us … At any rate the process, especially in the early phases of development, is a very frequent one, and it makes it possible to suppose that the character of the ego is a precipitate of abandoned object-cathexes and that it contains the history of those object-choices.


The tension between mourning and melancholia is evident here (how do we distinguish between them?), but as Judith Butler (1997) points out, a reversal has happened in Freud’s thinking between the earlier paper of 1917 (Mourning and Melancholia) and this later one (The Ego and the Id). Previously, melancholia was a stuck phase of failure to grieve due to the inability to accept loss and deal with its psychic consequences; grief is resolved through a process of working through and letting go. It now seems, however, that the lost object ‘continues to haunt and inhabit the ego as one of its constitutive identifications’ and letting go involves ‘transferring the status of an object from external to internal’ (Butler 1997, p. 134). Internalisation of the object does not merely keep the object alive, however; it also preserves it and defends the ego against the loss. Butler writes (Ibid.), ‘If the object can no longer exist in the external world, it will then exist internally, and that internalization will be a way to disavow the loss, to keep it at bay, to stay or postpone the recognition and suffering of loss.’ It thus seems that the lost object is internalised as it was – or as Butler later recasts it, following
                
                
               Abraham and Torok (1976), incorporated – in order to deny its loss, hence keeping it alive. But it is also internalised precisely in order to grieve it, becoming part of the ongoing life of the subject, being foundational to the ego: we live as the repository of those we have lost, which means that it is not surprising that we are such haunted beings. Without these ghosts, we have no depth; but do they aid or inhibit acceptance of the fact that things have come to an end? We are in the domain of loss; that much at least is clear. However, the necessary balance of what is actively worked through and what is simply renounced is uncertain, as is the function and productivity of the process of taking in the lost object. Do we fight or do we give way?
This can all become quite confusing. The questions multiply of how mourning and melancholia relate to one another, of what it means to grieve for something versus simply letting it go, of how to go on living with the awareness of something that has ended yet without feeling recrimination or hatred. These problems, especially the use of the concept of melancholia to think through contemporary social and cultural issues, have given rise to a great deal of commentary. I do not want to recapitulate too much here (see Frosh 2013), save to note how strange and poignant it is that the melancholic object is being elevated to the status of something that might produce radical change, that might come out of hiding in order to sweep away history and reinstate what has been purloined or destroyed. We are used to thinking of such objects as sucking the life out of us: we cannot move on because wherever we turn we see the thing that we have lost and it keeps beckoning to us, shadowing our steps and making us turn around uncomfortably at every corner. It has not, therefore, lost meaning. For Klein, the alternative is to do battle with this object, to refuse to accept it and instead face down the anxieties and painful feelings with which any loss confronts us, the latest loss standing in for the earlier ones. Coming to the end of analysis means being left to your own devices to deal with the rage that ensues; mourning describes the process whereby this occurs. The question is, does this then efface the loss, so that carrying out ‘the final part of the work of mourning’ involves losing the loss, the ‘second killing of the (lost) object,’ as Žižek (2000, p. 658) puts it, so that nothing remains? Of course, it is hard to believe this is exactly what is meant. One assumes that after the end of an analysis, a now ex-patient will retain memories of the analysis, perhaps be grateful, think back with a mixture of feelings – embarrassment, pleasure, amusement, anger, sadness, regret. Successful mourning does not mean burying memories, but perhaps it transforms them so that what remains is not what was there but something that has been colonised, absorbed into the body of the subject so that it no longer has a separate existence of its own. Melancholia is counterposed to this as a way of preserving the object as it was, untouched by time and by what Klein calls ‘reality’, always staying the same. This is another way of saying that the melancholic objects that remain, remain to haunt us – they come back as elemental features of our psychic lives, as psychic objects, still fresh, but also somehow decayed; eerie, because they are not traces, as they should be, but the actual thing itself, or at least the appearance of this thing. To put it bluntly, melancholic objects remain because they have not suffered psychic dispersal; but this is exactly what makes them unreal. They are lost objects wished into existence as untransformed by all the time, all the events, that have happened ‘since then’; the fantasy of roots, for example, of pristine knowledge, even of fundamentalism – getting back to the source, finding our true origins, wiping out all those who have corrupted us. What was lost, or rather ‘stolen from us’ as Žižek (1993, p. 203) puts it, we must recover and reinstate, in all its imaginary glory.
Subjective Destitution
Exhaustion, destitution
                
              : we are inching towards Lacanian psychoanalysis here, despite having begun with Klein. In his seminar on The Ethics of Psychoanalysis (Seminar VII), Jacques Lacan (1959–60) comments on the end of analysis, which for him is the same as moving the analysand to the position of analyst – after all, it is only through the process of analysis that one becomes capable of adopting that peculiar identity. Not only is a personal analysis a requirement of all psychoanalytic trainings, but when any analysis ends properly, the analysand knows something new, has perhaps (as Ernest Gellner 1992, once suggested, meaning it as a criticism of psychoanalysis’ ‘mystical’ tendencies) gone through a ‘transformational’ experience. Lacan states:Shouldn’t the true termination of an analysis – and by that I mean the kind that prepares you to become an analyst – in the end confront the one who undergoes it with the reality of the human condition?… At the end of a training analysis the subject should reach and should know the domain and the level of the experience of absolute disarray. It is a level at which anguish is already a protection, not so much Abwarten as 
                    Erwartung
                    
                  . (Lacan 1959–60, pp. 303–4)


The question here is therefore not really one of mourning, but of literally coming to the end of something – of having faced ‘absolute disarray’, yet to be in a state of ‘Erwartung’
                
              , expectation, rather than just of ‘Abwarten’, waiting. Let us think momentarily about what this could mean. Here is Dylan Evans’ (1996, p. 54) version of the Lacanian end of analysis. Tracing some of the developments in Lacan’s thinking, he notes,Common to all these formulations is the idea that the end of analysis involves a change in the subjective position of the analysand (the analysand’s ‘subjective destitution’), and a corresponding change in the position of the analyst (the loss of being of the analyst, the fall of the analyst from the position of the subject-supposed-to-know). At the end of the analysis, the analyst is reduced to a mere surplus, a pure objet petit a, the cause of the analysand’s desire. Since Lacan argues that all psychoanalysts should have experienced the process of analytic treatment from beginning to end, the end of analysis is also the passage from analysand to analyst.


The idea of the analyst as being ‘reduced to a mere surplus’ does not mean that the analyst becomes unnecessary. Rather, the analyst is recognisable as a figure that can be set aside, that no longer has a function for the patient – except as the one that is no longer needed, reminding the (ex-)patient that no-one is irreplaceable and that no-one holds the secret of a meaningful life for another. The ‘change’ Evans is referring to is from the fantasy that the analyst can be the fount of knowledge, answering the ‘question’ that the patient might have about what will cure her or his suffering (‘that analysis might remove the pain,’ as Suzanne Hommel says) and towards an understanding that no analyst (or anyone else) can do this, but instead the patient has to somehow take responsibility. There is a considerable amount of personal pain attached to this kind of process of subjective destitution. Indeed, Lacan stresses the relationship to what he calls the ‘human condition’ by which he means, at least at the time of Seminar VII, ‘Hilflosigkeit or distress, the state in which man is in that relationship to himself which is his own death… and can expect help from no one’ (Lacan 1959–60, pp. 303–4). This ‘death’ is a mode of subjective disarray, of falling-apart in the face of the realisation that there is no end to analysis in the simple sense of ‘insight’ or identification with the analyst or resolution of the transference, all the usual kinds of ‘ending’ that psychoanalysts have tended to think about. For Lacan, rather than this kind of recovery that can come from working through, there is instead a confrontation with a certain kind of 
                real
                
               
                event
                
               – the descent or dismissal of the analyst from the position of ‘subject supposed to know’ or the realisation that no-one speaks from the position of truth but can only provoke a certain kind of desire. Which is to say, in Lacanian terminology, the analyst becomes relegated to the status of objet a: a kind of remainder, something perhaps unwanted yet also a provocation, that thing in the other that attracts the subject’s desire. To try to put this slightly more clearly, if possibly being less true to Lacan: the end comes when one realises that one has no possibility of an absolute understanding, of full control or ego strength, but instead is spoken through by a desire that constantly circles around an unexpected residue, something left behind, something that can never quite be removed by identification or symbolisation. At the moment of ending, an unconscious trace is left; ‘exhaustion’ might well be the best word for it, but is it quite the case that this represents ‘losing meaning’? Or perhaps it is something else, that in no longer being moved to seek meaning, in being too exhausted to expect anything else to happen, we make ourselves open once again to the unexpected murmur that whispers from nowhere: ‘what is it that you want?’
Psychoanalysis is not a consoling activity. Freud was completely clear on this in his own famously acerbic way, ‘I have not the courage to rise up before my fellow-men as a prophet, and I bow to their reproach that I can offer them no consolation: for at bottom that is what they are all demanding—the wildest revolutionaries no less passionately than the most virtuous believers’ (Freud 1930, p. 145). Lacanians are wont to claim that psychoanalysis involves pursuit of truth, and that this has little to do with therapeutic advancement. Thus Lacan (1969–70, p. 106) in Seminar XVII: ‘what truth, when it emerges, has that is resolvent can from time to time be fortunate – and then disastrous in other cases. One fails to see why truth would always necessarily be beneficial. You would have to have the devil in you to imagine such a thing, when everything demonstrates the contrary.’ This is a grand claim for sure, and also a challenging one: psychoanalysis is not a therapeutic process, but this is not in the simple sense that it does not work to help a person recover from her or his symptoms – few analysts will resent symptomatic improvement, even if they are dissatisfied with this as a goal. Rather, psychoanalysis recognises the difficulty of coming to any kind of truth and sees that this may have nothing at all to do with feeling better; it is more that once one has moved into the frame of truth, nothing will ever seem the same again. Under these circumstances, what remains is a new frame from which it is impossible to return to where one was before. Is this drifting into mysticism? Sometimes it appears so, with all the talk Lacanians have of abstract notions aimed at evoking emptiness, ‘sinthomes’, for example, and even ‘subjective destitution’ itself, a name for falling into a kind of nothingness. But sometimes it is very concrete and precise: a word has been changed, a thought transformed, something is not quite where it was before, and can never return. All the repetitions of psychoanalysis might come down to this: that when the ghost appears, it is always a new ghost. We speak with the voices and symbols of what has been, but the things that are said are not simple recurrences, they are reframings; they are words displaced by a millimetre, ever challenging us to experience things anew. Exhaustion again, this time followed by reawakening.
This suggests something else in the Lacanian scheme. Let us consider briefly a rendering of the distinction Lacan makes: ‘It is a level at which anguish is already a protection, not so much Abwarten as 
                Erwartung
                
              .’ I am not sure if Lacan was deliberately referring to Schoenberg’s monodrama 
                Erwartung
                
               but will assume for a moment that he was. In that piece, the heroine wanders the forest looking for her lover; she finds him dead and expresses not so much her grief but her sense of total abandonment. She is certainly in ‘disarray’, though the music is not: it is generally seen as a high point of modernist expressionism, deeply emotional and compelling, with great structural simplicity and a remarkable ending that fills musical space with all possible notes. It is this ending that matters, combining as it does extraordinary tension and a feeling of complete resolution, indeed of total exhaustion of everything that was and could have been. Charles Rosen (1976, p. 66) writes, ‘This massed chromatic movement at different speeds, both up and down and accelerating, is a saturation of musical space in a few short seconds; and in a movement that gets ever faster, every note in the range of the orchestra is played in a kind of glissando.’ Everything that was ‘repressed’ by tonality comes to the surface at that moment, in an extraordinarily soft yet comprehensive dissolution that is also an absolute presence. Is that what ‘Erwartung’
                
               might be: the end point at which everything emerges into the darkness, touching us with its aural resonance, opening things up at the same time as it closes them down? To put it reductively in conventional Lacanian terms, the symbolic ceases to exist here, because there are no divisions or boundaries; anything that can happen is happening together with everything else, in one timeless moment. This is the Real’s breakthrough, and one must wonder if that, after all, is the mystic moment that Lacan is seeking. Žižek (2014), in an article on 
                Erwartung
                
               that explores it as a text producing the Freudian unconscious, marks the comparison of this atonal moment of Schoenberg’s with his later use of twelve-tone form (‘dodecaphony’), suggesting that atonality is a ‘hysterical’ position. ‘While atonality and dodecaphony are both “egalitarian,”’ he writes (p. 268), ‘rejecting any master-tone, dodecaphony is an attempt to solve the problem of how to transform the atonal “egalitarianism” into a new order. In other words, while atonality is the hysterical Event, dodecaphony is the result of the “work of love” in the fidelity to the Event.’ What does this mean for 
                Erwartung
                
               as the end of analysis? Perhaps it is the moment before a new order arises, literally when nothing else can be said; and what remains thereafter is a kind of echo, with the knowledge that things will never be the same again.
Gestures
If we are left with echoes and residues, then what constitutes them? I am not convinced that the end of analysis is a totally dissolved experience; or rather, I think there is evidence that the reconciliation we get at the end of an analysis can be marked by idealisation, but also by a transformation that is linked to gratitude. It makes me think about the question of what it is that touches us when an event is over and how that touch remains and repeats and perhaps becomes some kind of gesture that stands for something in the world. What kind of evidence could bear on this? Let us take Lacan himself, in the form of the film made about his legacy by Gérard Miller (2011), 
                Rendez-Vous Chez Lacan
                
              . This film is definitely a tribute, even a hagiography, so it needs to be treated with due caution as a historical document. It contains contributions from Lacan’s daughter Judith and from his son-in-law and ‘heir’ Jacques-Alain Miller, but also from a series of Lacan’s ex-patients, several of them now analysts. There are two specific examples that I will give here. First, Lilia Mahjoub, who was in analysis with Lacan in 1972, from a section of the film where the theme is Lacan’s legendary love of money.	
                    Mahjoub
                          
                          
                        : At my first session he said, ‘Give me such-and-such.’ A fee… It bowled me over! ‘I don’t have that much 
                          money
                          
                        , sir,’ I replied. So he said, ‘Then give me what you have.’ So I emptied my wallet and gave him everything. At my next session, I said, ‘You’re the analyst for me. But I can’t pay the price you ask.’ That time, he said, ‘Give me what you want.’


                  




Where did this ‘You’re the analyst for me’ come from, and why, so long afterwards, does Mahjoub recall with such obvious affection the moment where Lacan demands an impossible amount of money from her, and grabs everything she has? I should say that this testimony is not unique – all those interviewed speak in similar ways. At one level they are saying there is a ruse going on: Lacan only appears to be interested in money, but as Eric Laurent also claims in the film, it is really not relevant – it is just money, the key thing is analysis. Lacan is play-acting, exaggerating, making unmeetable demands precisely so that his analysands will understand that bureaucratic ‘reality’ is not the point. Well maybe, but still it is well known that he liked money. Nevertheless, Mahjoub seems to be trying to convey what she sees as the essential truthfulness of Lacan as an analyst: if you want to do analysis properly, then you must be willing to give up everything you have for it. From the way her testimony goes (‘I gave him everything … I said “You’re the analyst for me”’) it seems that it is this absolute requirement to which she responds: to do this fully, to take yourself and the analysis seriously, you must give up everything for it. Is this reasonable? Almost certainly not, but that is part of the point, and indeed part of the lure. Sucked into something that claims to be of unsurpassable importance – worth all the money she has – Mahjoub finds herself entranced and is able to speak to Lacan clearly: ‘You’re the analyst for me. But I can’t pay the price you ask.’ At that moment Lacan recognises in her a true analysand, and – according to Mahjoub – his obsession with money relents; what matters is her willingness and her statement, ‘You’re the analyst for me.’ Something gentle then gets communicated in the film, as if Mahjoub has been left with the image of an analyst who knows exactly his own desire – to find an analysand – and who once that has happened can turn into a lover. Recall Lacan’s formula for love as extended by Žižek (2006, p. 44): ‘Love is giving something one doesn’t have to someone who doesn’t want it.’ In this instance, Lacan’s formula is transformed into ‘Give me what you want,’ and he consequently opens himself up to a love that Mahjoub clearly reciprocates. At the end of analysis, she too becomes an analyst; decades later, she can speak of this moment with a trace of irony, for sure, but with deep affection and apparent gratitude. Her leaving of Lacan, however it happened, does not seem to have been a matter of exhaustion or destitution, or at least it has left her with some idea of what it might mean for him to have been ‘the analyst for me.’
The second example from Gérard Miller’s film is a very short passage – about a minute long – from an interview with Suzanne Hommel, who had also been in analysis with Lacan and who makes the statement quoted earlier, that she understood from Lacan’s glance at her that she could not expect all her suffering to be taken away. Lacan’s realism clearly mattered to her; but immediately following this she describes an event which whilst not removing all the pain, nevertheless softened it in a fundamental kind of way. This passage has become quite well known and has received some commentary from Lacanians, who tend to see it as an example of Lacan’s insistence on intervening at the level of the signifier; but whilst I can see that point, it is something else that I take away from it. The story is about a memory, unrecognised at first, or perhaps an association or fantasy, which keeps breaking into Hommel’s life as a wake-up call – it literally wakes her every morning at five o’clock. Lacan, for one so fixed on language, has an unusual way of responding to it; yet something linguistic happens here, and something more as well.	
                    Hommel
                          
                          
                        : One day, in a session, I was talking about a dream
                          
                         I had, and I said ‘I wake up every morning at 5 o’clock. At 5 o’clock the Gestapo came to get the 
                          Jews
                          
                         in their homes.’ Lacan leaped up from his chair, and came to me. He gently stroked my cheek. I understood ‘geste à peau’, skin gesture … [Interviewer: ‘He’d transformed ‘Gestapo’ into ‘geste à peau’?’] Such a tender gesture! It was extremely tender. That surprise, it did not diminish the pain but it did transform it. Forty years later, when I tell you about that gesture, I can still feel it on my cheek. It’s a gesture that was an appeal to humanity, or something like that.


                  




‘Such a tender gesture!’ This seems to me to be an undiminishable truth, whatever analytic boundaries it might have broken. It is in language and outside it at one and the same time; its significance is definitely linguistic – the signifier that causes terror has been ameliorated; the pain it causes has not gone, but it is changed, over-written by the caress, the ‘geste’. ‘It did not diminish the pain, but it did transform it.’ Lacan sees the urgency here, he ‘leaps up’ from his chair and comes over to her, but his ‘geste’ is extremely gentle; it is both immediate and soft, it goes exactly far enough without reinscribing the tortured experience that she has already had. ‘When I tell you about that gesture, I can still feel it on my cheek. It’s a gesture that was an appeal to humanity.’ Forty years later she can still feel it; this is a touch that stays present, that does not fade, that is always, she implies, as fresh as the moment when it came into being.
We do not know more about this from the film, how exactly it affected Hommel, what difference it made to her memories of Nazi times, even whether her dreams stopped and she could sleep on. We might even be dubious about Lacan, whose own war history was less than heroic, as he now steps into the breach to represent ‘humanity’ as a whole. Nevertheless, it is undeniable that in the film Hommel is still deeply grateful for this moment, this ‘appeal to humanity’; she clearly regarded it as an ethical act that took hold of something pernicious – ‘Gestapo’ – and humanised it. Forty years later it marks her in the present tense, she can still feel it; surely it is a ghost (the wind blows, the curtains ruffle, something caresses us), a benevolent one that reminds her of human contact, again of a form of love. This is his gift to her; how can one describe this as exhaustion, even if it turns out to have been the case that she no longer needed him as her analyst, that any further gifts were empty or unrequited? Which is to say, Hommel remains in thrall to Lacan, yet I would not want to use this as evidence of an incomplete analysis. It is possible, after all, that he really helped her sleep.
Legacies
What is this kind of legacy, this touch that remains with us when other things have ended? What is it that we are left with that allows even the worst memories to be borne? Melanie Klein speaks of mourning that is done after the end of analysis, bringing it to a close with the re-immersion in something she terms ‘reality’. I do not want to suggest that this is not the case, even in the examples here. But it does not seem to be an explanation sufficient to the experience. Nor is this purely melancholic, even if the fantasy of a touch that is always still happening – after all, a touch on the cheek soon fades – seems precisely to have its melancholic aspect, relating to the past as if it is still tangibly present. It is some kind of event, for sure, like a breaking through of compassion just when you least expect it. Could Lacan have known that his touch would still be felt so many years after his death? That a moment of intense listening and a small spontaneous jumping up and responding would be felt as an appeal to humanity? My guess is that, like everyone else, he had no idea of the significance of what he was doing.
In Cathy Caruth’s (1996) famous, though controversial, reading of Freud’s (1900, pp. 509–510) report of the ‘Father
                
              , I’m burning’ dream, she emphasises the difficulty of waking up to something as the central problem of trauma. The child in the dream has in reality just died, and the father has been sitting with him for days; exhausted, he sleeps and dreams that ‘his child was standing beside his bed, caught him by the arm and whispered to him reproachfully: “Father, don’t you see I’m burning?”’ The father then wakes to find ‘the wrappings and one of the arms of his beloved child’s dead body had been burned by a lighted candle that had fallen on them.’ It is worth noting that this is an unusual dream: it is reported to Freud by a woman ‘who had herself heard it in a lecture on dreams.’ Despite this rather impersonal origin for the dream, something in it calls out to Freud; his interest is piqued by the question of why the father dreams the dream at all when he is clearly peripherally aware of the fact of the fire and the dream delays his waking up to deal with it. It actually takes many pages and digressions – that is, many other delays – in The Interpretation of Dreams before Freud comes to what seems to be a relatively simple point (p. 571): ‘We may assume that a further motive force in the production of the dream was the father’s need to sleep; his sleep, like the child’s life, was prolonged by one moment by the dream. “Let the dream go on”—such was his motive—“or I shall have to wake up.” In every other dream, just as in this one, the wish to sleep lends its support to the unconscious wish.’ Which is to say, as almost anyone might conjecture, perhaps it is because the dream makes the child still alive that the father carries on dreaming it even in the face of the reality of the fire: it is too unbearable to wake up and find the illusion destroyed. Caruth comments (1996, p. 95), ‘The dream thus tells the story of a father’s grief as the very relation of the psyche to reality: the dream, as a delay, reveals the ineradicable gap between the reality of a death and the desire that cannot overcome it except in the fiction of a dream.’ This is a specific response to trauma: the father is protected against the pain of facing the child’s death by the dream that he is still alive, even if he is also burning, and even if there is also reproach felt by the father as if it has come from his son, ‘Could you not protect me? Father, don’t you see I’m burning? What, after all, is a father for?’ But there is also a broader claim, built from Freud’s assertion that this is just an example of the general rule that dreams protect sleep. All sleepers wish to sleep; Caruth (p. 97) names a ‘more basic desire, the desire of consciousness as such not to wake up.’ She proceeds (Ibid.), ‘The dream is thus no longer simply linked to a wish within the unconscious fantasy world of the psyche; it is, rather, Freud seems to suggest, something in reality itself that makes us sleep.’
Caruth
                
                
               then introduces Lacan’s analysis of the dream, which she presents as relating to the issue of how and why the father wakes up: ‘What is it that wakes the sleeper?’ Lacan is interested in the fact that it is the dreamt words of the child that wake the father, not the external situation of the fire. The dream therefore does not protect sleep, it wakes the father – against Freud’s theory – raising the question, ‘What does it mean to awaken?’ Caruth (p. 99), reading Lacan, suggests that the dream is a call that can only be heard in sleep – ‘the awakening represents a paradox about the necessity and impossibility of confronting death.’ Awakening then becomes itself a trauma: the father could not absorb his child’s death and had to wake up to it retrospectively, always too late. ‘Awakening, in Lacan’s reading of the dream, is itself the site of a 
                trauma
                
              , the trauma of the necessity and the impossibility of responding to another’s death’ (p. 100).
I will not continue to summarise Caruth’s account here but will note one general point that she makes about the aftermath of trauma. Afterwards, she suggests, after having gone through something and still being there, all later history becomes a recurrent process, something ‘endless’ and hence impossible, always incomplete, ‘the endless attempt to assume one’s survival as one’s own.’ The one who passes through trauma never finally succeeds in assuming the state of ‘survivor’; something remains ‘unassumed’, outside the experience of going-on-being, irretrievably alien. Caruth (1996, p. 64) locates the trauma ‘not simply’ in having ‘confronted death’, but also in ‘having survived, precisely, without knowing it.’ Something has come to an end, something even which should not have happened; we have come through it, we continue, but can we wake up to that fact, can our own ‘afterwardness’ become something tolerable, that we are capable of living with?
I noted earlier that Caruth’s reading of trauma is controversial; it has been widely criticised for fetishising trauma as the route to the Real and also for the abstractions that threaten to make trauma a phenomenon that is not tied to particular places or times. For instance, Ruth Leys (2000), in an influential critique, argues that Caruth makes trauma into something that is passed on whole from one person to another, one generation to the next, like an infectious disease, and that this flattens differences (for instance, between perpetrators and victims) and makes witnessing itself a traumatic process. Leys comments (p. 269) that Caruth ‘calls for a mode of responding to trauma that ensures the transmission of the break or gap in meaning that constitutes history as inherently traumatic. From this perspective, if history is a symptom of trauma it is a symptom which must not, indeed cannot, be cured but simply transmitted, passed on.’ This would be the opposite line to that taken in this book, which is that it is possible – albeit difficult – to be a productive, non-traumatised witness of trauma, one who can (just about) sustain the difficult line between over-identification and distancing or repudiation. Is every traumatic experience the same, wherever it occurs and whatever its content? In cases of violence, for instance, is the ‘post’ situation the same for perpetrators as well as for victims? Sustaining distinctions here – including those between acknowledgement of suffering and recognition of unforgiveable culpability – is crucial for the development of a sense of ethical responsibility. Moreover, as I have noted throughout this book, the idea of trauma being about the unsymbolisable, which is probably the standard psychoanalytic understanding, is itself subject to criticism given the amount of trauma-talk that takes place and the uncertainty about its veracity. Rather as Foucault (1979) claimed about the supposed ‘repression’ of sexuality in the nineteenth century (that it was talked about more than anything else), narratives of trauma are so pervasive in contemporary cultures that it is very hard to conceptualise trauma as a mode of silence. Roger Luckhurst (2008), for instance, argues that traumatic silence provokes attempts to overcome it, and perhaps this is correct. Nevertheless, there is a fundamental question at stake here: what does it mean to wake up to something, to emerge from a dream, and then to leave it behind? Or put in the language of endings, what are we left with after having had an experience, what is the legacy with which we are confronted and how can we survive it? For Caruth, what is at stake in the ‘Father, I’m burning’ material is a confrontation with death, especially that of loved others. When we leave something behind, are we indeed faced with leavings in the double sense of saying goodbye and of dealing with left-overs, with what cannot – or possibly even should not – be faced? And, hoping not to be too reductive here, nor to overstate something that in many respects is an ordinary, limited experience: is the ending of an analysis also of this kind? At a certain moment, we find ourselves waking from a dream and wishing we were still asleep; but understanding that something has been exhausted, has lost meaning, we have to face the day after, and the day after that, knowing that a certain time has ended and whatever circularities and repetitions there might be, the new time that appears is a different time, unregistered, rather threatening, caught up irrevocably and endlessly with loss.
What might we carry forward into this other time, post-time it might be called? For both Mahjoub and Hommel, the recognition that Lacan gave them seems to have been vital. For one it is a source of continuing amusement and astonishment; for the other, what stays with her and can still be felt timelessly on her skin is the gesture that goes beyond what was expected, that breaks through the desire for sleep. It does not remove the pain, but it reinscribes it as something that can be lived beyond: whenever the dream comes to wake her up, the gesture softens it. I imagine, without evidence, that she no longer fears being awake, which means – if we are to read out from the question, ‘What is it that wakes the sleeper?’ – the dream that wakes her up no longer wakes her into death, but into life. Perhaps there was nothing left to say after this ‘geste à peau’, not because the symbolic had been surpassed – it goes on and on, as we know – but because it had been exhausted, that is, saturated with meaning, tension and resolution together, a darkness that is nevertheless a way forward. Recall that she then says, after the ‘geste’, ‘it did not diminish the pain but it did transform it.’ This transformation takes the form of being able to speak about it, at least, as a moment of ethical affirmation, ‘an appeal to humanity.’ Her awakening via the dream is no longer solely into the terror of the brutal invasion of ‘home’, but now, without necessarily losing that – after all, the suffering continues – it is tempered by this appeal. For Caruth, something is present that makes us sleep, avoiding it, yet there might be a moment when the dream wakes us into being. So at its simplest, if trauma consists in ‘having survived, precisely, without knowing it,’ then perhaps what is being pursued here through these analytic reverberations across time is the possibility of having survived whilst also knowing it; that is, analysis comes to an end when there is a new form of knowledge, which is indeed a mode of subjective destitution and exhaustion, but when it also becomes possible to notice that something has changed, and to move on with it. If ‘Gestapo’ can be shifted to ‘an appeal to humanity,’ and if ‘give me what you have’ can be transformed into ‘give me what you want,’ and maybe even, more tentatively, if ‘Father, don’t you see I’m burning?’ can become ‘having survived,’ then perhaps the kind of exhaustion that marks the end of analysis can also be a non-melancholic openness to post-traumatic life. To put this at its least romantic: our psychic life is made up of ghosts, and these clamour for us to find a way of waking up from their presence and engaging with the world, because this is the only place where they will truly find rest. This could be what all those formulae (‘testing reality’, ‘decathecting’, ‘destitution’, ‘putting oneself in the place of desire’) are trying to say. At the moment of exhaustion, when there is nothing left, the echo from a real encounter, if such a thing exists, would be one that – however quietly and in the face of however much suffering – encourages the subject to wake up.
There is a caveat, however, perhaps best expressed by Christina Sharpe in her remarkable book on the legacy of slavery, In the Wake, which I have already alluded to a few times. The wake is that of the slave ships charting the ‘middle passage’, bringing black slaves to America. The ships have gone, though they have been replaced by other ships smuggling people to abuse them; and the slave trade has officially ended, pace the huge number of modern slaves; but the ship’s wake continues to affect black lives, and indeed all lives. That is to say, after something has apparently ended, it may not have ended at all.In the wake, the semiotics of the slave ship continue: from the forced movements of the enslaved to the forced movements of the migrant and the refugee, to the regulation of Black people in North American streets and neighborhoods, to those ongoing crossings of and drownings in the Mediterranean Sea, to the brutal colonial reimaginings of the slave ship and the ark; to the reappearances of the slave ship in everyday life in the form of the prison, the camp, and the school. (Sharpe 2016, p. 21)


Sharpe’s
                
                
               book, and others in the Black Studies tradition, demonstrate the continuing effects of slavery and of colonialism; they offer both a specific and embodied, and a general sociopolitical, critique of the continuity of suffering and oppression; and they evoke with unmitigated power an unanswerable truth: it is all very well to claim an ending, but it is not just melancholic to recognise that violent oppression and the suffering it causes remain. Once a wheel starts turning, it is very hard to stop it. There is something hopeful in the appeal to awakening described above, to celebrate the possibility of a kind of therapeutic move, both personally and socially, based on witnessing, recognition and acknowledgement, that allows something new to grow. To repeat the trope, the act that is an appeal to humanity is a significant one, not to be belittled because it cannot remove the pain of the event. But it is as well to be reminded that this pain continues, and not just as a fixation on the past, but as a statement that the ghosts that surround and inhabit us still need justice, the one thing that can lay them to rest.
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