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date May 21, 1981
t0  Marc H. Tanenbaum

from  judith H. Banki

wWinpueJouIaul 1

subject Meeting on "Women and the Holocaust' Project

As I mentioned, I was much impressed with a paper delivered by Joan

Miriam Rlngelhenn at the NCCJ Holocaust Conference, and that a number of
other women at the conference were similarly JJrlpressed to the extent that
they gathered for a lunch to discuss the possibilities of a research project
focusing on the experience of women during the Holocaust, to what degree it
differed from men's experience, and .to what degree it may challenge con-
ventional wisdom about how people survived the Holocaust experience.

The women have set up an adhoc group, which hopes to put together a small

planning conference consisting of survivors and scholars to conceptualize

- the issués and point to areas requiring further research. Joan Ringelheim

- submitted an application for a modest research grant for this project to

_ the National Endowment for the Humanities, which turned it down, and said
that she would probably not be able to secure fumds from major Jewish organ-
izations or organizations like the National Jewish Conference Center. The
adhoc group of women has, therefore, decided to try to raise some seed
money for a planning conference by a direct appeal to women who have indicated
some interest either in Holocaust studies or feminist issues. They have put .

- together a list of about 50 to 100 women; I have not seen the list, but it

 includes such public types as Beverly Sills and less' famous women known to

be affluent. In order to assure that contributions are tax-eXempt, the

project will be sponsored by a tax-exempt foundation called Programs in

~ Public Philosophy. They are looking for four or five prestigious names to

appear on the letterhead of the letter which will be sent asking for funds.

I did not recommend the names of any potential 'big glvers" (I don't know them
anyway) and informed the group that those of us who worked for Jewish organi-
zations would probably not be able to become publicly identified with a fund-
raising project that might be seen as competitive with our own organizations.
But I did say that Claire Huchet Bishop might agree to have her name on the
letterhead, and offered to call her. -

I thll'll( thJ.s is an mterestl__n,g project to which AJC should be related in
some fashion -- not necessarily financial support, although you might consider

. more
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a very modest contribution to the planning conference. I .am not sure
whether this falls in our department's bailiwick, or whether it should
be handled by Gladys or Sheba. ' (There are Christian women interested in
the project -- Alice Eckardt called together the lunch meeting which
launched this adhoc ® group, and one of the women at. the small meeting

I attended Tuesday is not Jewish -- but I don't know whether the sur-
vivors who will be involved in this research project are all Jewish,

or whether there will be an effort. to compare the experience of Jéwish
women with that of non-Jewish victims.)

I suggest we set up a meeting next week, including Inge, Sheba and Gladys
. to talk about this project. I have attached a copy of Ringelheim's paper.
JHB:mr
- Enc. -~
cc -
I. Gibel

G. Rosen
"~ S. Mittelman
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crpa Hpatnieal and the Hosjasabindadog :
3 Joward o Feminist Interpretation of the Holocaust™

A0 arpe ot 4% we wvero,,.dan carthquake of immoraliity
ard - roiless asrocicty on such a seale, cannout happen
and thea pass us by unaltered. The landscapes of our
minds have shapes, hollows, illuminations, mounds and
shado.s different from before. For us who live in the
srpath of the cacaclysm, the total fact of the Nazi
2 tion' appears to affect, to .continue to affect
all the regions of our ideas. 1

Tae Holocowst calls into quastion brute moral facts, and the
human poténtial fur action. Our views of the limitations for
inflicting suffering, for organized terror has certainly been
called into question, Our familiar categories of thought and
wiZely held assurptions about human beings have keen exploded.

Zven 6, the heunt of this past seems to fail to grip the imagin-

ation or corncern of most philosophers. Be that as it may, philosophy

i< challensed by these events too--no matter that it is ignored.
To zpwakx azoutl the Holocaust, we must be willing to fall
the datkaesr of its seeming unintelligibility:z':o plunge
tre haart of the darkness of silence in spite of its pre-
caciounnnss., In that darkness, there is the unfulding and revel=-
acion Ff horror at the heart of reason, of‘evii at the heart of
mOrilicy:s reasen as a tocl seems to push us toward a form of

"racéness”--the passionless destruction which justifies itself and

knows nu limits. Tne Holocaust asks us to question our deeply
Leld essurptions akout the primacy of reason--that to be rational
ix ro e ecavilized and thus, to ke civilized grants some special
sort of goodness or morality to our human relations, Rationality
however, was not 2 restraining force in the Holocaust. Some of

us woulé say that it "even coﬂ}ihutq@? to that process {tsar,n3
With =cmc bold strokes, I can state my talk in the following

)

ways-~there is a predominant model of reason that has been
central to Western civilization which philosophy assumes, that
the Nazls perfected, and to whic;;;olucaust historians{and writﬂrs}
fall prey. 4 Philosophers search for universal laws(truths), and
take little hecd of significant differences: the Nazis tried tc
destroy significant differences by making people(particularly
the Jews) interchangeable and destroyable; and the Holocaust
” e b

historians gfy to create universal statements about "survivors"
as a whole, or about the "Holocaust experience" as a whole.

This striving toward unilMersal statements or generality
creates mystification(even erases) our understanding of whit
may be the primary mechanism by which the Holocaust occurred—-
simply, thobperation of‘reason as domination.s Philoroprers worn
on language and concepts, the Nazis worked on the Jews, histcrians

work in categories and periods: however, the procedurcs of ra-

'tionality appealed to are painfully similar. ' If one acccgts

these appeals to rationality, one winds up talking too akoutr

the "victims" ( or with too much wrong Lalk about

the Jewsa, and too little akout the oppressors and their felcc.
This perspective erases force in favor of victimization ang we
lose what I think are more important questions. Namely, (1)iow
were s0 many "reasonable"” persons able to do evil so easily?:

and (2) by vhat means did the Jews resist ani survive ard which

of these proved most effective? Thus ethical quostinns cf rigre

and wrong must be directed at the gppressors and nog the ‘viciimsy
and the only gquestion about the Jews is how and by what means

did they resiat/aurvive(since that some Jews sucvived is good)?’

t.:h_': “'_:i i.‘f'_.-.,‘.'-ﬁ") _—
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In order to get to these quostions, we have to look at the issues
connected with the ira of "striving toward universal stduments”
which,I claim,creates mystification.

In Holocaust literature, one feature Of this mystification
predominates: survivors seem to be all the same. While there
may be some cifferentiation given credence{certainly in many cases
survivors are treated as individuals--thus we have some tcken
recoynition of differentiation)--none of these are seen as B0
significant as the simple and complex fact of having been a prisoner
in a concentration or extermination camp, or a resistance fighter, or
survivor of a ghetto, Surely there are experiences which are shared
among the survivors; there is' recognition and commonality. Hou—.
ever; to not rccognize difference even in this commonality seems
misguided.

what I wish to explore is the relationship between the

2ol g eal
episte:oloqicalfprobiems

in history, phiksophy, and
science whicr mekes our currocnt understand}ng of the Holocaust
limited and obscure, and tﬁe claims (of survivors and others)
that the vays of resisting and surviving are different for
different pnople; In particular, the hypothesis that women's

and men's expericace of the Holocaust was different(i.e. different

survival capabilitics, different work, roles, hlethips ,  etc)

I hope to show thut in the revealing of significant differences some of

hat has been obscured and limited in the understanding of the .
Yolocaust cin be uncovered.
I will begin with Bruno Bettelheim whose analysis of the

Holocaust .experience in THE INFORMED HEART and other places

4

kas rightly upsect many peopln.B He ropresents(if more starkly
than others) a good deal of what is wrong with phibsoprical
analysis in general and with historical interpretaticn of the
Holocaust in particular.9 Bettelheim writes about the Jews in
some singularly problematic ways. And one of the biggest problexs
with this analysis is that many people, including scholars

have relied on it alone--as if it is the unimpeachable statement

about Jewish resistance. Bettelheim says:

Psychologically speaking, most prisoners in the extermination
camps committed suicide by subtmitting to death without re-
sistance...(245) It may have been Jewish acceptance, without
fight, of ever harsher discrimination and dugradation that
first gave the SS the idea that they could be gotter to the
point where they would walk to the gas chamberz on their
own.(253)...why did so few millions of priscnors die like 10
men, as did the men of only one of those comrmandoes?{27&)

Although there is room to think about how the victims-survivors
responﬁed, it is clear that we have been less concerned with
questions of why the oppressor oppresses than with the impossible
and immoral guestion of why the victim is a victim. The terus

of the guestion are usually framed in such a way that it appears
that the victim has some real phoice.lI That indeed had s/ho

done certain things there would have been no victimization or

it could bave been lessened. These terms lcad one to the ludicrous
conclusion that the crimes against the Jews stemned from somethih

intrinsic to the Jews, :athﬁf than having something to do with
ar e Ve

the oppressor--the Nazis, Western civilization and/or Christianity
et eno\ee, 'm.':.;lr\_;e“‘c. 4 ’

Andrea Dworkin says:

The central question is not: what is force and what -is f£rcedonm?
That is a good gquestion, but in the realm of human crucity--
the realm of human history--it is uttorly abstract. The contral
question isi why is force never acknowledged as such when

usaed against the racially or sexually despised? Nazis terror
used against\tha Jews is not in dispute. Still, there is an
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almost universal=--and intrinsically_anti—semitic--con-
viction that the Jows went voluntarily to the ovens.
Pational discourse on how the Jews were_terror}ZCQ does
not vinplace or transform this irrational convictlon. ...
A stat-meat is made about the nature of the qeu:..Ehe
NALUre ...i5 to b2 a victim. A metaphysical victim 1l never
forced, only actualized. 12
what has upsct many is not so much the sort of definitions or
jdeas Bettelheim has about honor or courage, Or even about how
we might behave in certain situations of stress, but what is
mest troubling is that what he says is not applicable to this
situaticn of m~xtermination of the Jews because this level..of
extremity is different. We can't apply the same values or valuations
as we mignt in sitations filled with less terror and force and ,
brutality. For those who disagree with Dettelheim about the
sossikilities for armed resistance(or somehow meeting force with
force), there is horror at the guestion”why did so few millions
of prisonnrs die like men?* Wnat can he mean when he raises this
so-called value of masculinity? It appears that Bettelheim doesn't
undarstand what force can be(or how different kinds of force can
work) ard so e too appears ta blame the victim, inappropriately
and immorally. .

I would like to suggest that there is another philosophical

problem bBoth with what he says and with the criticisms that have

reen levelind against him. Monor and courage do not have one
meaning. And while the experience in the camps may preclude cer-
tain kinds of honor and courage, it may well include other kinds.
Sectelheim narrows thn concepts of honor and courage as if they
can be applied as & universal constant, indepengent of place or pnfbn;-
gender, nationality, age, background, etc..

Here BetLeihéim serves as an example of taking concepts out

of proper context, or ignering others in favor of applying a single

G

brush(stroke) to give us a way to interpret this part of the
Holocaut. It distorts and violates other perspectives. But not
simply because Bettelheim seems particularly vicious in.thusc
lines-although that goes a long way--it would also be a violation
even if the theory gave all Jews compliments. There is a scrious
problem with striving for such universalization or generalization
* M (&survival)
because significant differences are not noticed. If resistance
doesn't mean the same thing to everyone, then expectations and
analysis about resistance(& survival) have to be different than
what we see from somecone like Bettelheim(or others khe
generalize too much}.
Others, in addition to Bettelheim,take events of sone

magnitude--revolutions, wars, floods, etc., and reconstruct tlem
as if they happened in the singular--as if they occurred in such a
way that everyone experienced the event, as "an event." However,
this is not how we experience--we undergo or have cxperiences +vhich
often cannot be “placed,” or are not understood tntil after they
occur, The Holocaust is certainly an event of great magnitude.
Sheer numbers are insufficient to express it., Yet it is the very
numbers and ;{E? .‘:if‘j151%?1%?21,1%9\3-!'«3&?:32:&31 the particular.cm..
figuration o{Aphristiaﬁ'ﬁs. Jew, which seems to make it necessary

" to discuss it as a macrocosm. By generalizing, the enormity secems
easier. The more general, the more theomtical, the easier it is
to discuss and appropriate.

But this distancing poses problems for philesophy, science, and

history. Philosophy purports to be a science--a sciencé of wisdonm,

and therefore requires facts(evideance, cases) and, more importantly,
Al

ey o e e Ty s =4
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general laws or “"truths" which hold beyond perspective, which

hold in spite of sobjocrivity. pad so it resides in dichotomys
pabsfrdw@;w&ﬂjmm#; s CUTRWE radere, T nifehanizy
subjoct/ot juet,. value free/valut laden; right/wrong; rcason/émotiong

self/other;true/false; good/evil. Unfortuneately, for philosophy
(1ike sclence)general laws-truths- are more important than
differences or variations. Because philosophy(like science)wants
to do without the context--without the conflict, confusion, and

: which, it thinks
guestions and without the feelings(too subjective~-' /ends up
obscuring more comglete zruths?

Applying this philosonhicul ad scientific view to the world
of the joloczust one ends up negotiating differences, dichotomies
s0 that one group is seon as superior and others inferior: one the
master and the other, the slave. We assume human mastery and control
tﬁrouqh the human intellect. We then try to become, in promethean
fashion, whatever we wish to be, or to make others what we v?sh

nagotiations of difrerences, of dicholomies,
suea / in our modes of thinking in the

have established _
lives we lcvad, the governiments we have structured, /fparadigms of

trem to be.l3
demindnce relations, } simukaneously it le
maintained that they are not symptomatic of the structures we

have made tut rather of human nature itself{and hence unchangeable).
One of the consequences of not seeing the relationship between
structure and individuals, is how difficult it is to admit th&iﬁ

the Nazis were suffering from a thought disorder which rages in
Western civilizacion--the valorization of reason over the emotions.
(rhiiosophy may be trapped in a similar thought disorder.) We
want to believe that reasonable persons have.limitstia want to
see the Nazis ay an cxample of madness(irratipnality) taking over
rather than an cxample of reason gdng too far ). ("The dreams of

reason often produce monsters." Goya) ‘

i |

Those , like Arendt who have tried to discuss the normality
not of the deed but of the perpetrators, are scen to be co.nmuni=-
cating that the Nazis werc not as guilty or that their crimes
were not quite so horrible. On my view, it is quite the uvpposite.

If these men were not monsters, while their decds were (they were

not some unique abkeration on the history of Western Eurcpe),

then we have more to bo afra;d of than if they were simply mad

or irrational. It is precisely “the normality™ of the peryetrators
which is so dreadful about this history--the person who with patience,

diligence signs papers, operates railwosad cars, inserts tke Zyklen B--
us :
murders without passion. Hilberg tells/of the perpetrators; thev wers

++» Lawyers, accountants, physicians, engincers, ¢iplormacs,
bankers, clerks., .../the railread man/ were scldom psychoticn.,
T@ey were rarcly the sort of jpople one thinks of as pavinz Leen
highly indoctrinated. As a matter of fact, one could say Of
them that as fanily men they were decent, as friends they were
loyal, as ilg@inary eitizens they were law-abiding in evory
sense of that word, bourgeois always or almost always. 14

How did they cope with their task of trancsporting miilions of
Jews to killing centers? ...in the most ingeneous vay bf not

varying their routine, and not restructuring their organization,

not changing & thing in their correspudence ot mode of corrunicaticns.

The machin?ry of destruction ...was structurally no Gifferent
from organized Cerman socicty as a whole; the diffurense was
only one of function. The machinery of destruction the
organized community in one of its special roles...ivery pro-
fession, every skill, every social status was represented, ..
Even the Killing units and the killing centers did not obtain
professional killers. 16

e *
This . concentration camp universe for the Jews had
as its purpose not only the shecr loss of life but &lsc the ix-
povor*ahment of human life and the reduction of the porson to sommtihin

less than human, to somcone who counts for nothing, who it ultimately
and(indefinitely) replaceable, One who no longer can begin but is
at most only allowed to go on. 17

[ rats




ﬁnqunwtionubly a world of madness-but not created by madmen.
Peacon tron is not simply a goods it harbors withinditsell a
deasly ci-tortion; oc perhaps the conéept of what it weans to
ba racional which has developed in Western civilization has
haen éisrortec.ia
Aftor all this, can it be that we can use philosophy to talk
arout the Holocaust? Do we need philosophy to tell us that the Holo-

caust was evil? Surely not. Can philosophy help with the guaestions

of iudging actions to be right ¢« wrong? The Holocaust simply

. does not give us many situations where a theory or a principle

vhich vould tell us "x is right to do" or"x is wrong to do would
te of any usc. The ilolocaust demonstrates that moral decision
raking as we have conmn® to know‘it. is not applicable. The results
of trese cecisions are too filled with ambiguities, unclarities,
amsivalernce, pain, cuffering. No satisfactory conclusions) no
cle-ura. More, rather than less evil is often produced. What svort
of ; universe is rnat in which to act "morally?“(e.g. it cannot

be a good to kill your baby and save yourself or kill self and

_the baby, etc.) We are not in the world of ethics as traditional

philesopny has constructed it. We are in the time of a radical
switch, not simply o radical moment. These apparently new possi-
bllities were created in part because of the destruction of European
Jews by the Hazis,

~ha scholarly investigation of .a problem or an event--what
facts erorge and which among them are emphasized never takes place'
in a vacuunm. It aivafs develops out of a particular perspective or
from some particular angle. Such hermeneutical questions tend to

be obscured in the case of an extraordinary event like the Holo-

caust and a&l the moreso when the very essence of that event seems

10

to be the annihilation of all distinctions. Nevertheless, it re=-
mains true that the analytical framework we bring to the study of
the Holocaust gdverns what we are ablgio discover apout it and
how we comprehend what we discover.

It has been said that the horror of the Holocoust is oi such
proportions that any attempt to make distinctions of class, na-
tionality, or age, let alone gender--is outragecous. Yet making
distinctions and attempting to discover the real distinctions that
exist among various groups and classes, forms a large part of -
an historical enterprise. It may be that the Holocaust obliterates
all such distinctions. Still that should not be the guiding
assumption of scholarly research, but its conclusion. _

I have indicated that philosophical categories, etc., are
rot helpful in understanding the Holocaust(as have any nurter:of
otheprriters) . Also I have suggested that philosophars co not
usually differentiate in their theories--rather the perspective
is the universdl or at lcast an attempt to speak for all pcorsons
or things indcpendent of perpective. The literature about the
Holocaust has done something very similar. quk‘about ethics in
philosophy and tzlk of moral dimensions of the lHolocaust usually

speaks as if there were no .. categories other than that of

"pe:sons.“lfhat category however mystifies many differcntia:icns.lg
While women have written diaries, memoirs, and novels, their
testimony has not received the sort of publicity or prdmincnce as
that of the men, And further, that testimony has not been made
with an ;ya toward differentiation. In fact current Literature

on the Hq;gocaust.*py reflecting primarily the lives of men as

BT o Lante i o L et T T
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3aén by men, leads us to believe that everyonc whether young or
old, male or femaln, rich or poor, merchant, peaéant. professor,
aurse, doctor, teacher, mother, child, experlenceh the Holocaust
in the same way.(Or that the experierces that were shared, are
vhat is important for us when we study the Holocaust.)

If this were in fact true, it would be extraordinary, perhaps
unprecedentrd, But current writing on the Holocaust gives us no

way of ¥nowing whether it is true.

Let re give you some examples of statements which, when you
think ubout them, demand attention--from the hietorian, from the
pnilosopher--from any of us who are thinking about the impllcationa'
of the Holocaust, If human values were destroyed in the lHolocaust,
we need to ésk what that means--which values? who se values?

1. ...if you asxad an enemy for mercy, it was better that the

¢rapy should ¢ a man rather than a woman because there was

no chance 2t all with a woman., The women they had known as

their 55 captors, had invariably beon crueler than the men. 20
This statesent was in the text as a matter of truth., Howover disn't
it an eompirical claim that we need to investigate? How would we
¥row if it is true? What criteria are used? What does it mean
t¢ judge in this way? Does it have something to do with the notions
that we love that women are not expected to be cruel? Thus when
womnn &re crucl, or brutal, they are judged more harshly than i
tns men? Or, arc women secn as potentially more cruel and thus
judyed accordigly whea given the opportunity.

2. In his rather large book, Ainsztein, JEWISH RESISTANCE IN NEZI
OCCUPI:.D EUROPE, mentions women in only a few places. Yet,without
analysis,, hu s2ys the following about survivhil and deaths

Tre qreatest atrocities at Auschwitz were committed against

cewian woren and childron, The young children were all murderec

or, arrivul in the camp, while most of the Jewish women sclected

for work were imprisoned at Birkenau. In 1941, Dr. Ferdinand
Fredrich Zucker, sbpecialist in water emergency and prafessaqy

12

at Dreslau Unlversity, prepared a report on the BDirdenan ar=i
for Himaler, in which he stated that the water founa thers wWas
not even fit for rinsing onc's mouth and conzcgueatly ti 5
were forbidden to drink it. The water was furthor poliutes,
especially in the women's camp, by eoxcreta and urine, cée tS
the absence of even primitive latrines. The prisoners toorefo
constantly suffered not only from hunger but also frcm thirst

In a conversation, Charlotte Delbo(autnor of NONE OF US wILL ELTUEN)
claimed that the situation for women was worse than for men when

she was in Auschwitz(Jan 1943 ). As exampley”

there was one tap for 15,000 women,
were worse than for the men. etc. At the same time she claims that
women survived better than men. What does she mean? She spoaks of
women bonding with each other(different.y from the men(who,it s20xs
passibiliwv )

for the mx most part did not)) to help in the / 0f surcivai.

. (akout Tichenwaid)
Tillion in her book RAVENSDRUCK says that Kogon's obuervitions
about prisonar resentmont and sense of abandoment was rore true
for men than 'fr women, She claims "while some male prisonirs  ai

their comrads For the highest motives, others did so as ©j
became hardened to the nocessity of the tacgk, and many be

sexual desires. In the women's c¢amps, only the most sels
in character bocane so hardened, while for many tho -
personal suffering only increased their concern £or tne neeis
of others. 22
Again these are empirical claims even though in these statenzats
they appear to be givens.Certainly the relationship (if any)cet.ecn
repressed sexuality in the men and violence needs to ke investicatea
and not simply stated. What of the rcpressod sexuality of worcr?
Does it really produce such a different response in worcn? or do
the relations betwecen the women and between the men result from

altogether other cauwses?

. A conversation with Raul Hilberh, revealed that in his rescarc

he noticed that young men (adolescent age) survived better than men

avar 30. Hnwaver,iya Also noticed that fathers were not able to survi

\ ;

e
*
22

the conditions of the kbarracy




well. Women who lost thorfamilies were better able(he thinks) to
survive the less of children or other mcobers of Lheir family
than thc men. 23 Here again we have an empirical claim about
wormen's arvival which necds to be investigated--did womén survive
better and what does that mean?

3. Des Pres in communication with me taid that while he did not
approach the subject systematically he was "struck again and again
by the ways in which, under infinitely more terrible circumstances,
women in places like Auschwitz and Ravensbrtick made betier survivoriies.
they #new how to sev...they were imore at ease in matters of in-
cimate nelp...they seemed to care more for life...and being less
dependent on inflated ugos,-as menwyre, where these egoes cracked

and were swopt away, women recovered faster and with less bitterne :s."

4. Attina Grossman, an historian, has the following impressions fiom'
her rescarch: demenfin many casas scomnd Lo make krtter
than rales and -WOre more crtromcly vicLimized than

Ten, aot wnly un Luli'l'-..a inmates in general but specifically
in terms Of their gender(or sex). (For example it secms
clear Lhat 3 majority of German Jewish vietims were womenj

" widcws who couldn't leave or other women who remained behind
Fast the poit of no return because they felt responsible
and were held responsible for ofer fomily members in a
way moen weren't.

‘adaption®

Might it pe that what conutituted survival and resistance for women
is different from vhat of men? Certainly if women were in tha majority

in ccrtain arcas then our views about what constituted resistance

or survival must in some sense depend on understanding that population.

in reiation to ihe Nazis. fesearch is clearly in order,

5. Ilone Karmel, author of AN ESTATE OF MEMORY has written me ' gf
?nnther question: sexual contact between Jewish wamen and Jewish
police in the ghettoesi”Sexuality was a means of buying protection :hu

, from the Jewish policemen...who had means and power," What does

-

14
mean for the understanding of resistance and survival for woman?
Can the ways in which women could be usecd séxuallylor use sexuaiily)
in ways apparently different from men, be ignored?

The above indicates a few things. There have boeon guostions
in the minds of some writers concerning the differences in the
lives of women fmom that of me? during the Holocaust. hndlthat
the significance of these differences has often not been commnuni=-
cated; or if communicated done without paying much attenticn o the
possible consequences of the claims, or worse as if the differences
weren't there In spite of the sentences to the contrary. It dees
not seem possible any longer to deny that the expericnces anz
prceptions of women would be different--and perhaps would differ
significantly from that of men during the Holocaust. While the
content of thosc differencus cannot be fullf§ articulated nov(indeed
T can only suggest hints) since the research is just brginning,
we can say some things. Not only have we keen led into igno:inq
certain evidence and not trlling the stories of woren as

as
were/important as those of the menj but also we have been led into

if the_-;r

misunderstanding or mishandling questions that have to do with
resistance , pasivity, compliance, etc.. We need to tring cut what
women were doing--who were they? where were they? the couriers.
ihe'nmunglers of weapons, the secretaries at Auschwitz, the tuachers,
tho mothers, etc., Not simply the token heroines(e,g. Mala, warda,
For instance,
Anne Frank,..) we havé becen told about., /A major sourcc of information
prettr much ignored by the historians ware the
Jewxsh women in Aushwitz-Birkenau who worked in thn sS camp offices.
They wera told by, the §S--"you can know everything--since you will
all die anpyway"~-All of us know(those of us vﬁa have been secretaries
and those who have J@gd secretaries) just how much secretaries know

A}
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up for the gas chamber. An 85 officer having learned that one

‘inde v muny soe i u it take for many of ug to )
(indend how muny secretarial hours did it Y of :tlewe peluonminy van:s GONCE, SEGKEE HoE 6. dinis Tor Nk, G

2 =izl " 4 +» has ignored in terms
te here)--and yet this source has bcen pratically ignored i A66&. i SHe AANCER

of learning about the camps. Some of us didn't even know from the she appriothed him, seized his gun and shot him. She
was immediately shot to death. 26

too

history texts that these women worked as they did. It ls possible |

Bettelneim then comments!:
that we can get clues to a different perspective on the Holocaust Thiin-daneing wate her ‘once again aEE DREESN: N6 JEREGE

through looking at the lives and understanding of these women. :gﬁc:r":::eﬁéega?glgg?angzz:g:;:éf2§2y2:;??n::ée:::r§?;'
Women's history, as ¥ Joan Keuy[—eadog has pointed out"has ; 3&23?5323?3.—.?2&2"f:";ﬂesﬁiﬁ'tﬁ°§§£°{§“2h§5§,§2§'§§_‘j’f“

disabused us of the notion that the history of women is the zzm:fgéiiggt::: ;::;_EEgﬁgg:izgagozozn:vigsggg gg“gi?i;a:ignfee1

core s Sho mory o mun, ang troc e signieicine wming polnes - Shepe gpe enalylon o7t T1f8T Do e e "o ok

in history have tue samn impact for one sex as for anothor. 24 ) her life to achieve aulonomy once more. If we do that, tken

if we cannot live, at least we die as nen. 27

Tre: literature in women's studies shows that  women do not aq?ra P el Zon the dovs becauan thoy(we) don'e scE Liks
; : : a8 @ ily, heroi chargter aye - i .

with men the seme ideas about self, family sm, feter, pawoy, men--and irenically this woman is complimented because she is

e & 3 . Consequently, an al pr apparentl :
sacrifice and loyalty seq Y, any general PP Ly acting like a map, The "real prison" was what she gfhoughc and
gunder-ncucral stactemencs about survival, resistance, the maintanenco felt, and not what was done to her? How appalling to say this?

' bt ] 4 .

1lapse sal vi th f tion of culture in the . N
e BAG-0c Wagol wiauaa-ad e " How off the mark it is, Can we praise hor for not being a victin
ca~ps and ghettoes must be analy<ed anew from the perspective and ol casat TRpaastile. Of coires sha vaa & viciims The choices
exparience of mowens . were all structured and limited beyond belief. But we are tcld

H 507 t 11 emonsuate :

I would like to do somec analyses to more fully d _ ko that there is aniy one way to bo an honokable vietiss that
that such a different peczpective is in order--that the ways in whick ve-die fpail should, 1€ thoso kinds of acticns are SNECOrNGE Ui
women have been excluded from the interpretation of events in history the vlctim(ihinks T —

A2 1
. < 25 My first exampie '
3 : 5 ol . :
iaislmiiar to vhAT Bak Tecn done. S5 vhe.- Holooaias oppressors? Certainly tho instances of armed resistance(e,q. i'arsaw
Lo ysis that Dettelheim makes in TiE INFORMED .
vill reteen to the analysis ? h 4 ghettoe, et,al) .) pught to be sufficient proof against such =1-irs.
E u isonen a their so-called passive response,(You wil .
HEART agout prisoners and th p p ol i1} piavecy GF EHIR GOTE; fm: ik Ebeoridy
i W thi i50 have died like men.,.) List . -
recall his view that prisoncrs should died 1 Nvys) Listen Beavery: pasibie, iy, §n the nhme of vomew, should ve subpossd st

revenge is the yalus or acgign that is to be appreciated when it

to how he uses this in a story which seems to represent the madel
or paradigm of actlon. It is the Einal_qgnry he tells in his chapter conRS €0 survival?-x

the iso . talkso soners line A
o0 Ehe; FesptnRes. OF Al priamnekey fis 0L pakediped tnad The value that Bettelheim suggests is the value that mest

.
.
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gl ey suprociate. The reason most men speak in these terms is
tccause they are applicable to the experiences and understanding

m2n have of their lives. Whercas they do not seem useful for women=
wruali I er .|"'!34 -

woe do nng\think oﬁkqn[ liyos in these terms. If this is so, then
we need Lo sve vhether different values are at stake or different

ways to survive other than the standard Bettelheim proclaims.(Is
it also possible that the lives of men were changed more radically
than the lives of the women which might account for the views that
woren'survived better" than men?)
Lawrence Langer in his article "The Dilemma of Choice in

the Deathcanps" spoaks of "choiceless choicesi”

where critical deecisions did not reoflect options between

lifn and death, but between one form of 'abnormal!
nponse and another, both imposed by a situation that in

-ay was of the victim's own choosing. ... 28 .
. : 29

There ic an absence of "humanly significant alternatives!

Other than Pettelheim's example, there are other examples of
such”choicelens choices™: the Greck mother told she could "choose"™
wnich of her three childroan she could save; women who decided

not te let new born babies and their mothers. dic(as the Nazis would

have it} --"rather that...we nust at least save the mothers...so, the

Germans's succeded in making murderers of even us,"30

At the close

of his zrticle Langer sayst “The real challenge before us is to
invent a vocadbulary o! annihilation appropriate to the deathcamp
exprvience; in its abscnce, we should at least ke prepared to
recérfine the tcrminology of transcendence--"dignity,' ‘choice;!
'suffering' and 'spirit'--so that it conforms more closely to

the way of zeing in places like Auschwitz, where the
. situation that consumed so many millions imposed impossible

decisions on victims not free to embrace the luxury of the
heroic life, 31

I am not sure that we need to invent a new vocabulary--I think
we have to investigate those whose vocabulary, “whose concepts, and

more importantly, whose lives and deaths were usually different

mn '

from those suggested by the "heroles" of a Bettelheim or the
analysis of a Frankl(who talks about "decisions to survive")

The kinds of choices that were aked of the pfisoners which
Langer calls "choiceless cholces" are similar in kind--though im
not in degree(at least not usually) with what women are familar,
It i# decply related to the 1iycs of women, or to the lives that
women know about, and not to the lives of most men. Thus women '
understand “choiceless choices” and men's lives having bien more in
the world of the public sphere--not in the domestic one--may find
thesa sityations even more shocking. than the weomen do. Who has

or aborting chiidren(yegardle.s of cifcumstencesirape,2:c.),o0f
responsibility” for, bearing/\ {eeding her farily no matier where

fhe food comes from(e.g. prostitution, marrving fcr money etcj.
decide about what child will have shkoes, clothes, or evon fFood: ...
The men are usually part of a cultute different from the wonan--
this is certainly true in Jewish history as well,
While it is not true that Jewish (or nonJewish)women were

confronted(prior to the Holocaust)to the same degree with the

terror of “choiceless choices" about newborn children for instanca.

: abandonment

. The iscue of akortion,forced abortion, or . of a baky

24 ) % s L glqﬁtme, )

because of impossible material conditions 4is not a new one for
y the way

women. For ;his reason perhaps,/vomen reléte to tho: experiences
is 5

and stories/different, and so too their actions during these

events,
That is to say(to repeat) that there scems to be some evidence
that the bonding of wemen was different from men-- that women were

able, because of our different material conditions ané social
relations throughout life, to create or re-create "families”

N

and so provide netwd:&s of ‘survival.Surely we cannot overlock
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this and slmply go on with the ideas about isolation . between
prisoners or about the destructiqn of values. It is not so clear
how much women's values were destroyed.

1veuld like to cite ”thher cxample of the ways in which
certain issues are obscured. In liren and Rappoport's book THE
FOLOCAUST AND THE CRISIS GF HUMAN BEHAVIOR, they talk about
individual survival and wonder what would account for that other

than luck and the determination to Survive. They say:

Surtrors b
for tho Lo
cripticns croonazizing their refusal to givae up... One exception
ig Brung Uettiolhnein...the csseptial requisite for survival
wes an 'autcnomous ego':r a- uense of self-reospect, inner dignity,
and meaning. Ve surgests that many of the victims micght have
survived if they had been able to see beyond their everyday
raterinl concerns and appreciate their situation in time either
to flee from the Nazis or to organize resistance. Once

‘ in the camps, he says, many

:lves who enbody this guality/will to live/ have
part bacn unable to provide more than simple des-

.

dizd nucauze, lacklipnz ego autonomy, they lackeé the inner strength -

to porrevere, .. Frackl...with much more exptensive experience
in ke canps than Zettolheim.,  his perception was that life and
c¢uath in the caamps depended on whether persons could . . find

a wrep conviction about the weaning of their lives. ...These
preninent psfoioloaical perspoctives stand in obvious counter-—
part to mor: widely descriptibe material showing that
decp commitlments Lo political or reilgious values were an
_imporrént aid to survival. .. .What emerges...is the picture
ol a couacrote, porsonel struggle against the ultimate result

| of depnrzonalization: destruction of the will to live...the
will to live in the camps con hest be | grasped as

Lf defiant, perhaps transcendental resistance against reduction
of trn self to an object of sacrifice. 33

Do we recally necd a thory like this? I dnn'é:;kow what it means.
Porhaps that is how to describe the men or some of them. Delbo gives
xz much more than the above. What survival means here secms some
girmple acts of relationship. Charlotte was to give up--she wants to
"surrender to cdeath." Vive slaps her back. S£E clings to Viwa who
keeps her from falling into the snow. Her choice is to listen to /

- .

Vivar “Heads up. On your feet" "Are you féeling better" she asks.
. 24 . :
"Yes, Viva..." Another time she says to her friend that she

20 ' s

cannot take il any more. Lulu changes tools with her(her pounder)
because Charlotie's is too heavy for her. Lulu asks her to.gut behind
her: You can have a good cry...l cry. I did not want to crv, Eut
the tcars spill over, run down my cheeks. ...S?metimosf u137
turns around and with her sleeve, she gently wipes my .
Lulu tugs at me."That's all right now. Come work. There she
is.” With so much kindness that I am not ashamed of having
cried. It is as though. I had cried on my mother's kreast. 34
Keeping humanity in tact has always been different rfor men
than for women. Since it is the lives of men that are mirrored in
traditional philosophical ethical theory, it is obvious why ynen
using that theory, that language, tﬁat the Holocaus; cannunjbu
spoken about. It is not that the unethical cannot be spdken akouz
or is unspeakable. It is that what is unethical is considered
within certain narrow confines such that the emotions, feelings,
the lives of women, Jews, Blacks, cannot be spoxken about: Whet
is unspeakable in philosophy is what the Helocaust is aboul hwcause -
the Holocaust puts that unspeakable material before us. It asis
us to speak to andabout situations, events, feelings. erotions,
ratimality which has not been considered. in the range of what
is unethical. These are not the consideraticns of philosorhry except
to discount or devalue. l
If we, look at * - and to the lives of women in these situatioas,
we may be ﬁble to discover something our languages or our guecstions
blind us from seeing because we are not only :er not used tc lcuking
at these situations of women, but more, what women say acout their
lives is discounted as being of significace to help us understand

the events under question. If there is trust about what women:say,

there is also judgment about the limitations of the personal analysis.

wE U 4he situation called "choiceless cholces” is ore of
familiarnty to women
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ik
S The vory irdea thal goitp Langer bk &say
Zhat the situation in one of choiceless choices, and hence out of
the range of moral language that is traditional, is the very situation
that gets us into women's choices for survivél. which have been
atythe heart of the morality of women .

It is not the case that the choices can now be seen as bettar
or vasier. Dur rather that they can be seen in a different way.
Namely that the situation the Nazis produced for men and women
was in some sense a new version of situations that women have
avays feund themselves(ourselves)in and in order to find out why(cr
wheother)it might Be that women sarvived better, we must look at the
ways in which women developed survival aﬁrategies that apply in
varying situations of oppression..HOmcn'a culture(and not}giologyj
allows us to act and react in situations of stress differently taan
tne culture of men. It is this set of responses that I think are
crucial to help us understand the moral dilemmagand choices that
occurred.

This percpective may allow us to speak not of a new
language as if it were to be developed whole cloth fot both

men and women, Rather “wve can listen to a language” heretofore

R P N st g S R P e —
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35
unspbken. Wa must take the language and life experiences

of the women it represents, and spcak of it to men and women alike

That is what has been unspeakable in cthics, and that.is part of

what has been unspcakable in the literature about the Holocaust,

CobA ‘
My mother
she was hands
she was a face

They set our mothers before us naked
Here mothers are no longer mothers to their chilcdren.
Delbs

NONE OF US WILL RETURN
p. 15





