

GE433 Germany and the Holocaust

Seminar week 5: 

Martin Broszat: “Hitler und die Genesis der ‘Endlösung’: Aus Anlaß der Thesen von David Irving”, in Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgeschichte, no. 4, Oct. 1977

Last week, we discussed a text by Eberhard Jäckel, one of the chief representatives of a school of Holocaust historiography usually referred to, for reasons we will discuss, as ‘intentionalism’. This week’s author, Martin Broszat, is one of the most prominent exponents of an in some ways conflicting approach, so-called ‘structuralism’ or ‘functionalism’. We had a close look at Jäckel’s presentation of Hitler’s views, their development, the structure of the National Socialist state and the role of these factors for the dynamics that led to the Holocaust. As we will see, Broszat’s view on these issues differs from Jäckel’s in various respects.

You should ALL think about the questions below as you read the text, even though there is a division of labour between the different groups as regards the presentation! For your seminar presentation, please think about which passages of the text are most suitable as evidence or illustration for your arguments, and make sure to refer to such examples in your presentation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Group 3: The dynamic towards the Holocaust

Some historians assume that at some point between spring and summer 1941, Hitler must have issued a secret order to put the ‚Final Solution‘ into practice (p. 753). What is Broszat‘s view on this issue and why? Which developmental steps of the ‚Final Solution‘ – from the attempt to make Germany and parts of the occupied territories ‚judenrein‘ to mass killing in extermination camps in Eastern Europe – does he identify? What were the driving motives on the part of those in command? What kind of evidence is he using and why? 

Group 1: The National Socialist state according to Broszat

Why does Broszat criticise attempts to explain the development of the ‚Final Solution‘ by focusing exclusively on Hitler’s world view? How does he describe, explicitly or implicitly, the power structures of the National Socialist state and the way in which certain politics develop? Does his description differ from that of Jäckel, and if yes, how?

Group 2: Jäckel and Broszat

Why, do you think, is Broszat’s text so much more complicated than Jäckel’s? Do you see differences or even contradictions between the two accounts, and if yes, where? Where do you see the strengths and weaknesses in each of them? Could these approaches be reconciled? Does either of the two approaches have blind spots? Which of the two approaches – if any –, do you think, would be harder to accept for the German population at large when they were first published? 
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