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The article describes visitors’ interpretation and understanding of the narrative about the Holocaust
in the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum. Visitors comments were the material for the analysis, used
methodology was discourse analysis. Different discourses were singled out in visitors’ comments. Differences
between visitors’ comments given in different years were ascertained. Age differences and differences among
narratives of various groups of the Museum visitors were shown. It can be concluded that the Museum fulfills
various functions. Besides being a place of commemoration, it accomplishes its educational function and
serves as a source of information about the Holocaust.
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Myszei € 00HUM i3 3ac0018, Y AKUX CRITBHOMU 81000padCaoms C800 KONeKmueHy nam smeo. Excnosuyii
My3eie 8CMAHOBNIONMb NEeGHI PAMKU, AKI HANOBHIOIOMbCA DIZHUM KOHMEHMOM i 0alomb MONCTUBICHD
cmeopumu pisHi napamusu. Myszei gidieparome akmusHy i mauice HenoMimuy poib 6 CIMEOPEeHHI nam smi.
Ane mysei ne minbKu KOHCMPYIOIOMb NAM SMb, Y NAM SMb MAE OYMU CRPULHAMA | NPUCBOEHA 8i08I0Y6aUa-
mu. Tepwium kpokom y ybomy npoyeci € 6e3nocepeons peaxyisi Ha eKCno3uyiro My3ero, AKa 8i000paxcacmscsl
8 3anucax 8i0gidysauie 8 KHUICKAX KOMeHmMapies, ki 60Hu pobasme 3a enacHum oasxcannam. Mu npunycmunu,
wo emoyitni peakyii 8iosioyseauis, iHgopmayis, odepoicana 6 Mmysei, OyOe @nausamu Ha po36UMOK ado
3miny nam’simi eiogidysauis. Mamepianom Oas ananizy 6ynu Komenmapi 6i06idyeauis, 3i0pami @ pizui poku
6 Memopianvuomy mysero Tonokocmy Cnonyuenux Llmamie Amepuxu. [lepesadicna 6invuicms Komenma-
Ppis byna 3anuena amepukanysamu, Oyiu maxKoxi: KOMeHmapi 8i0 epomaosan iHwux Kpain. Memooom aunanizy
KoMenmapis 6y6 obpanull ananiz OUCKypcy, 8 aKomy oyau euxopucmani nioxoou [ic. Jcu, a maxoic Kpu-
muyHull ouckypc ananiz éan [uuka i P. Booax. Ha niocmagi nposedenoco ananizy 0y 00epiucano HacmynHe.
byno sudineno dexinvka OuUckypcis, HANOiNbLUL YACMO BHCUBAHUX OYIU eMOYIIHUL, CNPAMOBAHUL HA MAOYIMHE
i Oito, necumicmuynutl i kocmonorimuynuil. byna eusenena piznuys misxc komenmapsamu 8i06idysauis, 3aiu-
WeHUX HUMU 6 PI3HI pOKU: NIOBUWULACH KINbKICHb KOMEHMAPIE Y KPUMUUHOMY, KOCMONOLIMUYHOMY | JcUm-
MECMBEPOAHCYIOUOMY OUCKYPCAX, WO MOdHce OYMU o8 A3aHo 3i 6NaU8OM mepopucmuuno2o akmy 11 eepechs
2001 poky. BiopizHanuce makodic KomeHmapi 8i08idysayis pizHux eikogux epyn. Ilionimku i dimu Oinvw Oe3-
nocepeoHbO BUCLOBII8ANU CBOI eMOYIl y NOPIBHAHHI 3 00POCIUMU, K] NOKA3AAU 21ubuie po3yMIHHA nOOill i iX
Hacniokis. byno euoxpemneno oexineka piznux epyn 6iogioyeauie. Ti, xmo eudscunu, i 4ieHu ix poOuH sUaeuIU
MpasMamudHi noyymms, agpo-amepukanyi npoeoouu napaiens i ioenmugikysanu cebe 3 eepesamu, HiMyi
giouysanu copom i scanev i m. in. Tax, mysei cmumynioe peghnexcii npo I'onokocm, enacHy ioeHmuyHicms i
CIIy2y€ 0CHOBOI0 OJis1 NOOANLULO20 PO3BUMKY KOJIeKmMueHoi nam sami npo I onoxocm.

Kniouosi cnosa: myseil, ['onokocm, 6idgidyeaui, Komenmapi, OUCKYPC.

Jlannas cmamovs onucvlgaem unmepnpemayuio u HOHUMaHue nappamuea o Xonokocme ¢ Mewopu-
anvrom myzee Xonoxocma Coeounennvix [llmamos. Mamepuanom ons ananruza cmaiu KOMMEHmMAapuu noce-
mumenet, O1a UX AHAAU3A UCNONb308ANCA AHANU3 OUCKYpCa. B kommenmapusax nocemumeneii Obliu 6viseie-
HbL paziudHble OUCKYPCbl. Bulau yemanosnenvl pasnuiis Mexicoy KOMMEHmapuamu, HAanUCAHHLIMU 8 PA3Hble
200b1. Buliu nokazansl 803pacmmusie pasiudus u pasiuiis Mexcoy Happamusamil pasHuIX 2pynn nocemumeneil
myzest. Mooicno coenambv 661600, umo mysetl GbINOAHsAEm paziuunsle Qynkyuu. Kpome mecma xommemopayuu,
OH 8bINONHAEN 00PA308AMENLHYIO QYHKYUIO U AGTACMCS UCMOYHUKOM UHpopmayuu o Xonrokocme.

Kniouesvie cnosa: myseii, Xonokocm, nocemumenu, KOMMeHmMApuu, OUCKYDC.

Introduction. Museums are one of the forms in which communities shape their collective memory.
Museum exposition sets definite frames which can be filled in with different content and meaning and gives
the possibility to organize material in different narratives. Museums play an active but subtle role in creating
memory. It might be memory about history of the country [4], [6], or some periods in it, or memory about
events, people [5], etc. In any way narratives in the museums present collective memory of a certain social
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group or a state as a whole [9]. There are museums specific for a definite country or a city. Museums in dif-
ferent countries may be devoted to the same events that happened in these countries but the narratives about
them might be different [11].

The Holocaust is the event that concerns directly almost each European country, European Jewry and
influenced a lot of countries and many people. Museums devoted to this event were founded in different Eu-
ropean countries, in Israel, and the United States. A number of the Holocaust museums were built mainly in
the sites (concentration and death camps, places of deportation, killing and so on) [1]. But countries that were
not the places of the Holocaust established memorial museums telling about it and created for commemora-
tion [12]. The United States Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM) in Washington DC is such a museum.

As J. Young noted, each country has its “own Holocaust”. USHMM narrates own history of the Ho-
locaust and creates collective memory of it. But museums are expected not only to create memory but this
memory should be consumed and appropriated by the visitors. It is difficult to find out how the museums
succeed in it. The visitors of the museum are influenced by various factors and information. Some informa-
tion they had before a visit to the museum. All this is mixed, and it is hard to say what namely the museum’s
contribution was. But it is possible to record a direct visitors’ reaction after their visit to the museum. Visitors
can share it in the book of visitors’ comments of their own free will.

We suppose that visitors’ emotional reaction, seen and heard information in the Museum will influence
a development or change of visitors’ memory.

Material for the Analysis. Visitors’ comments are one of the possible data for studying the consump-
tion of information and memory. We used them for the analysis of the consumption of the collective memory
about the Holocaust presented in the permanent exhibition of the USHMM.

More than 400 comments from different years (1996, 1997, 2001, and 2002) were analyzed. Last
years’ comments were taken from the Museum Archives; comments of 2001 and 2002 came from the Visi-
tors Services of the Museum. The majority of comments were left by Americans, though among visitors who
mentioned their residence were those who lived in Israel, Germany, Poland, Nigeria, Japan, Australia, former
Soviet Union, etc. Most comments were written in English, there were several comments in Spanish, Hebrew,
Russian, etc. We analyzed only those that were written in English, German (they were translated by the native
speakers) and Russian. Several comments were also translated from Hebrew.

Methodology. Discourse analysis was chosen as methodology for the analysis of visitors’ comments.
We did not adhere strictly to one specific technique. We based on J. Gee’s ideas of the discourse analysis [7]
and critical discourse analysis of van Dijk, Ruth Wodak [10] and others. They used discourse analysis for
studying racism, anti-Semitism and other forms of discrimination. One of the main features of critical dis-
course analysis is that it deals with written texts and focuses primarily on social problems and political issues,
and it interprets discourse as a form of social action. We consider that in a discourse as a social action a new
layer of collective memory is produced. While analyzing comments we focused both on their content and
language means and thus determined a specific discourse.

General Results. The overwhelming majority of visitors’ comments contain gratitude to the Museum
(“Thank you”, “good job”, etc.). There is also an appeal to remember about the Holocaust forever in most com-
ments. This appeal is presented in two different ways: “Always remember”, “Never forget” and visitors also
mention that they do not want it to happen again (“Never happen again™).

As a whole those visitors who left their comments estimate the permanent exhibition highly and posi-
tively. Some visitors notice that it was not their first visit to this Museum. In several comments “Daniel’s
story* (a small museum in the Museum created for children as a story of the Holocaust which was seen and
experienced by the boy) is mentioned as a part of the Museum that made a special impression. Some of those
comments belong to children; some comments came from the adults. Several visitors give their recommenda-
tion to the Museum.

There are 1% negative comments among more than 400 that have been analyzed (“The Holocaust Mu-
seum was sickening” or “This place sucks”). There is a group of comments that give a general positive evalu-
ation, but their authors consider that it contains little information about homosexuals, handicapped, witnesses
of Jehovah, etc. who also suffered during the Holocaust. However many comments have more complicated
content and a methodology of discourse analysis can be applied to them.

We could single out several discourses.

The emotional discourse appeared to be the most frequent (9.2%). In this discourse visitors described
their emotions. Here it is possible to see the whole variety of emotional state: from distinctly negative referring
to the events of the Holocaust (“scared”, “horrible”), till positive caused by the appreciation of the Museum
and of how the exhibit is done (“overwhelming”, “powerful ”, c¢tc.). People wrote about their pity toward vic-
tims, shame about what have been done by people to other people. Sometimes opposite emotions are united in
the same comment: ““I am gutted through and through. I will never forget this feeling. My love to victims and
my hatred to those that made this nightmare a reality”.

Thus, it may be concluded that the permanent exhibition influences visitors’ emotions first of all.

Almost the same number of comments was written in the intellectual discourse (8.3%). Visitors note
important and interesting information about the Holocaust that they received in the Museum. They mention
that it was educational, opening eyes, making think. “Thank you for this museum. You have opened my eyes
to history. Educational exhibition. It shall prevent history from repeating itself” (a girl, 17 years old). “I came
through here, not knowing what to think. Now, I think!”
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The authors of the discourse directed into future and of action (5.6%) consider the Holocaust to be
the lesson that will give a possibility not to allow any similar event to happen in the future. «The Holocaust
was a crime against humanity. It must not be forgotten not to happen again». Moreover, some of the visitors
understand that it is necessary to be active to achieve this goal and they are ready to do it. « [ was learning
about the Holocaust from my early childhood, but it never impacted me so greatly. Knowing that so few people
expressed their compassion with action is scary. This museum showed me that in order to see results, actions
are necessaryy. «I will bring my children here when they are old enough to understand these horrors and to
use their knowledge to prevent them from reoccurring»

The pessimistic discourse can be considered opposite to this one (2.9%). Its authors do not exclude the
repetition of something like the Holocaust; they have doubts as to moral qualities of people and their ability to
resist the evil. «This museum is about the madness of Nazis but also about weakness of others that allow this
Holocaust to happen. We must remember that this has happened many times before from the beginning. Is man
doomed to see this sort outrage come againy. «It is both hard and easy to believe that human beings can stoop
to killing others for living space and economic survivaly.

In addition some of them draw an analogy with contemporary events in Somali, Bosnia, etc. and make
rather a trivial conclusion that history repeats itself and does not teach people.

It seems to be important the appearance of the cosmopolitan discourse (2.9%) according to which all
people considered to be people irrespective of their race or ethnicity. The term “cosmopolitan” is used here by
the analogy with the term “cosmopolitan memory” introduced by D. Levy and N. Sznaider [§]. In the cosmo-
politan discourse the conclusions that can be drawn from the Holocaust are spread to all people, to the whole
mankind. For example. «4 message we should learn from the Holocaust — a message of love, peace and unity
among all inhabitants of the Earthy. « This Museum has taught me to cry for people, not because of their eth-
nicity but because they are simply people. And the state should protect them (14 years old)».

Some comments are written in religious discourse (2.7%). It can be a pray about the victims, a pray
that it should not be repeated and the gratitude to God for one’s life. “With God's help this shall never happen
again”.

One more important discourse is the so called life-asserting discourse (2.2%). From all seen in the
Museum their authors conclude that the life is beautiful and it is necessary to appreciate it. «/ took life for
granted. I should be happy that I am alive and with my family. It encouraged to read more and to look more
into the Holocausty.

In the discourse of personal changes (1.2%) people write that experience in the Museum changed them
for the whole life, that after this visit they will not be the same as they were before. Some of them even write
that this will change them forever. Certainly, nobody can tell if it is really so or not, but the mere mentioning
it shows a deep influence they experienced.

In the national and civic discourse (1.2%) visitors comprehend how they are happy to live in such a
country as the United States.

The comparative discourse. Those seen at the Museum encouraged some visitors to the comparison
of the own ethnic or other social in-group with the Jews. Usually in these comments their authors imme-
diately mention the ethnic group they belong to and draw some conclusions as a result of comparing these
groups. Among comments there were several those in which the fate of Jews is compared with the fate of
other people who endured various persecutions. «My family experience much the same here, in America
because we are different (An American Indian)». “Until this day, as a Blackman, I thought the slave trade
was the most evil act of inhumanity. However, my mind is changed forever. This is certainly the most evil”
(Nigerian).

There are also critical discourses with different objects of the criticism: the policy in the years of the
Holocaust («So little was done to help these people who were terrorized. Why? ”); the behavior of Jews during
that period (I am amazed that European Jews went like lambs to the slaughtery (A Jewish member of the US
Air Force); the policy of the current government («May the US government look at our own tyranny and may
US citizens resist racism, sexism and oppression within our own bordersy, the policy of Israel now (“The Jews
are doing the same for Palestinians!”).

There is a group of personal comments (5.6%) in which visitors mention their social roles (/ am a child
of a survivor, I am a survivor, etc.), or their ethnical identity (I am a German, I am African-American, etc.)
or religious identity (Jew, Catholic, Christian, Muslim, etc.). Survivors and members of their families write
shortly how they survived. For example: « I am a child of a Holocaust survivor. My mother survived Auschwitz
as a young girl. Here I can visualize all the stories I grew up with. Thank you for showing the world what hate
can do. I will never forget, hopefully no one who comes here will eithery.

Thus, we can make the following conclusion. Though there are a large variety of discourses that were
used in the visitors’ comments, several of them are dominating. Namely these are emotional, intellectual, di-
rected into future and of action, pessimistic and cosmopolitan discourses.

Sometimes in the discourse of the same author appear two contested voices each representing an op-
posite view. For example: “I do not know whether to be grateful or ashamed”. From time to time a kind of dis-
cussions arise in the book of visitors’ comments. People who come up to write their comments can read what
was written before. And the situation can encourage the discussion. May be people even give up their initial
intentions to write something definite and are forced to “answer” a previous comment: « We should look into
the future, not on the past. » - « If we do not recognize the past, how are we to base our actions for the future? »
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Analysis of differences between visitors’ comments given in different years. The main discourses
(emotional, intellectual, directed into future and of action, religious, personal) are repeated constantly from
year to year. However it is possible to notice some peculiarities in their appearance that are connected with
the situation in the world and in America that is changing, and with some other reasons that cannot always be
explained and understood immediately.

Thus, pessimistic discourse was expressed more evidently in 1996 in comparison with 2002 when the
number of comments with this discourse decreased. At the same time in 2002 critical discourse became more
frequent. If in 1996-97 it could be met by chance (one critical comment in the whole sample), in 2002 it be-
came more popular. Recently people began to write about repeated holocausts in the world. Such comments
were not met before. The situation in the world that has changed, more attention is attracted by mass media to
such events, more involvement of the United States in them seem to cause the appearance of critical discourse.

Though a cosmopolitan discourse appeared earlier, it began to be used more frequently lately. This
might be connected with a more distinct understanding of interference of events that happen in the world, and
possibility for everybody to be involved in them.

In 2002 a life asserting discourse is found more often too. The events of September the 11" 2001 attack
apparently changed people’s worldview. A possibility to lose one’s life very easily that many people began to
experience themselves forced to evaluate life preciousness, uniqueness and fragility in a new way. An expla-
nation of temporal differences can be connected with the fact that the eternal truths seem to move aside daily
problems.

Age Analysis. Though visitors’ comments do not suppose an indication of name, age and other char-
acteristics, people often put them. Children write their names, age and place of residence rather often. Hence
it was possible to single out a group of teenagers who indicated their age or wrote that they study at school.

What is written in their comments? Children mention that they got much information, a lot of new that
they never heard about at school. They are sorry for the Holocaust victims, they understood that the Holocaust
is something horrible that should be never repeated, and the past is as important as present and future. Others
noted that all those seen at the Museum made them want to change, to become better, try to live their lives to
the fullest. The Museum taught some of them “fo cry for people, not because of their ethnicity but because
they are simply people.”

Some younger children address the Museum and Daniel directly: “Dear Daniel, Sorry what happened
to you and your family.” Certainly, such appeals cannot be found in the adults’ comments. Comparing with the
adults, there are no comments with critical and comparable discourses in children and teenagers’ comments.
Male teenagers gave some rude comments which seem to be an expression of their strongest emotions. Several
teenagers (namely girls) wrote that they could not handle all those horrors that were displayed at the Museum.

Different groups of visitors. Survivors. Survivors and members of their families were attributed to
this group. It was the largest group that identified itself. Those survivors who visited the Museum themselves
are first of all thankful to the Museum because it tells the world that IT (the Holocaust) really happened. The
whole world and all people should know about it. Though undoubtedly the tour of the Museum revived their
painful memories, and it was not always easy for them to come here, at the same time such visit was to some
extent a catharsis to them. Some of them ask a question that nobody seems to be able to answer: “Why was I
spared when so many of my loved ones were exterminated?”

Survivors and their family members can be divided into two groups. In the first group the survivors
tell about their experience and what they endured, survivors from the other group do not like to speak about
it and try to avoid such conversations. Either the traumatic experience is discussed in the families or not,
it has been shown that not only survivors themselves have deep traumas but their children too. As it was
shown the traumatic experience influenced survivors not only as persons but as parents as well [2], [3].
There are some evidences in visitors’ comments that even the third generation in the survivors’ families
appears to be hurt too.

For family members from the first group the Museum visualized the stories of their relatives. Family
members of the second group finally got an opportunity to learn and see what the Holocaust looked like. The
silence in survivors’ families is not productive for their children and grandchildren, and the Museum breaks
this silence. As one girl mentioned, it was a possibility to “crawl in my grandpa s skin”. And for many it is “a
great place to remember those who were killed”.

Jews. Those people who wrote, “I am a Jew” in their comments or signed the comment “A Jew form
...” were attributed to this group. They directly claimed their identity. On the whole all the variety of discours-
es that was described can be found in this group. After this visit some people wrote that they felt themselves
closer to their ancestors and pride for being Jews.

African-Americans. The next group is identified as African-Americans. They wrote about the similar
experience of the Black and the Jews, that both were the objects of discrimination. But they conclude that the
Holocaust is even worse than slavery that was experienced by African-Americans. “Being raised in an apart-
heid state, being segregated because of the color of skin, being persecuted because tried to change things, [
feel the same what the Jews did. But my experience is nothing compared to what the Jews went through. I love
Jews and pray for them”. “Until this day, as a Blackman, I thought the slave trade was the most evil act of
inhumanity. However, my mind is changed forever. This is certainly the most evil” (Nigerian).

Thus, through the comparison of similarity of fates and experiences a strong empathy and connection
to other people arise.
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Germans. Those Americans who have Germans in their roots appeared to face with a complicated
dilemma. The overwhelming emotion they experienced walking through the exhibition was the emotion of
shame and bitterness. They apologize for their ancestors and are even sorry for being Germans. “/ feel deeply
ashamed of my heritage as a German. Being only 22 years old I am extremely appreciative that [ was not part
of what took place 55-60 years ago.” “I felt sad, ashamed and sick. I am from German-Dutch descent. I practi-
cally cried out when I saw my family name on that wall.”

Several citizens of Germany who gave their comments share the grief of Jews. They cannot change the
past but, as they mention, can try to change present and future.

Catholics and Christians. Religious identity is mostly declared by the Catholics. Thus, some of them
did not suspect the Catholics of the involvement in anti-Semitism, and this fact horrified them. “/ am a Catho-
lic and I never learned of our involvement in anti-Semitism. I am horrified by own history. Especially for the
part the US paid in refusing entry of the Jewish people on the St. Louis (name of the ship — O.1.).  will spread
my love to all people.”

In another comment there is an appeal to God to forgive the persecutions of Jews. Christian visitors
write about the importance of the experience received in the Museum for them.

Former Soviet Citizens

It appeared to be not the smallest group. A survivor form Ukraine wrote a story how her mother rescued
her but her relatives were executed. A girl from Russia thanked the Museum for opening her eyes. One of the
visitors wrote: “Stalin did even worse things. So where is multi-million dollar museum for those people? *

Citizens of Israel. The comments of those who signed them in this way in general do not differ from
others, though some of them are written in Hebrew. Israel citizens emotionally react; notice that they learned
something new though they had been to Yad Vashem and other places.

Thus, relying upon visitors’ comments analysis the Museum made almost each group that has been
singled out to manifest own specificity, in addition to general gratitude to the Museum, an appeal to remember
the Holocaust and compassion to its victims.

Conclusions

The conducted analysis showed the following. Visitors understand the message of the Museum and the
narrative it constructs. According to their comments they got a frame for further development of their memory
of the Holocaust on the basis of collective memory provided by the Museum.

The Museum plays an educational role giving visitors emotionally rich information, subtly influencing
their perception and memory of the Holocaust.

In visitors’ comments a variety of discourses was singled out. They show how in different way they
interpret the content they got to know. Visitors try to connect the Holocaust with contemporary events and
understand the necessity of actions to prevent the repetition of such events as the Holocaust. The events of
September the 11" 2001 attack apparently changed people’s worldview.

Visitors’ comments also reflect age differences. Young children identify themselves with the main
character of the child’s narrative, teenagers react very emotionally first of all, adults show besides emotions
deeper comprehension.

Different groups of visitors have specific features. Survivors and their family members revived trau-
matic feelings; African-Americans drew a parallel with the Jews and identified with them; Germans feel
shame and pity; Christians learned a role of Christian church in anti-Semitism and persecution of Jews and
felt pity of that.

The Museum gives a possibility to the visitors to compare the fate, experience and problems of their
own group with those of the Jews, and thus it brings the visitors to a deeper comprehension of their in- and
out-groups. Basing on conducted analysis it is possible to conclude that the Museum is effective and fulfills
various functions. Besides being a place of commemoration, it accomplishes its educational function and
serves as a source of information about the Holocaust. Being penetrated by intensive emotions such education
becomes more effective. It encourages reflections not only about the Holocaust, but also about one’s identity
and value of life, about people’s nature, good and evil and moral problems, thus serving a basis for a further
development of the collective memory about the Holocaust.
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