This paper is an excerpt from Edward Linenthal's forthcoming book, THE �UNFINISHED BOMBING: OKLAHOMA CITY IN AMERICAN MEMORY, Oxford University �Press, 2001. It is ONLY for circulation for discussion purposes for �participants in the "Cultural Turn" conference, and may not be copied, �quoted, or used in any other circumstance. ����Memorial hierarchies: �survivor definition �It is never enough for a bereaved community just to "remember." It �must strive for exactitude in what is being remembered, who is being �remembered, and the forms through which remembrance is expressed. Such �memorial precision is a way of paying what people understand as their debt �to the dead. Conversely, failure to accomplish this, to mischaracterize the �significance of an event, to blur lines between different groups, or to �commemorate in inappropriate ways is often perceived as an act of �defilement, a polluting of memory. The construction of accurate memorial �hierarchies is a volatile and important task, for the stakes are very high. �It is important to many in the town of Lexington, Massachusetts, �for example, that the encounter between British troops and colonial �minutemen on the Lexington Green be understood as "battle" and not a �"massacre." In the early nineteenth century, many residents took great �umbrage when citizens of Concord, Massachusetts called the encounter at �Concord Bridge the first battle of the American Revolution. The argument is �not trivial. Those killed in a massacre are not usually perceived as active �fighters, giving their lives in battle for cause and country. We speak of �victims of massacre, but heroes in battle. �A similar controversy has simmered for a number of years over �proper classification of the violent encounter at the Washita near �Cheyenne, Oklahoma between the Seventh Cavalry under the command of Lt. �Col. George A. Custer and the village of Southern Cheyenne Peace Chief �Black Kettle. Custer's dawn attack on November 27, 1868 was immediately �controversial, and labeled by many as a "massacre." �Custer remains a potent and polarizing symbol in American culture, �and different American communities have a vested interest in winning the �struggle over naming the Washita encounter. Custerphiles do not wish to see �their hero tarnished by the term massacre, and native Americans, for whom �Custer has become a convenient symbol of the injustices of the Indian Wars, �find it in their interest to so name the conflict. �Memorial exactitude bedeviled attempts to define the Holocaust in �the negotiations between the President's Commission on the Holocaust, �chaired by survivor and Nobel Laureate Elie Wiesel, and the Carter �administration. Wiesel insisted on the primacy of Jewish victims, but the �Carter administration insisted on linking Jews and "others" more closely. �For Wiesel and many others, any blurring of the centrality of Jews in the �Holocaust was a step toward the murder of memory. Wiesel saw it as his �sacred responsibility to ensure that this did not happen. Throughout �the creation of the museum, an enduring tension involved negotiating the �boundaries of the Holocaust: who belonged as victims and how should they be �represented; should the Holocaust be compared to any other event, or should �its "uniqueness" be proclaimed? �The shared grief of Holocaust survivors or family members and �survivors in Oklahoma City does not obliterate hierarchies. In fact, the �deeply felt need to get the story of what happened to whom, and who was �affected in what ways, to get it all "just right," makes hierarchies even �more important. These relationships are often at work in subtle ways. I �have already mentioned examples of survivors not feeling "worthy" of being �considered equal to family members in meetings, let alone disagreeing with �one regarding the memorial process. One survivor offered this mapping of �memorial hierarchies in Oklahoma City: family members who lost more than �one person; those who lost small children; those who lost a direct �relation; those severely wounded; those suffering "indirect loss" (cousin, �aunt, for example); those suffering lighter injury, those who survived. �Survivors also had unspoken hierarchies: those injured in the �Murrah Building; those who came out of the building without physical �injuries; those injured in other buildings and hospitalized; those injured �in other buildings who received medical treatment and released; those �uninjured in other buildings; those in damaged buildings in the area. Some �Oklahoma state employees who worked in the Water Resources Building across �the street from the Murrah Building resented the fact that, in their view, �Governor Keating ignored the death of two state workers in Water Resources �by focusing his attention on the hundreds of federal employees murdered in �the Murrah Building. �Placement of names of the dead in memorials is often a volatile �issue. For example, the names of those who died on the USS Arizona are �engraved in a shrine room at the memorial in Pearl Harbor. There has been �some resentment on the part of those who had loved ones die on other ships �or mainland locations--Hickam Field, for example--that their sacrifices did �not "count" quite as much since their names were not publicly memorialized �in an enduring manner. To offer a memorial corrective, the "Remembrance �Exhibit," plaques with the names of all civilians and military figures who �died in the attack, was dedicated at the National Park Service's visitor �center during the fiftieth anniversary ceremonies in 1991. �The overwhelming presence of names engraved on the Vietnam �Veterans Memorial brought home to many the cost in American lives of the �war. People look for names, they read the names, they touch names, they �trace names. Names transform numbers of dead into lives, and clearly, the �increasingly popular fashion of listing names on memorials is an act of �protest against the anonymity of mass death. Sometimes the introduction of �names of the dead recovers the forgotten history of a community. In the �1960s, the names of Tejano (Mexican-Texans) who fought with Alamo defenders �against the Mexican army were added to the commemorative reading of Alamo �dead during anniversary ceremonies. �In Oklahoma City the mission statement called for the names of �those killed to be incorporated on the site, perhaps on the memorial �itself. Survivors were also to be remembered through the presentation of �names in a manner "separate, distinct, and apart" from commemoration of the �dead, but still within the sacred environment of what came to be called the �Murrah "footprint," the area where the building once stood. This spatial �separation was quite important for family members. As Jeanine Gist, mother �of Karen Gist Carr, who was murdered in the bombing told me, "those who �died aren't here to tell us what they want for a memorial. The survivors are." �At first, some family members were uneasy with the idea of any �representation of survivors' names on the Murrah footprint, but the mission �statement made it clear that this was to be the case. And, as the committee �began its work and survivors began to tell their stories, the appreciation �for their ordeal grew. In the chaotic moments right after the explosion, �before professional rescue and recovery operations began, they went back �into the building to search desperately for their wounded friends and �coworkers. "Many of us," one survivor said, "went to more funerals in �several weeks than most people do in a lifetime, and we often had to choose �between funerals of friends, there were so many." �Once it was decided that survivors' names would appear on the �Murrah footprint, the task force had to decide "who is a survivor?" The �mission statement did not define survivor, but it did identify survivors as �a "group distinctly different from victims and others affected by the �bombing." (It spoke of the memorial focusing on victims and survivors, �helping visitors understand victims and survivors "as individuals," using �stories and photographs to tell survivors' stories. �The committee was selected for "diversity of opinion, ages, �occupations, 'where they were @ 9:02,' and for diversity of personal �interpretation of the term 'survivor'....Members included survivors from �various buildings, family members, interested citizens from nearby Downtown �sites that were also affected, and a liaison from the Design Solicitation �Committee." �Beth Shortt, who served as facilitator of the mission statement �subcommittee also worked with the survivor definition subcommittee. "We �knew when we worked on the mission statement that the term 'survivor' would �become an issue," she said, "but we left it for another time." Several �members of the survivor definition group spoke of how crucial Shortt was to �the process. Ernestine Clark, the committee's co-chair recalled, "I had �watched Beth in action in other meetings and had witnessed over and again �her incredible strengths as a tactful but strong leader, incisive thinker �and 'group processor'....Beth would see to it that one person would not �dominate, that all would participate, and that hard decisions would be led �through a process that honored both feelings and logical decisions." Shortt �recalled the difficulty of this particular process. "It felt like it took �forever. We wrote the mission statement rather quickly. This was much more �difficult." �The committee began their work on July 17, 1996, met weekly until �October, monthly until February, 1997, and occasionally after for several �months. "In our work," Shortt said, we used two examples, the Holocaust and �the TWA 800 plane crash. We asked 'who is a survivor?' What about family �members of the plane crash? What about liberators of the camps? What about �the children of people in the camps? We learned to be careful of �unintentionally degrading the memory of those we considered actual �survivors. I continually reminded the committee that we had to draw a line, �and people needed to know on which side of the line they were placed, �whether or not, to put it bluntly, they were going to be on a wall." �The committee believed it important to identify and commemorate �survivors because they were an "invaluable link between the dead and the �loved ones left behind, and they are a link between the event and those who �seek to understand the event now and in the future." This living link �would, it was hoped, provide a "priceless gift" for family members, who �could talk with "someone who was actually there," and a gift for survivors �as well, for the telling of stories could be "healing." �The committee had to correct the misperception that their work was �intended to define survivors for the purposes of financial benefits. They �had to wade through studies of where the dead and wounded were located, �where the most severe damage occurred. And they had to struggle with two �major issues: where was the perimeter of the "zone of danger" within which �one's experience would be harrowing enough to warrant the label "survivor?" �And how could they gauge the impact of the bombing on those not in this �zone, but emotionally injured enough to qualify as a survivor? �American courts have struggled with similar issues in their �attempts to decide if bystanders suffer a "compensable injury" if they �witness an event that causes emotional distress. "The common law," Thomas �Uhl wrote, "has long recognized that mental distress is a compensable �injury. In the last fifty years, courts have established that the �intentional infliction of emotional distress is a valid cause of action." �Since the New York Court of Appeals in 1896 faced the question of "physical �distress caused by shock," Uhl noted, "courts developed a test that �established the accident area as the limiting device." �Courts envisioned a "zone of danger," within which anyone, related �to the victim or not, could sue for recompense for emotional distress. The �key was physical proximity to danger, not an emotional bond with the �victim. An arbitrary zone raised difficult issues, however. A mother �outside the zone who witnessed the death of her child would not be seen as �emotionally distressed as a bystander within the zone with no attachment to �the child. In 1968 the California Supreme Court, faced with just this �scenario in Dillon v Legg, introduced other factors for consideration, "1) �whether plaintiff was located near the scene of the accident as contrasted �with one who was a distance away from it. 2) Whether the shock resulted �from a direct emotional impact upon plaintiff from the sensory and �contemporaneous observance of the accident, as contrasted with learning of �the accident from others after its occurrence. 3) Whether plaintiff and the �victim were closely related, as contrasted with an absence of any �relationship or the presence of only a distant relationship." �In a related case in California in 1989, Thing v La Chusa, the �State Supreme Court ruled that a mother who did not witness her child being �struck by a car but arrived soon after could not seek damages. The Court of �Appeals reversed the decision. One of the justices raised the issue of the �importance of "sensory perception of the impact," and asked questions �raised by the same court twenty-five years earlier, "How soon is 'fairly �contemporaneous?' Is the shock any less immediate if the mother does not �know of the accident until the injured child is brought home....Could it be �argued that the emotional distress is even more traumatic...for �parents...who fail to witness the accident and later blame themselves for �allowing it to occur?" "We are," Justice Kaufman lamented, "no closer to �answers today than we were then." �Without arbitrary limits set by the zone of danger, however, and �once "it is admitted that temporal and spatial limitations bear no rational �relation to the likelihood of psychic injury," Justice Kaufman warned that �"it becomes impossible to define...any 'sensible or just stopping point.' �By what humane and principle standard," Kaufman asked, "might a court �decide, as a matter of law, that witnessing the bloody and chaotic �aftermath of an accident involving a loved one is compensable if viewed �within 1 minute of impact but noncompensable after 15? or 30? Is the shock �of standing by while others undertake frantic efforts to save the life of �one's child any less real...when it occurs in an ambulance or emergency �room rather than at the 'scene?'" �The survivor definition subcommittee did not face the burden of �making law, but for commemorative purposes, they faced the challenge of �establishing arbitrary yet defensible boundaries. How far, they asked, �should a zone of danger extend? Police lines could not frame this zone, �since they were changing during rescue and recovery operations. Should the �zone include the Regency Towers apartment, whose residents were forced from �their homes for six months? What about badly damaged buildings nearby? What �about buildings not so badly damaged but whose owners had suffered great �financial loss? What about people in downtown buildings who had experienced �shattered glass, the chaotic fright of the first few hours, and who fled �from the second bomb scare? One committee member felt strongly that the �term "survivor" should be restricted to those who came out of the Murrah �Building, since they were the primary targets of the bombing. "We tried to �define the area that was most devastated, the targeted area. Locating �survivors within this area is an ongoing one," recalled Richard Williams, a �co-chair of the committee. �The committee used the terms "inner circle, outer circle, primary, �secondary, in the blast zone" to try and define the area. "We began with a �limited zone, said Shortt, "two blocks in radius around the Murrah �Building, and then it grew bigger. We found out quickly that people felt �left out. Even some memorial board members told us 'I lost property, I was �underinsured, I lost a lot and should be a survivor." �The committee carefully expanded the perimeter, but, of course, it �was never satisfactory, because some were going to feel dispossessed by �being just on the other side of whatever line was drawn. "Occasionally," �Short recalled, "some committee members felt we could never solve it, and �that we should just include all of downtown. I reminded them that such a �decision would trivialize the horrific experiences of so many grievously �wounded people that came out of the Murrah and other buildings." �Just as courts have had to struggle with claims for emotional �distress from those not at the scene of an accident or crime but linked by �bonds of affection to victims, the committee also had to decide the status �of various "witnesses," those who "felt the blast, heard the blast, had �concrete particles on them, [had] ceiling [fall] on their head." Over �months of painstaking work, boundaries expanded and contracted as the �committee agonized over these issues. �One of the most wrenching issues was evaluating the status of �those who worked in the Murrah and other buildings in the immediate area, �but were not at the site on April 19th. Clearly, these people did not meet �zone of danger criteria, but were they eligible for survivor status in a �zone of distress? "These were the most difficult conversations," Shortt �recalled. "What should we do about those who were not in the Murrah �Building for one reason or another, but lost so many friends? We didn't �hear from a lot of these folks during our work. More often we heard, 'I was �there, but I'm not really a survivor." Committee member LeAnn Jenkins said, �"We were talking about whether to include co-workers and friends, those who �just happened to be sick, to be at a doctor's appointment, to be on a work �assignment, and it was painful because we all knew how much they had lost �as well." �As a way out of this dilemma, the committee established a primary �zone of danger and a secondary zone of distress. Those in the zone of �danger, who might have become, as Richard Williams said, "the one hundred �sixty-ninth victim," could, if they wanted, have their name engraved on the �survivor wall of the memorial. (Some survivors, particularly those from law �enforcement agencies, did not want their names to appear anywhere.) �The zone of danger was flexible, however, if certain criteria were �met. Anyone, no matter where their location, who "suffered an injury which �caused them to be held for care at a hospital (not 'treated and released'), �regardless of their physical location at 9:02 a.m., and who do not object �to being included, are to be identified on the site of the Murrah Building �and in the Memorial Center." Anyone else in the larger zone of distress, �whether they were present or not at 9:02 a.m. on April 19, 1995 was �eligible to have their name listed in the memorial center. Consequently, �those who worked in the Murrah Building but were not there would be �represented only in the memorial center. Their names would not appear on �the wall. �The boundaries of the larger zone of danger remained contentious. �A federal employee who worked in the United States Courthouse just south of �the Murrah Building wrote the committee, arguing that the courthouse and �the nearby Old Post Office "were within the 'perimeter' established for �security/investigation purposes after the bombing, and every federal �employee in these buildings felt as if they, too, were the targets of �terrorism; hence, we certainly felt like survivors....The Murrah Building �was, in all respects, 'connected' with our two buildings. It contained our �babies, our bank, and many people whom we worked with and socialized with �everyday." �Several people in the area whose business were just outside the �secondary zone voiced strong opposition to their exclusion, claiming that �damages inflicted on their businesses qualified them for this secondary �zone. In September 1997 the committee recommended to the board of directors �that the boundaries be accepted as drawn, but that given the difficulty of �establishing the secondary boundary, "after the Memorial Center is opened �anyone may self submit for survivor status. A committee will be formed to �review applications." Should any applications meet one or more survivor �definition criteria, the applicant would "be included among any listing or �representation of survivors within the Memorial Complex." �The decision to allow people to self-select for survivor status is �an ingenious way of both maintaining boundaries of danger and distress, and �allowing individual "cases" to be evaluated. Certainly, the lure of �memorial prestige could entice some to "buy in" to the perceived status of �survivorhood. It is apparently a price worth paying--to evaluate each �claim--to complete a process done, said Robert Johnson, with "integrity and �generosity." �





