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Comparative Essay
On the 14th of November 1940, the city of Coventry in the midlands of England quickly became a site of immense destruction. Intent on destroying Coventry’s extensive industrial centre, a German air raid descended over the city. The Luftwaffe dropped five hundred tons of high explosive and thirty thousand incendiary bombs, destroying not only Coventry’s industrial capabilities, but also damaging or destroying forty-three thousand homes, hundreds of shops and public buildings, and the Cathedral Church of St Michael. Correspondingly, on the 13th of February 1945, the city of Dresden in the Saxony region of Germany quickly became a site of catastrophic devastation. A joint operation between the RAF and the USAAF descended over the city, officially intent on faltering German endeavours on the eastern front. It aimed to destroy multiple factories and railway lines key to the German war effort, although controversially targeted a highly populated region. Over three days, until the 15th of February, 1,952 tons of high explosive and 1,477 tons of incendiary bombs fell over Dresden. This destroyed not only its wartime industry but purposefully decimated its city centre, including Dresden’s Frauenkirche. Following the war, the attention of both cities’ populations and governments focused on reconstruction and regeneration efforts, as well as questions concerning war memorialisation and the heritage of destruction. This essay then shall focus on the following strategies Britain, East Germany, and the reunified Federal Republic of Germany pursued to memorialise Coventry Cathedral and Dresden’s Frauenkirche.
Memory studies can assist in analysing with greater depth the approaches to memory and heritage both Coventry Cathedral and Dresden's Frauenkirche envisaged and embarked on. As Geoffrey Cubitt notes concerning methods of remembering in a society ‘when we remember, furthermore, we draw, as has already been seen, on cultural resources that we have access to as members of particular groups or societies, and that permit us to articulate our memories in forms that are comprehensible to others who have a similar cultural endowment.’[footnoteRef:1] Both Coventry Cathedral and Dresden’s Frauenkirche satisfy Cubit’s criteria as cultural resources that facilitate the articulation of memories within a cultural environment. This is because, as Jason James notes, ‘built structures often serve as sacred icons and precious objects. Their tangibility, apparent physical integrity, and relative durability provide ideal and often imposing symbolic form to claims of collective identity and continuity.’[footnoteRef:2] Adding to this quote, ruins, like built structures, equally serve as precious objects of memory within a society. Although ruins cannot be summarised as locations reflecting physical integrity and relative durability, often the remaining rubble at the site represents a new collective cultural and mnemonic identity that it previously did not possess. As Gabriel Moshenska writes ‘ruins have also attracted all kinds of curiosity and fascination as disordered spaces, aesthetic spaces, and as symbols of disaster and loss.’[footnoteRef:3] The destruction of two comparable landmarks fundamental to the physical and intangible identity of both cities provides a pertinent example of how collective cultural and mnemonic identity forged under similar circumstances can play out in diametrically opposing ways across differing national contexts. Therefore, this essay will discuss what the different strategies for both sites were, how they can be compared, and how they continue to be received by discussions surrounding heritage, urban regeneration, and memory studies. [1:  Geoffrey Cubitt, History and Memory (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2007), p.119.]  [2:  Jason James, ‘Undoing Trauma: Reconstructing the Church of Our Lady in Dresden’, Ethos,
Vol. 34, No. 2, Special Issue: The Immanent Past (June 2006), 244-272 (p.249).]  [3:  Gabriel Moshenska, ‘Curated Ruins and the Endurance of Conflict Heritage’ Conservation and Management of Archaeological Sites, 17:1 (August 2015) 77-90 (p.78).] 

As mentioned, on the night of the 14th of November 1940, Coventry’s Cathedral Church of St Michael was subjected to extensive bombing and a subsequent firestorm that engulfed the city. The provost of the cathedral at the time, R.T Howard provides the most striking account of that night in a book he published in 1962, describing the city and cathedral, he writes ‘all night long the city burned, and her cathedral burned with her – emblem of the eternal truth that, when men suffer, God suffers with them… By early morning the destruction was complete. Every roof was gone, and the whole cathedral lay open to the sky.’[footnoteRef:4] As its ruin was predominantly caused by fire damage, the masonry structures impervious to the blaze remained standing. This meant that ‘despite displaying physical scars, the tower, and external walls, including the intricate stone tracery of its gothic windows, were clearly recognisable and retained a strong presence within the ruined landscape of the city around it.’[footnoteRef:5] Because so much of the cathedral’s tangible distinctiveness remained, the identification of it with metaphors concerning strength in the face of adversity could easily be applied.  A remaining physical structure allowed the people of Coventry to endow upon a site an emotive response to their city’s destruction.  [4:  R.T Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt: The Story of Coventry Cathedral (Coventry: The Council of Coventry Cathedral, 1962), p.14.]  [5:  Henrik Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment: a reflection on the rebuilding of Coventry Cathedral, 1940–62’, Theology, Vol. 126 (September 2023), 331–342 (p.333).] 

	In the following days after the bombing campaign, the ruin of the cathedral became an international symbol of a war-stricken Britain, carrying on the fight. Provost Howard echoes this by writing ‘“Coventry” sprang into flame as a worldwide symbol of the sacrifices which the peoples of the free world would have to endure before victory could be won, and of the spirit in which those sufferings would be endured.’ [footnoteRef:6] This message was indeed felt worldwide, particularly in the United States, as a quote from the New York Times on the 17th of November reads, ‘there is no time for us to send it (aid) at our leisure… If the destruction at Coventry awakens our people to a new sense of Britain’s danger the victims of this horror will not have died in vain.’[footnoteRef:7] The city and cathedral’s destruction became symbols not of a defeated Britain nor a country stricken with anger and resentment. Instead, Coventry became an example of how memories and sites of tangible ruin and destruction can be channelled to focus on reconciliation, not retaliation. Provost Howard’s actions following the bombing embody the spirit of peace and resolution the cathedral ruins became a beacon for, as ‘with a piece of chalk, he added the words “Father Forgive” on the wall of the ruined apse, which was covered in black soot.’[footnoteRef:8]  On the 25th of December 1940, Coventry Cathedral was chosen as the location to transmit the beginning of the British Empire’s Christmas broadcast. During this worldwide transmission, Provost Howard once again emphasised and solidified an official peaceable response to the bombing. He spoke that day, saying ‘we are trying hard as it may be, to banish all thoughts of revenge; we are bracing ourselves to finish the tremendous job of saving the world from tyranny and cruelty; we are going to try to make a kinder, simpler – a more Christ-Child-like sort of world in the days beyond this strife.’[footnoteRef:9]  [6:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.18.]  [7:  From Our Own Correspondent. ‘The Butchery At Coventry.’ The Times, November 18 1940, p.4.]  [8:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.333.]  [9:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.22.] 

However, as the war progressed, practical and commemorative decisions concerning the site of the ruined cathedral had to be discussed, The cathedral’s newfound legacy as a beacon of reconciliation had already embedded itself into the discourse, and soon came tangible steps to bolden this identity. Starting in 1941, the cathedral began constructing ‘iron crosses, using medieval nails from the burnt rafters, which were adopted as a new symbol for Coventry and its ministry of reconciliation.’[footnoteRef:10] The rubble from the destruction the cathedral created an identifiable marker of Christian peace that invokes highly emotive sentiments, reflecting the site’s emerging identity. More pressing though, was the uncertainty regarding the cathedral’s future. According to Provost Howard, the decision to rebuild a cathedral was quickly decided on, as The Cathedral Council in 1941 met and ‘decided to rebuild the cathedral “on or near its present site.”’[footnoteRef:11] However, as Howard notes, judgments regarding the style of the cathedral varied. The mayor of Coventry at the time, Joseph Holt believed a new building should ‘be a replica of the old, with improvements.’[footnoteRef:12] The city engineer believed ‘the new cathedral should follow the lines and styles of the old one very closely.’[footnoteRef:13] However, the City Architect, Donald Gibson ‘argued in favour of a modern design. He reminded us that the old cathedral-builders had never hesitated to make the fullest use of every architectural development, nor to use quite different styles in the same building.’[footnoteRef:14] An appointed architect by The Cathedral Council, Giles Gilbert Scott in his plan ‘retained most of the historic fabric and the exterior of the new cathedral...Some parts of the scarred walls were incorporated into the new building, while others were retained as ruins.’[footnoteRef:15] This architectural approach satisfies two predominant strands of thought. Equally, the destroyed Cathedral Church of St Michael had now gained an independent identity as a site of trauma and war memory, yet the people of Coventry still desired a living church building. However, this advance was also forced to compromise both considerations, as the ruin would not be left entirely intact, and a new building was tied to the constraints of the old.  [10:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.334.]  [11:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.27.]  [12:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.28.]  [13:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.28.]  [14:  Howard, Ruined and Rebuilt, p.28.]  [15:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.335.] 

Alongside architectural decision-making came ecclesiastical choices. Neville Gorton ascended to become the new Bishop of Coventry in 1943, and following in the footsteps of Provost Howard, advanced the legacy of Coventry’s mission of reconciliation. As Henrik Schoenefeldt writes, ‘during his first public address to the city of Coventry on 26 March 1943, he argued that the cathedral should become a space to be shared by Christians of different denominations.’[footnoteRef:16] An interdenominational building had never been attempted before, and as such ‘ecclesiastical law did not permit Anglicans to sign formal agreements with other churches for the joint use of church buildings.’[footnoteRef:17] These considerations all reflect the emerging tensions present in the postwar period. In response to the devastation of war, traditional Christianity was being forgotten and substituted for internationally focused interfaith dialogue. Spearheaded by Coventry, this method advanced peace and reconciliation holistically as a tenant of humanity, not just Christ. The ruined building was no longer an exclusively religious place, but a municipal one, for all to identify the horror that warfare can bring.  [16:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.335.]  [17:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.335.] 

That said, an interdenominational site was not what succeeded the ruined Coventry Cathedral. Following words from the Archbishop of Canterbury at the time, who maintained an endorsement for an interfaith ecumenical centre, nevertheless stated that ‘it was “essential” that the cathedral remained “purely and definitely an Anglican Church.”’[footnoteRef:18] Instead of pursuing Giles Gilbert Scott’s vision, The Cathedral Council decided to run an architectural competition, recommending that a new building be commissioned as the ruined cathedral was quickly becoming structurally unsafe. However, it maintained that as well as incorporating the tower into the design ‘the cathedral should be built as close as possible to the original site and in a gothic style.’[footnoteRef:19] The latter recommendation was met with disdain by architects, most notably by Sir Basil Spence who wrote ‘how is it, I wondered, that advocates of our national architecture consider a contemporary style to be completely wrong when applied to churches when it is clear that the whole character of our churches in the past has depended on integrity and a sense of adventure from which sprang our native architecture?’[footnoteRef:20] This points to an interesting intersection between heritage and memory. Would a new building amount to a restoration project if it incorporated gothic design features and the existing tower? If so, would the site maintain its identity as a beacon for war memory? Was the collective identity and memory of the Coventry blitz imparted only on the ruins, or the nature of the cathedral itself? These questions were answered by Sir Basil Spence, who won the architectural competition in August 1951. Spence’s design completely preserved the ruined shell of the old cathedral, along with its tower, and opted to build an entirely new building, in a modernist style. Arguably, Spence’s decision to build an entirely new building attentively satisfied the architectural appeal to build cathedrals in the most contemporary design, the desire for a living Anglican Cathedral, and allowed an authentic municipal space for war memory and heritage to be maintained. Spence’s own decision was almost certainly moulded by his experience of the ruined cathedral, as he writes, ‘as soon as I set foot on the ruined nave I felt the impact of delicate enclosure. It was still a cathedral… I felt I could not destroy this beautiful place and that whatever else I did, I would preserve as much of the old cathedral as I could.’[footnoteRef:21]  [18:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.335.]  [19:  Schoenefeldt, ‘Architecture as discernment’, p.337.]  [20:  Basil Spence, Phoenix at Coventry, The Building of a Cathedral (New York: Harper & Row, 1962), p.9.]  [21:  Spence, Phoenix at Coventry, pp.5- 6.] 

Noticeably, coinciding with the Spence’s new cathedral was the Venice Charter, ratified in 1964 by ICOMOS, two years after the new Coventry Cathedral was finished. Written by conservationists, its purpose was equally to maintain the authenticity of old monuments as well as detract from decisions that would have rebuilt a war-scarred Europe in a way that attempted to reflect what it once was. Article 9 of the charter reads, ‘the process of restoration is a highly specialized operation. It aims to preserve and reveal the aesthetic and historic value of the monument and is based on respect for original material and authentic documents. It must stop at the point where conjecture begins.’[footnoteRef:22] Although not enforced until after Coventry Cathedral was finished, its rhetoric undoubtedly indicated Spence’s thoughts and those of his contemporaries. By building a new cathedral site adjacent to the old one, Spence could satisfy modernist and protectionist thoughts. His design, incorporating a Chapel of Unity likewise contented calls for the space to serve both Anglicans and the union of other religious communions. The site looked back and preserved its wartime legacy as equally as it served contemporary 60s cosmopolitan Britain.  [22:  ICOMOS ‘The Venice Charter’, 1964. https://www.icomos.org/images/DOCUMENTS/Charters/Venice_Charter_EN_2023.pdf [accessed 02/05/2024].] 

Overarching all these themes still runs Coventry’s most enduring wartime legacy, reconciliation. The quote “Father Forgive” has since been carved into the wall behind the altar in the ruins permanently. The cross of nails previously mentioned is now incorporated in the altarpiece of the new cathedral. The cathedral focuses on contemporary projects such as the Community of the Cross of Nails, ‘a worldwide network of some 260 churches, charities, chaplaincies, peace-building and retreat centres, schools and other educational and training organisations, all inspired by the Coventry story of destruction, rebuilding and renewal, and active in reconciliation in our own ways.’[footnoteRef:23] The cathedral has entirely embraced the collective identity granted to it in the days following the bombing, buying wholeheartedly into its mythmaking. By maintaining both an old and new site, it successfully holds in tension the ‘human capacity both to destroy and to reach out to our enemies in friendship and reconciliation.’[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Coventry Cathedral, ‘Community of the Cross of Nails’, https://www.coventrycathedral.org.uk/reconciliation/community-of-the-cross-of-nails [accessed 02/05/2024].]  [24:  Coventry Cathedral, ‘Reconciliation Ministry’, https://www.coventrycathedral.org.uk/reconciliation/reconciliation-ministry [accessed 02/05/2024].] 

	Therefore, since its destruction, Coventry Cathedral has become a site of war memory that focuses on peace and reconciliation, renewing this pledge into the present day. On the other hand, Dresden’s Frauenkirche reveals a very different account of how a ruined monument can be remembered. From the 13th to the 15th of February, Dresden and the Elbe Valley in Saxony, East Germany was targeted in a joint RAF and USAAF bombing mission comprising 1083 aircraft.[footnoteRef:25] The succeeding destruction of the city was nothing short of catastrophic. Whether a militarily viable location to bomb or not, the mission had left Dresden’s Altstadt unrecognisable. An American POW, ‘interned in a local slaughterhouse witnessed the raid and its immediate aftermath later described Dresden as a virtual moonscape.’[footnoteRef:26] Dresden’s Frauenkirche in the heart of the city, despite surviving the initial bombing eventually succumbed to the heat of the firestorm. By the 15th of February the cathedral ‘imploded into a mountain of rubble (Trümmerberg).’[footnoteRef:27]  [25:  Tony Joel, The Dresden Firebombing: Memory and the Politics of Commemorating Destruction (London: I.B Tauris, 2014), p.44.]  [26:  Joel, The Dresden Firebombing, p.65.]  [27:  Joel, The Dresden Firebombing, p.65.] 

Similarly to Coventry, following the Frauenkirche’s demise, the ensuing ruin of what once stood quickly ‘served as the central symbol of Dresden's devastation.’[footnoteRef:28] However, although Coventry Cathedral’s mnemonic legacy was parroted and pushed as propaganda by the British wartime Government, its identity had developed naturally through Provost Howard’s actions in particular, as well as through free dissemination in the press. Additionally, its response to reconciliation was later vindicated through victory in war. On the other hand, the nazi response to Dresden’s destruction could not have been more different from the generated response following Coventry’s destruction.  As Tony Joel successfully highlights ‘news that enemy “Luftgangster” had laid waste to the universally revered Elbflorenz presented a last ditch opportunity to steel domestic resolve and engender international sympathy.’[footnoteRef:29] A nazi press release at the time read ‘the use of incendiary bombs shows that the cultural and residential areas were deliberately attacked and destroyed…the explanation can only be that they desire to obliterate and annihilate the German people and all its [sic] remaining possessions.’[footnoteRef:30] Instead of turning to a narrative of reconciliation and strength, the nazi propaganda machine attempted to generate sympathy through victimisation. In contrast, the front page of the Midland Daily Telegraph on the 18th of November, following Coventry’s bombing read proudly, ‘Coventry tackles great problem confidently, mayor’s appeal for patience and forbearance.’[footnoteRef:31] For the Nazi Government, what did remain of The Frauenkirche was decidedly hard evidence of persecution against the entire German people.  [28:  James, ‘Undoing Trauma’, p.246.]  [29:  Joel, The Dresden Firebombing, p.68.]  [30:  Joel, The Dresden Firebombing, p.68.]  [31:  Coventry Evening Telegraph, Monday 18 November 1940.] 

Following the war, Dresden fell under the remit of the Soviet Union, later being incorporated into the German Democratic Republic (DDR). Similar to the Nazi government before the DDR, the mnemonic legacy of the Frauenkirche had to satisfy the Soviet Union’s own political identity. As Moshenska notes ‘for the politicians who controlled the site, and the DDR in general, the ruins of the Frauenkirche served as a rhetorical tool for emphasizing the brutality of the Capitalist Allies (Britain and the United States) in the Second World War, and for highlighting the suffering of ordinary working-class Germans.’[footnoteRef:32] Adding to this tailored method of memory were communist ideals ‘fundamentally opposed to the architectural grandeur synonymous with the former Saxon Residenzstadt.’[footnoteRef:33] Furthermore, although freedom of religion was allowed in the GDR, official state policy orientated strongly towards atheism, hence resulting in obvious problems arising regarding the potential memorialisation or reconstruction of a Lutheran cathedral. These three decisions combined by the East German government resulted in the verdict being made to leave the Frauenkirche a ruin. Following in the footsteps of the Nazi Government, East Germany suppressed the space for authentic rhetoric concerning the memory of the Frauenkirche to take hold. Instead, Soviet propaganda planted the site with an official way to remember the Frauenkirche, tailored to satisfy their political ends. This was a carefully constructed narrative, toeing the line between anti-fascism and anti-Anglo-American imperialism, both stalwarts of Soviet propaganda during the Cold War. Joel notes that ‘the ruinous Frauenkirche site categorically developed into an antiwar (and anti-fascist) Mahnmal,’[footnoteRef:34] meaning a site focused specifically as a warning to future generations. An official placard placed in front of the ruin read, ‘to the tens of thousands of dead, and an inspiration to the living in their struggle against imperialist barbarism and for the peace and happiness of man.’[footnoteRef:35] Debatably, both Coventry Cathedral and Dresden’s Frauenkirche at this point functioned as similar monuments, as visible scars attesting to the horrors of war. However, while Coventry maintained their official narrative of reconciliation, Dresden purposefully preserved the Frauenkirche’s reputation as a victim first and foremost.    [32:  Moshenska, ‘Curated Ruins and the Endurance of Conflict Heritage’, p.82.]  [33:  Tony Joel, ‘Reconstruction over Ruins: Rebuilding Dresden’s Frauenkirche’, in The Heritage of War, ed. by Martin Gegner and Bart Ziino (London & New York: Routledge, 2012), 197-218, (p.202).]  [34:  Joel, ‘Reconstruction over Ruins: Rebuilding Dresden’s Frauenkirche’, p.204.]  [35:  Susanne Vees-Gulani, ‘From Frankfurt's Goethehaus to Dresden's Frauenkirche: Architecture, German Identity, and Historical Memory after 1945’, The Germanic Review: Literature, Culture, Theory 80, no. 2 (2005) 143–63, (p.151.)] 

As the Cold War progressed, Dresden’s Frauenkirche continued to be remembered as a site of victimhood, but nevertheless demand for a structure to return grew. However, similar to Coventry’s rebuilt cathedral, questions were being asked by Dresden’s cultural conservationists involving what a restoration would look like. Specifically, ‘for the church to reappear the ruins would have to be monumentally disturbed, yet the fact that they had materialized into an important Mahnmal in their own right simply could not be overlooked.’[footnoteRef:36] Yet the desire remained to rebuild the Frauenkirche, especially as by the 1980s other significant buildings in Dresden were being rebuilt by the DDR, such as the Semperoper Opera house, opening in 1985. Furthermore, restlessness with the DDR in general by this point was reaching its climax. Since 1982, an annual commemoration at the Frauenkirche on the 13th of February was held, officially to remember the bombing of the city during wartime. However, such a commemoration became ‘public demonstrations of passive resistance against the state.’[footnoteRef:37] In 1988, Dresden and the Frauenkirche’s legacy as a site of victimhood from imperialist and fascist overreach was dramatically turned on its head. As Rudy Koshar writes ‘Dresden became a symbol of victimization not only in relation to the West but also in relation to the GDR regime itself, as East German human rights activists chanted, “Don’t destroy human rights as Dresden was once destroyed.”’[footnoteRef:38] The narrative laid down by the Nazi government following the bombing had persisted for over 40 years, yet now its sense of mnemonic victimisation was shifting from the West to the East German Government.  [36:  Joel, ‘Reconstruction over Ruins: Rebuilding Dresden’s Frauenkirche’, p.204.]  [37:  Joel, ‘Reconstruction over Ruins: Rebuilding Dresden’s Frauenkirche’ p.206.]  [38:  Rudy Koshar, From Monuments to Traces Artifacts of German Memory, 1870–1990 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2000), p.163.] 

Following the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, the campaign Ruf aus Dresden was launched, focused on finally rebuilding the Frauenkirche in light of the new sociocultural and political order sweeping through East Germany. This campaign attempted to shift the Frauenkirche’s site of memory away from victimhood, as it now ‘appealed for international support under the rubric of reconciliation.’[footnoteRef:39] Yet, questions regarding its architectural style and location remained outstanding. Fast-forwarding to 2004, the new Dresden Frauenkirche opened to both acclaim and fierce condemnation. The Church was reconstructed atop the ruin, and was a carbon copy of the original construction, using some of the original masonry sporadically dotted throughout the new exterior walls. However, this clashed dramatically with calls from preservationists, as instead ‘what started as an honest attempt to make a building with “embedded memory” became an aesthetic governed by the positivistic conceits of the restorers.’[footnoteRef:40] Furthermore, numerous designers warned ‘against erecting what could at best be a copy of the original and called instead for “vorbildliche Bauten der Gegenwart”, modern constructions free of any nostalgia for the past.’[footnoteRef:41] This is attuned to the approach taken by Basil Spence when constructing Coventry’s new building, arguing that ‘true traditionalists are people who think simply in their era. The copyists, then, are surely the revolutionaries.’[footnoteRef:42]  [39:  Joel, ‘Reconstruction over Ruins: Rebuilding Dresden’s Frauenkirche’, p.208.]  [40:  Mark Jarzombek, ‘Disguised Visibilities Dresden/“Dresden”’, in Memory and Architecture, ed. by  Eleri Bastéa. (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press, 2004), pp.49-78, (p.56.) ]  [41:  Vees-Gulani, ‘From Frankfurt's Goethehaus to Dresden's Frauenkirche’, p.152.]  [42:  Spence, Phoenix at Coventry, p.10.] 

As well as criticism for its anachronistic architecture, for decades the Frauenkirche had functioned as a site of war memory and victimhood, something that risked being lost through the reconstruction. For many, the new identity founded in mnemonic propaganda by the Nazis and continued by the East German government truly mattered. As Mark Jarzombek writes concerning the integration of the original masonry ‘It could even be argued that the Socialist monument was, in essence, dispersed throughout the fabric of the building so that it was no longer possible to read its former presence back into existence.’[footnoteRef:43] Dresden’s attempt to move past its sense of victimhood and war memory is akin to what Michael Meng coins, “redemptive cosmopolitanism,” the idea that ‘after Nazism and Communism, Europe has seemingly arrived as a tolerant, democratic, and liberal continent.’[footnoteRef:44] Redemption for the Frauenkirche meant that its contemporary mission was focused on the memorialisation of forgetting and moving forward from a place of victimhood. The reconstruction implies ‘that an intact, unadulterated national tradition once existed, was lost, and can now be recovered.’[footnoteRef:45] This may appear as an attempt to align itself closer to Coventry’s mission of reconciliation and peace. However, as the shell of the old burnt-out cathedral still stands today, Coventry’s sense of memorialisation remains vastly different. The rebuilt Frauenkirche is unapologetically attempting to move past its sense of victimhood as ‘it avoids the work of mourning by insisting, in effect, that mourning need not occur.’[footnoteRef:46] Meanwhile, Coventry Cathedral has proudly and firmly allowed space for mourning and war memory to occur, working towards reconciliation not by forgetting, but by remembering.  [43:  Mark Jarzombek, ‘Disguised Visibilities Dresden/“Dresden”’, p.56.]  [44:  Michael Meng, ‘Muranów as a Ruin Layered Memories in Postwar Warsaw’, in Jewish Space in Contemporary Poland, ed. by Erica Lehrer and Michael Meng. (Bloomington: Indian University Press, 2015), pp.71-789, (p. 83).]  [45:  James, ‘Undoing Trauma’, p.248.]  [46:  James, ‘Undoing Trauma’ p.249.] 

In conclusion then, despite both Coventry Cathedral and Dresden’s Frauenkirche being destroyed in similar acts during times of devastating warfare, their approach to heritage and conservation has been dramatically distinctive. Using memory studies as a foundational methodology, this essay has examined how the lasting memory of Coventry and Dresden’s cathedrals has been shaped by the initial remembrance of the site. Modern Coventry Cathedral relishes in its appeal to peace and reconciliation, whereas the Frauenkirche still wrestles with its sense of its victimised beginnings. Similarly, while both cathedrals now function as sites of reconciliation, Coventry does this by actively maintaining its original mnemonic devices, whereas Dresden does it through a process of forgetting. Despite both cathedrals now being rebuilt, their different architectural styles also continue to be debated. Coventry Cathedral does not feature alongside more prominent British cathedrals such as St Pauls, and Canterbury, as ‘behavioural research into questions of conservation suggests that such as radical proposal for renewal is seldom embraced by the public, as their preference for surroundings is often linked to a familiarity of the environment.’[footnoteRef:47] Conversely, the Frauenkirche’s rebuilding has been cast by many critics as inauthentic and unnecessarily nostalgic. A revisit is needed in the decades to come that would compare these two great cathedrals once more, examining with greater scope how the legacy and memory of Coventry Cathedral and Dresden’s Frauenkirche persist into the future.  [47:  Vees-Gulani, ‘From Frankfurt's Goethehaus to Dresden's Frauenkirche’, p.152.] 
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