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Abstract In capitalist contexts, penalty seeks to turn citizens into Bproductive^ mem-
bers of society. This is particularly visible in political systems that rely on forced labor,
where the painful logic of punishment merges political subjugation with economic
exploitation. Recent archaeological research on a former Nazi forced labor camp at
Tempelhof airfield in Berlin underscores how an increasing reliance on unfree labor in
the manufacture of German military aircrafts during the Second World War went hand
in hand with the transition to a Fordist mode of production. While the material
necessities of the arms industry did not bring about forced labor, the shift to assembly
line work surfaces as consistent with the politico-economic requirements of the
National Socialist regime.

Keywords Political economy of punishment . Forced labor . Capitalism . National
Socialism . Holocaust archaeology

Politico-Economic Investments

In Arundhati Roy’s (1998) The God of Small Things, two underage protagonists find
themselves suddenly thrown into BHistory House.^ The children, just awoken from a
nap, become eyewitnesses to the brutal police killing of their untouchable friend,
Velutha. They watch history unfold through the homicidal cementation of caste differ-
ences: The officers, with heavy boots and flying batons, pounding on flesh, on bone, on
teeth, inscribe an irresolvable social distinction on their victim’s body.

This is not a tale of personal positions of antipathy or anger. Roy’s history house is
grander, its foundations are reaching deeper: In its expansive backrooms, the police
officers act as Bhistory’s henchmen^ (Roy 1998, p. 297). They are there, behind locked
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doors and open windows, not to discipline the individual offender, but to punish
heterodox existence. The blows of the police batons are placed unerringly, almost
economically, exacting a political act that delineates as well as legitimizes social
exclusion.

In a regime of punishment that is marked by efficiency rather than frenzy, the human
body is not only invested politically, but also economically. As Foucault (1995, p. 153)
has painstakingly demonstrated, in the modern penal system the Bbody-machine^
constitutes both an economic and an epistemic resource. The exploitation of the
offender’s labor is inextricably tied to her subjugation by way of a Bpolitical investment
of the body^ (Foucault 1995, p. 25). More specifically, for Foucault (1995, p. 25)

the body becomes a useful force [of production] only if it is both a productive
body and a subjected body. […] That is to say, there may be a Bknowledge^ of the
body that is not exactly the science of its functioning, and a mastery of its forces
that is more than the ability to conquer them: this knowledge and this mastery
constitute what might be called the political technology of the body.

As a Btotal institution^ (Goffman 1961), the modern prison usurps both body and
soul, seeking to produce obedient subjects by turning prisoners into productive mem-
bers of society (De Cunzo 2006). The deep-seated logic of the necessity to penalize
those who are considered not merely politically and socially, but also economically
disruptive surfaces in the context of a political economy of free market capitalism. In
the contemporary warehouse-prison, for example, which overwhelmingly punishes
poor and racialized individuals (Wacquant 2009), the strategy of a lockdown targets
the social body by dispossessing prisoners politically as well as economically. The
punishment of Bundesirable^ individuals no longer takes the form of the public
spectacle, but has been moved to history’s backrooms. Here, in pocketed spaces of
confinement, hidden and isolated, penalty is dispensed in carefully calculated ways.

Different institutions of punishment—the prison, the camp, the reformatory, the
asylum—all emulate Foucault’s technology of the body, yet each historical moment
requires a refocusing of our analytical lens. In my case study, the broader political
context is written as the story of exclusion and oppression, with Roy’s history house
replaced by the barracks of a German labor camp. This camp had its own henchmen of
history: Private aircraft companies, working for and with the Nazi state, inserted foreign
laborers (most of them deported from Eastern European countries) into an emerging
Fordist mode of production. Here, too, efficiency was at the forefront: The use of forced
labor resulted in industrial growth while consolidating the penal nature of assembly line
production.

The imbrication of economic forms with political technologies happened at a
moment when Germany had just stepped from the brink of a war into its turbulent
midst. By 1939, the Nazi state was under increasing pressure to upgrade its armament
production and as a result the state involved itself in significant ways in the dealings of
private arms companies, shaping an industry that relied heavily on forced labor. While
before the war only state-owned companies or the SS had relied on forced labor, during
the Second World War private manufacturers set up labor camps all across Germany.
The capital Berlin now quickly established itself as BMetropole der NS-Zwangsarbei^
(Irmer 2012, p. 37), an epicenter of National Socialist forced labor. In 1944, more than
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a quarter of the entire labor force in Germany was composed of foreigners, the majority
having been deported from their home countries all across Europe and coerced to work
for German companies (Allen 2004; Spoerer and Fleischhacker 2002b). The growing
reliance on unfree labor in the German war economy was not incidental, however, but
occurred precisely at the same time as the armament industry underwent shifts toward
more rationalized production methods (Uziel 2006).

The changes in the matériel culture of wartime (Schofield et al. 2002) that these
developments implied can still be traced today, however fragmentary. In its various
states of decay, the industrial material culture from the Second World War forms a
tangible archive that yokes historical events to personal experience. Whereas lived
history is emergent and transient, the archaeological traces of past human practice
remain, allowing us to unravel how the economic interests of the Nazi state were tied to
specific penal technologies to which millions of forced laborers (with around 300,000
in Berlin alone) were subjected.

The Disciplinary Framework of Forced Labor

In 2012–13, an archaeological team of Freie Universität Berlin and the
Landesdenkmalamt Berlin carried out excavations in order to document the material
traces of several forced labor camps that existed at Tempelhof airfield from 1942 to 44.
The archaeological work conducted in 2012 revealed not only remains of buildings and
other finds belonging to the context of the camps, but also yielded objects that had been
used in the manufacture or repair of German military planes.

These findings confirm the significant role that Tempelhof airport had played as
supply and armament center for the Luftwaffe during the Second World War. Having
been used for civilian air transportation throughout the 1920s and 1930s, Tempelhof
airport, then known as Berliner Zentralflughafen (Berlin Central Airport), was turned
into an airbase in 1939, accompanied by the construction of a new airport terminal. In
early 1940, the privately owned companies Weser-Flugzeugbau GmbH (hereafter
BWeserflug^) and Lufthansa AG moved to Berlin-Tempelhof, where they assembled
and maintained military aircrafts for the Luftwaffe with the help of forced laborers
(Assatzk 2012). The expanding war, which required more and more German citizens to
be sent to the frontline, augmented this system of unfree labor. As a former forced
laborer from Poland, Wacław Serafinowski, recalled, Bthey needed people there,
because they sent Germans to the frontline at every opportunity, and so they had ever
fewer of their own people^ (Serafinowski 2005, p. 7, my translation). Manufacturers,
facing drastic labor shortages, began to fulfill their need of labor power by drawing on
foreign civilians, prisoners of war, and concentration camp inmates (Spoerer and
Fleischhacker 2002a).

While shortages of German workers led to a significant rise in the number of foreign
laborers during the war years, the Nazi forced labor system had grown out of a politico-
economic framework already in place during the pre-war era. Historical precursors to
the institution of forced labor can be found in forms of semi-forced or compulsory
labor, such as the Reichsarbeitsdienst (Reich Labor Service) or Notstandsarbeit
(an obligatory form of labor for unemployed men), which were intensified after 1936
(Gruner 2004). At this moment, a major transformation occurred within the penal regime of
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the Nazi state: Having previously sought to reform prisoners by turning them into produc-
tive members of society, prison labor now became increasingly exploitative, if not deadly
(Winzer 2009). Earlier forms of corrective labor essentially Belided into, paved the way for,
and desensitized people to ever more extreme systems of compulsion^ (Hayes 2004, p. 4).
The gradual normalization of forced labor was, however, also aided by the fact that
prisoners were not always hidden but sometimes worked in plain sight of free Germans:
At certain moments, the presence of the foreign and forced laborers spilled over the
boundaries of the factory and the camp, thus constituting a visible part of the fabric of
daily life in Nazi Germany (Pagenstecher 2010).

Around the same time as this disciplinary change took place, a reorganization of
German industry occurred, which was marked by a shift toward more standardized and
mechanized production methods. Most significant was the replacement of workbenches
with assembly lines in the mid-1930s, which emulated the Fordist model by drawing on
the labor power of a largely unskilled, low-waged workforce. The penal labor that was
recruited from the Nazi camps could easily be inserted into this streamlined production
process. By the 1940s, when the shortage of German laborers had become substantial,
Fordism was the preferred mode of production, because it allowed even unskilled or
weak workers to fulfill the required workload. In fact, experiments run by the Institut
für Arbeitsphysiognomie (Institute for Ergonomics), a branch of the Kaiser Wilhelm
Society for the Advancement of Science, on how to facilitate the workflow in aircraft
production showed that assembly lines increased economic efficiency and labor pro-
ductivity for workers of all skill levels.

The camp, which supplied the labor for the assembly lines, now emerged as Ban
institution ancillary to the factory^ (De Giorgi 2012, p. 45). Forced labor was not only
vital to the functioning of the German war economy, but also proved favorable to the
expansion of industrial capitalism. This does not mean that the Nazi forced labor
system, inscribed as it was within a genocidal rationality, was not characterized by
deprivation and death. Rather, it underscores that the political goal of punishment and
the economic interests of state and private businesses coalesced in the institution of
forced labor. Expanding Agamben’s notion of Bthanatopolitics^ (1998, p. 122), the
power over forced laborers was not only expressed in the state’s right to Bmake live^
and to Bmake die,^ but also in the decision to not let die (see also Mbembe 2003).
Through this decision in particular the National-Socialist institution of forced labor
resembles other forms of penalty in the ninteenth and twentieth centuries, which
successfully join Bthe accumulation of men and the accumulation of capital^
(Foucault 1995, p. 221).

Forced Labor at Tempelhof Airfield

Armament production was a central component of the German war economy and a
highly profitable industrial sector during the Second World War. A time-consuming
process, requiring frequent overhauls, revisions, and design changes, as well as a series
of testing phases, airplane manufacture in particular benefitted from the indicated shifts
in German industry. Paired with the use of forced labor, the production of military
airplanes along assembly lines was fast and cost-efficient while keeping in place a
disciplinary regime of political oppression.
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Aircraft Production

At Tempelhof airfield, the companies Weserflug and Lufthansa deployed forced la-
borers in different sectors of military aircraft production, including the assembly, repair,
and maintenance of planes. Other men and women worked off-site, in factories all
across Berlin, where they manufactured the parts of planes that were later assembled at
Tempelhof. The majority of the laborers who worked at Tempelhof were housed in
several smaller camps, which Weserflug and Lufthansa had set up in different sections
of the airfield.

The archaeological work carried out at Tempelhof in 2012 focused on a
camp run by Lufthansa. The camp was located immediately north of the old
airport, the former Zentralflughafen, which is situated in the central area of
today’s airfield between taxiway and northern runway (Fig. 1). Material traces
of the camps are scant and fragmentary, underscoring the ephemeral nature of
the archaeological record relating to the Nazi Holocaust. Remains pertaining to
the actual use context of the camp were found in two excavation areas, Area 1
and Area 2, where a total of six trenches had been opened up (Fig. 2). The
archaeological findings in Area 1 indicate the existence of a camp that was
made up of four structurally identical accommodation barracks, each of which
was 52.5 m long and 12.5 m wide, and one slightly shorter barrack (42.5 m in

Fig. 1 Hand-drawn architectural plan of Tempelhof airport by Ernst Sagebiel, 1943. Copyright by
Architekturmuseum der Technischen Universität Berlin
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length), all of them likely constructed of wood. Only parts of the strip foun-
dations of these buildings are preserved today.

South of the accommodation barracks for forced laborers, the foundations as well as
parts of the basement of a utility barrack, kitchen barrack, and a mess hall were
excavated in Area 2. The state of preservation of these buildings was better than that
of the living quarters of the camp, because they had brick walls. Since the camp had
been severely damaged during air raids at the end of the war and subsequently

Fig. 2 The former Berlin Central Airport with the location of the 2012 excavations, outlining Areas (Flächen)
1–3 and 5–7 as well as the individual Trenches (Schnitte) 1–10. Plan by Edward Collins, Landesdenkmalamt
Berlin
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stripped down to its foundations, the buildings appeared relatively empty, almost
vacant. While the barracks contained traces of interior installations, such as broken
tiles and bricks, rusty nails, frayed cables, snapped wires, and cracked water and
sewage pipes (Fig. 3), there were only few items that relay a sense of daily life in the
camp, whether it is utensils for eating or personal objects (Starzmann 2014).

The depersonalized character of the archaeological record at Tempelhof underscores
the penal nature of forced labor. As those housed in the camp were considered
economic resources, they were merely warehoused there for later deployment in the
production halls. The physical space of the camp was set up in a way that provided
minimal shelter and effectively prevented its inhabitants from moving around freely. As
a space of confinement as well as an important site of economic (re) production, the
labor camp occupied a crucial place within the Bdisciplinary framework of industrial
capitalism^ (Wacquant 2009, p. 114; see also Wacquant 2002). As a particular articu-
lation of the penitentiary, it deprived workers of their liberty in order to provide the
armament industry with labor power.

Historical documents suggest that the forced laborers’ job sites were located in two
building complexes within the Tempelhof airport grounds. The assembly of planes took
place in the halls of the new airport terminal, an arresting monumental structure built
between 1936 and 1941 after a design by Ernst Sagebiel, which still characterizes
Berlin’s cityscape today. Repair and maintenance tasks were carried out inside the
hangars of the old airport. Of the latter building complex, which originally was
comprised of five hangars, a radio tower, a station building, and a passenger terminal,
only the basement and the foundations are preserved.

During our archaeological work at Tempelhof airfield, three excavation areas were
set up in order to document the building structure and state of preservation of the

Fig. 3 A collection of de-contextualized artifacts found inside one of the accommodation barracks in
Trench 1. Photo by Jessica Meyer, Landesdenkmalamt Berlin
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westernmost hangars of the old airport, Hangar II (Area 6) and Hangar III (Area 5), as
well as of the old station building and passenger terminal (Area 3). Within Area 3,
Trench 7 was opened up over a length of 31 m in north–south direction and a width of
9.5 m, revealing a basement with floors still intact; its walls had largely been
removed, probably after the end of the war by soldiers of the US Army or its allies
who needed building materials (Fig. 4).

The basement originally contained space for a large beer hall as well as for kitchen and
storage rooms, wardrobes, a coiffeur, a pastry shop, and a telephone switchboard with
pneumatic post system. Located underneath the basement, at a depth of approximately
2.5m below the surface, was a boiler room framed by cross-bonded bricks on its southern
(Loci 78/79), western (Loci 79/81), and northern sides (Locus 81) (Bernbeck et al. 2012).

The fill material of the boiler room, excavated as Locus 77, is of particular interest: It
yielded 61 artifacts, all of which could be identified as parts of German (military)
aircrafts. While of the more than 18,000 finds recovered at Tempelhof in 2012, only 94
objects (less than 1 %) relate to airplanes, the artifacts from the boiler room alone
amount to around two thirds of the total number of airplane parts found. Most of the
remaining airplane parts came from a large, closed down firefighting pond (Loci 41/46)
in Area 2, all seemingly belonging to US airplanes.

Since the assembly of planes took place in the new airport building, and repair and
maintenance tasks were located in the hangars of the old airport, the rooms in the
basement of the old station building and passenger terminal were likely used for the
storage of extra parts. Among the recovered objects were various cockpit instruments,
such as an altitude indicator and a Morse key, as well as some electronic equipment like a
radio and a switching board. In addition, a number of machine parts were found, including
a hydraulic press from an undercarriage, an auxiliary generator of an engine, a crankshaft,
a steering cable, and a metal frame. Several piston cylinders (Fig. 5), which could stem
from the air-cooled radial engine of a Focke-Wulf 190 plane that Weserflug manufactured
at Tempelhof, were stockpiled in the basement as well. These cylinders appear to be
unused since they were found without the actual pistons and might have been kept at
Tempelhof airport only for the purpose of servicing worn-out or damaged motors.

The different airplane parts, to be stored and installed in the Tempelhof plants of
Weserflug and Lufthansa, were not manufactured on-site. The production of the larger
parts of the shell of an airplane (such as the metal frame, walls, wings, and windows)
and of its interior equipment (including instruments and machinery) was outsourced to
smaller workshops. In the Berlin neighborhoods of Neukölln, Kreuzberg, Schöneberg,
and Tempelhof, several companies did metalworking and optomechanics for the major
armament producers in Germany (Assatzk 2012). The company Deuta-Werke, for
example, which was required to move its registered office to Schwarzenbach am
Wald in Southern Germany during the Second World War, kept a smaller branch in
Berlin (Deuta-Werke 2005). This is probably where the RPM counter recovered from
Locus 77 was manufactured: This instrument, bearing a badge with the manufacturer’s
name (BDeuta-Werk^) and the manufacturing date B1942,^ was built into planes of the
Junkers 88 (Ju 88) type, which were assembled at Tempelhof airfield (Fig. 6).

During the war years, the companies to which manufacturing tasks were outsourced
frequently turned to forced labor as well. Just as in convict lease systems that existed in
Europe and North America throughout the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
(see, for example, Blackmon 2009; Lichtenstein 1996; O’Brien 1995), and which
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Fig. 4 Schematic plan of Trench (Schnitt) 7 in Area (Fläche) 3, which contained Loci (Befunde) 77–79 and
81. Plan by Edward Collins, Landesdenkmalamt Berlin
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continue to exist in modified form in the United States today, private parties hired
prisoners from state-run camps in order to operate their factories. The electronics
manufacturer C. Lorenz AG (today Alcatel SEL AG) deployed forced laborers from
Nazi concentration camps in its facilities, with its largest factory located in Berlin-
Tempelhof (Benz and Distel 2006). The company, which produced not only home
radios and broadcast transmitters, but also aircraft communications sets, and which
owned shares of Focke-Wulf, had manufactured the schematic circuit diagram for
Lufthansa that was found in Locus 77 (Fig. 7).

Exploitative Industries

Military airplane production in Berlin-Tempelhof was a fairly disaggregated procedure:
Not only were some aspects of the manufacturing process outsourced in their entirety,
individual production steps were also separated from each other as a result of the
assembly line system (see Budrass et al. 2010; Pophanken 2000; Uziel 2006). In
contrast to the workbench approach, which had required workers to perform a series

Fig. 5 Unused piston cylinder of a Focke-Wulf 190 engine. Photo by Jessica Meyer, Landesdenkmalamt Berlin
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Fig. 7 Schematic circuit diagram for a Lufthansa plane manufactured by C. Lorenz AG in Berlin-Tempelhof.
Photo by Jessica Meyer, Landesdenkmalamt Berlin

Fig. 6 RPM counter of the manufacturer Deuta-Werke. Photo by Jessica Meyer, Landesdenkmalamt Berlin
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of operations, demanding a whole set of skills, tasks along the assembly line were
repetitive and largely disconnected from those of other workers. This had implications
for the organization of labor in German factories: As manufacturers were faced with
extreme labor shortages due to the raging war, the Fordist production method allowed
companies to rely more and more on an unskilled workforce. In the context of a
political regime that favored compulsory labor, it is significant that as soon as produc-
tion processes underwent a noticeable disaggregation companies began to recruit
foreign and forced laborers, who had received little or no training before being assigned
a job.

Once forced labor was recognized as a key resource by the German armament
industry, manufacturers started capitalizing on the Fordist production regime by sys-
tematizing a number of exploitative measures. Forced laborers were remunerated in
inadequate ways, receiving an even lower pay than their German colleagues. This
payment did not get adjusted to increasing inflation levels, thus resulting in stagnant
wages (Jaskot 2004). This is significant, because it indicates that forced labor was
indeed dispensed as punishment: Like penal labor in the modern prison system, it is
unfree labor and practically unpaid since the minimal wages distributed are merely
symbolic (see Morris and Rothman 1995). Aware of the potential to markedly reduce
manufacturing costs, some firms soon replaced the entirety of their workforce with
forced laborers. By 1944, Weserflug’s Tempelhof plant alone employed around 2,000
forced laborers, who were paid only insignificant wages, rendering their work basically
slave labor (Heisig 2012).

Despite the low skill levels of their workforce, companies exerted pressure to
maximize output, expecting employees to learn on the job. Polish survivor Wacław
Serafinowski testified that when he was first conscripted to do compulsory labor for a
German company, he received merely four weeks of Btraining^ in metal working in a
workshop in Posen (Poznań), Poland (Serafinowski 2005). Later, he was sent to work
at the airport in Oranienburg-Annahof north of Berlin, most likely for the company
Heinkel, which produced wing sets and fuselages at its factory in Germendorf and
assembled planes in Annahof. Here, Serafinowksi was given merely two weeks to learn
the demanding task of justifying an aircraft’s wheelwork. The requirement that workers,
who were basically untrained, were to learn on the job was abetted by the rationalized
production process, which was set up Bto exploit economies of learning^ (Budrass et al.
2010, p. 128).

As the repetitive and monotonous nature of assembly line work allowed workers to
become more proficient in their assigned tasks over time, productivity levels increased.
In addition, economies of learning also benefitted from a new preference among
German aircraft manufacturers for less complex designs. The Junkers 288 (Ju 288)
plane, for example, which required only 200 bolts and screws, could easily be built by
an untrained worker with an automatic riveting machine. This model replaced the more
complex Ju 88, which had consisted of 4,000 parts and had to be assembled by hand.
Starting in summer 1944, even the jet engines of Junker planes, which are particularly
complex machines, were principally manufactured by unskilled labor while German
workers were merely present for quality assurance of the end products (Uziel 2006).

Productivity levels were also increased considerably by forcing workers to spend
extremely long hours in the factories. Stanisława Michałowska, a former forced laborer
from Poland, who was employed by an (unidentified) airplane manufacturer at
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Tempelhof, recalls long shifts of up to 36 h: B[W] ork began at 7 in the morning and
ended according to the demands of the factory, that is, I was working 8, 12, 24, or 36 h
shifts^ (Michałowska 1997, my translation). In addition, forced laborers were guarded
throughout the workday and often subject to harsh and arbitrary punishment, which
sought to increase output by maintaining workplace discipline. The accounts of
survivors like Stanisława Michałowska are testimony to how corporeal abuse in the
factory halls was deployed strategically by companies in order to deter laborers from
acts of sabotage and refusal to work.

That the restructured production process, which gave way to an increasing
exploitation of labor, resulted in ever-higher profits for the German armament
industry is reflected in company statistics. Between the mid-1930s and mid-
1940s, many of the major arms producers reported not only rapid hikes in the
number of manufactured military aircrafts, but also noted a tremendous increase
in annual sales. For firms like Weserflug, historians have documented excep-
tionally high base salaries, paired with bonuses and premiums, for company
executives and managers (Pophanken 2000).

This exploitative business model was supported ideologically and financially
by the Nazi state since the Reichsluftfahrtministerium (Ministry of Aviation),
which oversaw both civilian and military aviation, was responsible for deciding
on the scale and type of military aircraft production in Germany. Hermann
Göring, who led the ministry from its inception in 1933, commissioned private
companies to design and develop airplanes for the Luftwaffe, of which he
became the commander-in-chief in 1935 (Budrass et al. 2010; Scherner 2006).
For a number of military contracts, the government favored firms that exhibited
tight links with the National Socialist regime personnel-wise. Beate Winzer
(2009) mentions that 150 generals of the Luftwaffe had previously worked in
the aircraft industry or for airline companies.

Often familial ties strengthened such political connections as well. Not by coinci-
dence did Weserflug win over a contract in 1938, which had formerly been held by
Junkers (Pophanken 2000). Herbert Göring, chairman of the board of directors of
Weserflug since 1936, was Hermann Göring’s cousin. While Junkers conducted cost-
intensive aeronautic research and was therefore particularly dependent on state con-
tracts (Winzer 2012), Weserflug now took on the production of Junkers planes. By
1941, Weserflug was firmly established as the main mass producer of the Junkers 87
(Ju 87) dive-bomber, colloquially known as BStuka^ (Sturzkampfflugzeug). The com-
pany carried out two-thirds of the final assembly of all Ju 87 planes for the Luftwaffe,
over 90 % of which were produced at Tempelhof (Heisig 2012).

Yet, when entering fixed-price contracts with private firms, the Nazi state
principally respected freedom of contract. This government-funded strategy to
stimulate competition among businesses motivated private companies to act in
the interest of the state. Manufacturers, who took advantage of the forced labor
system in order to respond to the material necessities of armament production,
thus ensured Bthe security of commodity flow,^ to borrow Weiss’s language,
which Bcame to usurp extant political and legal infrastructures^ (Weiss 2011, p.
26). The contracting authority, the National Socialist government, profited in
major ways from this Bfusion of state and capital^ (Gluckstein 1999, p. 140),
effectively bringing about a military-industrial complex.
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The Structure of Penalty

Within this complex web of political and economic power Tempelhof airfield consti-
tuted merely a single node. The archaeological archive is not expansive enough to
document the military industrial complex of Nazi Germany in its entirety, nor can it
follow the process of military airplane production at Tempelhof from inception to
finish. Yet, the fragments of industrial material culture that remain grant us rare insights
into a vast geography of forced labor: Each archaeological object is a reminder of a
particular political moment, and a Bslice of time^ (see Mah 2012).

The artifacts we recovered correlate to various transformations and shifts that
occurred in the German armament industry over time. A RPM counter or a schematic
circuit diagram, for example, can point us to the disaggregated nature of industrial
military production during the Second World War. Part of an abstract, generalized
workforce, employers considered their workers just another resource in the capitalist
production process. This situation was intensified for forced or foreign laborers who,
having received little or no job training, were differently involved in the manufacturing
process than their skilled German colleagues. In addition, their labor rights were
radically reduced if not rescinded altogether. Categorized as socially, racially, or
nationally inferior Bother,^ each forced laborer was inscribed in a particular regime
of punishment that merged economic exploitation with political subjugation.

The excavated objects are, however, more than mere symbols of a particularly
exploitative and oppressive system. By placing artifacts into a larger political and
economic context, it comes into view that the oppression of the forced laborers at
Tempelhof took effect through material culture, so that the manufacture of military
airplanes under the Nazi regime took on a punitive character. This is not to say that
industrial material culture is per se oppressive. Even in situations of extreme control,
such as imprisonment, objects have the potential to be turned into media of resistance
(see Casella 2009, 2011; Myers and Moshenska 2014). Former forced laborer Marija
Iwanowna Malachowa remembers that although tampering with the essen-
tial parts of a military aircraft was absolutely risky, BIt was possible.^ She
explains, BYou could throw something into [the hollow tailpiece of a plane].
[…] It could result in damage. The plane would be unable to take off or it would
crash. [laughs] You see what our thoughts were^ (Malachowa 2005, p. 59, my
translation).

Nevertheless, under violent political rule the material world often provides the
conditions for extreme forms of exploitation. While the institutionalization of forced
labor in Nazi Germany was not a direct result of the shift to assembly line production
(cf. Garman 1999; Rusche and Kirchheimer 1939 [2003]), the standardization and
mechanization of the material world certainly abetted the use of penal labor. The forced
laborers at Tempelhof were situated at the seam lines between political and economic
forms, with their labor aiding the reproduction of state capitalist structures that unfolded
at this very historical moment.

The marginalization of forced laborers was not only produced materially, however,
but also epistemologically. By exiling workers from political life and coercing them
into an exploitative economic structure, forced labor became an integral part of a
systematic Bpolitics of exclusion^ (Friedlander 1995, p. 17). By instituting a strict
hierarchy based on race, nationality, gender, and other categories, which sharply
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delineated free life from confined existence, this political regime was extremely violent,
leaving veritable scars in human lives. As Paul Schaffer, a survivor of the Holocaust,
put it, Bdie Wunde von dem, all dem, was passiert ist, bleibt für uns Überlebenden^ (the
wound of it, of everything that happened, remains for us survivors) (Knigge et al. 2010,
p. 177).

The abuse of forced laborers under the Nazi regime was as ruthless as it was exact.
As Spoerer and Fleischhacker (2002b) note, the existence of different categories of
workers resulted in various types and degrees of forced labor and brought about distinct
experiences of confinement. In its everyday workings, the Nazi penal regime dispensed
violence in calculated ways, and exceptionally cruel acts were executed with structure,
order, and routine.

Structure, order, and routine framed the actions of the policemen in The God of
Small Things as well. Seemingly paradoxical, it was the absence of accidents and
incidents that distinguished Velutha’s extremely violent killing in Roy’s narrative: The
henchmen of history transgress the boundaries of law, but their acts are calculated and
sober, carried out with purpose. In the aircraft factories of Tempelhof as in Nazi camps
all across Europe, political violence functioned in similar economic ways. In a political
system that worked people to death for the gain and profit of private armament
companies, the true dimension of punishment is its Bsober, steady brutality, the
economy of it all.^ (Roy 1998, p. 297).
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