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FOREWORD

his abridged edition of Saul Friedldnder’s two volume his-

tory of Nazi Germany and the Jews is not meant to replace
the original. Ideally it should encourage its readers to turn to
the full-fledged version with its wealth of details and interpre-
tive nuances, which of necessity could not be rendered here.
Nonetheless, whatever the constraints imposed by an abridge-
ment, the prime goal of the present work has been to render
faithfully Friedlinder’s highly original integrative approach to
the history of the persecution and extermination of European
Jewry between 1933 and 1945. The policies of the perpetrators,
the attitudes of surrounding society, as well as the initiatives
and reactions of the victims are interwoven in a unified nar-
rative. This type of simultaneous representation—at all levels
and in all different places—enables the reader better to grasp
the magnitude, depth, and multilayered evolution of the events,
and to perceive correlations and comparisons hardly apparent
beforehand.

The immediate impulse for writing this history, according
to the author, derived from the debates of the mid-1980s known
as the “historians’ controversy” (Historikerstreit) and, more
specifically, from the ensuing debate between himself and the
director of the Munich-based Institute for Contemporary His-
tory, Martin Broszat, about the “historicization of National
Socialism.” Broszat’s main criticism was directed against the
traditional representation of the Third Reich as a simplistic,
black-and-white rendition of “good” and “evil,” whereas a full
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rendition (Gesamtdarstellung) demanded many shades of gray.
Within this context the Munich scholar contended in partic-
ular that the Jewish survivors’ perception of this past, as well
as that of their descendants, albeit worthy of respect, repre-
sented a “mythical memory” (that is, a subjective version of
their experiences) that set a “coarsening obstacle in the path
of a rational German historiography,” based as it were upon a
scientific, dispassionate analysis of the facts.

In particular, Broszat argued, as a consequence of their
biased perspective, the victims tended to set the criminality of
the Nazi regime at center stage and thus saw it as defining the
entire history of the Third Reich. In his view the Nazi years
shouldbe treated asany “normal” period of history. Rather than
be analyzed from hindsight, from the known outcome (the im-
plementation of the “Final Solution of the Jewish Question”),
the Nazi period should be followed “in a forward direction,
in keeping with historical methodology.” Moreover, Broszat
noted, the “Final Solution” was made possible precisely because
it was systematically concealed from and thus unperceived by
the German population until shortly before the end of the war;
thislack of awareness of the worst crimes of the regime allowed
for an ongoing normality of everyday life for the immense ma-
jority of Germans living under National Socialism.

Contrary to Broszat’s interpretation, Friedlinder ques-
tioned the nature of the “normality” of everyday life in the
Third Reich prior to the onset of the “Final Solution” (late fall
1941) by showing the extraordinary impact of the regime’s anti-
Jewish propaganda on the national-racial community (Volksge-
meinschaft), the awareness of the open persecution of the Jews
and other targeted groups before the beginning of the war, and
the early and rapidly spreading knowledge and generally tacit
acceptance (often the complicit support) among the German
population of the crimes of the regime, specifically of mass
murder and, from 1942 on, of total extermination.
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Also in direct contradistinction to Broszat’s argument,
Nazi Germany and the Jews, sets a major emphasis on the vic-
tims’ voices in the writing and interpretation of this history.
These voices, not as expressed in fallible memoirs (no more
fallible of course than those of a HGss or a Speer, among any
number of Nazi memorialists and witnesses), but as expressed
in the immediate perception of the hundreds of diarists and
correspondents whose texts have been retrieved—recorded
the minutest details of their own individual world, including
the initiatives and daily brutality of the perpetrators, the re-
actions of populations, and the life and death of their commu-
nities. These most immediate testimonies about dimensions
of ongoing events, usually unperceived in other sources, do
confirm intuitions, warn us against easy generalizations, and
tear through the smugness of scholarly detachment. Though,
at times, they do repeat the known, they do so with un-
matched forcefulness.

Moreover, such personal chronicles, such individual Jewish
voices, restore to these events a sharpness of focus that had
been progressively lost in recent years through the emphasis
in historiographical writing on interpretations essentially
foregrounding abstract structures and mindless bureaucratic
dynamics. They also add a crucial dimension to the under-
standing of previously persistent questions about the behavior
of the victims and thus about the unfolding of the killing pro-
cess as such: The reading of diaries and letters, for example,
clearly shows that while the populations throughout Europe
were becoming aware of the extermination of the Jews, the
victims themselves, with the exception of a tiny minority, did
not know what was ultimately in store for them. In Western
and in Central Europe the Jews were somehow unable to piece
the information together; in the East, the Jewish populations
in their immense majority did not believe the precise details
that trickled into their segregated communities. The historical
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significance of this inability of the Jews to grasp the fate that
awaited them, or rather, their defensive refusal to do so, ex-
plains, at least in part, the notorious “passivity” of the Jewish
masses and thus the smoothness of the entire process of exter-
mination.

Some major trends in present-day historiography of the Third
Reich perceive the criminal policies of the regime within a
global context in which the Jewish question becomes but a
secondary, almost derivative, issue: The extermination of the
Jews is interpreted as the consequence of a Nazi plan to achieve
economic and demographic equilibrium in occupied Europe
by way of murdering surplus populations (among whom Jews
were but one of the targeted groups). The “Final Solution” is
also explained as a first stage in a wider ethnic reshuffling and
decimation of Eastern populations in order to facilitate German
colonization of Eastern spaces. It has similarly been presented
as aiming at the systematic plunder of the Jews of Europe in
order to alleviate the material burden of the war for the benefit
of the German population.

Obversely, in Friedldnder’s study the extermination of the
Jews, who were deemed the main enemy of Nazi Germany,
was a major goal in and of itself. Robbing the victims of all
their assets constituted but a secondary “benefit” deriving from
the mass murder itself. Otherwise, why would the Nazi leader
have personally decided in the fall of 1943 to forge ahead with
the deportation of the Jews of Denmark and those of Rome,
notwithstanding the serious risks involved (the possibility of
unrest in Denmark and that of the pope’s public protest) and
the nonexistent benefits of both operations? What was the ur-
gency and benefit, for that matter, in deporting the poor Jewish
communities of the Aegean islands in July 1944, and the hun-
dreds of Jewish children from Paris three days before the lib-
eration of the city?
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Furthermore, for Friedldnder the anti-Jewish obsession that
became characteristic of the regime’s self-image, and that in-
spired the relentlessness of its murder policies to the very last
moment, cannot be explained without setting Hitler at center
stage: From his first letter on a political issue, sent in September
1919, up to the main exhortations of his political testament (and
to its very final line), written on the eve of his suicide, the anti-
Jewish struggle was at the core of the German messiah’s faith
and worldview. Without the obsessive anti-Semitism and the
personal impact of Adolf Hitler, first as the leader of the move-
ment, then on the national scene, the widespread German anti-
Semitism of those years would probably not have coalesced
into systematic anti-Jewish policies and certainly not into their
murderous sequels.

Thus, according to the author, ideology as such—specifically
anti-Jewish ideology—ultimately played a central role among
the factors that drove Nazi policies on an ever more radical
path to the most thoroughly organized genocide in modern
history. “All in all,” Goebbels noted after a long conversation
with Hitler at the end of April 1944, “a long-term policy in this
war is only possible if one considers it from the standpoint of
the Jewish Question.” Indeed, the logic behind this anti-Jewish
passion stemmed from the ominous image of the Jew as the
lethal and relentlessly active enemy of the Reich, intent on its
destruction. Thus, within the same hallucinatory logic, once
the Reich had to fight on both fronts, east and west, without
the hope of a rapid victory and with some early intimations of
defeat, Hitler opted for immediate extermination. Otherwise,
as he saw it, the Jews would destroy Germany and the new
Europe from within.

The lethal image of the Jew as an irreducibly destructive force
did not come from nowhere. During the immediate pre-Nazi
decades, the anti-Semitism of diverse national, social, and re-
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ligious groups in Germany and throughout Europe expressed
itself in different constructs under changing circumstances
and in distinct political frameworks. Yet, whatever its manifold
facets, anti-Semitism in the modern era represented but a late
development of a common evolution, essentially originating in
Christian anti-Judaism.

Though this Christian anti-Jewish hatred remained par-
ticularly virulent in Central-Eastern and Eastern Europe,
its core myths survived throughout the continent either in
their original form or in their secularized garb. Thus the ac-
cusation that the Jews were plotting to destroy Christianity
became, by a series of metamorphoses, a widespread belief
in Jewish attempts to achieve world domination. It found its
expression, among others, in a hugely successful anti-Jewish
pamphlet, “The Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” a literary
forgery first published in Russia in 1903, allegedly describing
the path the Jews planned to follow to ensure world domi-
nation.

In the West the upsurge of anti-Semitism in those same
years had a distinctly political-nationalist hue, stemming in
large part from the crisis of liberalism in Continental Europe.
Liberal society was attacked by revolutionary socialism
(that was to become bolshevism in Russia and communism
throughout the world), and by a revolutionary right that, on
the morrow of World War I, turned into Fascism in Italy and
elsewhere, and into Nazism in Germany. Throughout Europe
the Jews were identified with liberalism and often with so-
cialism, particularly with its revolutionary brand. In that
sense antiliberal and antisocialist (or anticommunist) move-
ments targeted the Jews as representatives of the political
ideologies they fought and, more often than not, tagged them
as the instigators and carriers of those beliefs. The very crisis
of liberal society and its ideological underpinnings left the
Jews increasingly weak and isolated throughout a Continent
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where the progress of liberalism had allowed and fostered
their emancipation and rapid social mobility.

In the German Reich, where, from the nineteenth century
on, both the traditional and the “modern” aspects of anti-Semi-
tism, mainly in its racial aspect, mixed most radically, this new
hatred found its particular expression: The Reich’s new mili-
tant nationalism was suffused with racist arguments that were
increasingly open to the idea of an unbridgeable opposition
between the Aryan-German race and the Jewish-Semitic one.
Within this context, however, one has to distinguish between
two diverse trends: The “ordinary” vélkisch brand of racial anti-
Semitism aimed at the political, social, and biological segrega-
tion of the Jews from the German racial community (the Volk),
and a new brand of racial anti-Semitism (termed “redemptive
anti-Semitism” by the author), which heralded a metahistorical
struggle between the forces of good and evil, between Aryan
humanity and “the Jew.” The redemption of the Volk, the race,
or of Aryan humanity, would be achieved only through the
elimination of the Jews.

This latter type of anti-Semitism found its ideological un-
derpinning in late-nineteenth-century Germany, particularly
in the so-called Bayreuth circle and the writings of Richard
Wagner’s son-in-law and ideologue of racial anti-Semi-
tism, Houston Stewart Chamberlain. In end-of-the-century
Bayreuth and later, Chamberlain’s thought was indeed domi-
nant; it strongly influenced the Munich anti-Jewish ranter and
Bayreuth devotee Dietrich Eckart, who in turn became Hit-
ler’s early and most influential ideological mentor. As a result,
shortly after the beginning of his political career, Hitler came
to see himself as the messianic figure chosen by Providence to
lead Germany in this fateful battle.

Indeed, Hitler’s goals, mainly his vision of an apocalyptic
final struggle against the Jews, were metapolitical, investing
the core of his movement with the fervor of a crusading sect.
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As we shall see, the Nazi leader knew how to “translate” his
metapolitical aims into modern politics, modern organization,
and modern concepts. And this peculiar fusion of seemingly
distinct worlds gave the regime both its fanaticism and its
deadly efficiency.

Orna Kenan
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PART I

PERSECUTION

January 1933—August 1939

I would not wish to be a Jew in Germany.

—HERMANN GORING,
NOVEMBER 12, 1938






CHAPTER 1

Into the Third Reich

January 1933—December 1933

THE EXODUS FROM GERMANY of Jewish and left-wing
artists and intellectuals began during the early months
of 1933, almost immediately after Adolf Hitler’s accession to
power on January 30. As among thousands, the conductors
Otto Klemperer and Bruno Walter were compelled to flee,
Hans Hinkel, the new Nazi president of the Prussian Theater
Commission and the official in charge of the “de-Judaization”
of cultural life in Prussia, explained in the Frankfurter Zeitung
of April 6 that Klemperer and Walter had disappeared from the
musical scene because there was no way to protect them from
the “mood” of a German public long provoked by “Jewish ar-
tistic liquidators.™

Prominence and fame shielded no one. On January 30, 1933,
Albert Einstein, on a visit to the United States, described what
was happening in Germany as a “psychic illness of the masses.”
He ended hisreturn journey in Ostend (Belgium) and never again
set foot on German soil. The Kaiser Wilhelm Society dismissed
him from his position; the Prussian Academy of Sciences ex-
pelled him; his citizenship was rescinded. Einstein was no longer
a German. Max Reinhardt was expelled from the directorship of
the German Theater and fled the Reich. Max Liebermann, pos-
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sibly the best-known German painter of the time, was too old to
emigrate when Hitler came to power. Formerly president of the
Prussian Academy of Arts, and in 1933 its honorary president,
he held the highest German decoration, the Pour le Mérite. On
May 7 Liebermann resigned from the academy; none of his col-
leagues deemed it necessary to express a word of recognition
or sympathy. Isolated and ostracized, Liebermann died in 1935;
only three “Aryan” artists attended his funeral.?

By and large there was no apparent sense of panic or even
of urgency among the great majority of the approximately
525,000 Jews living in Germany in January 1933. The board
of the Central Association of German Citizens of the Jewish
Faith (Zentralverein, or CV) announced, on January 30: “In
general, today more than ever we must follow the directive:
wait calmly.”” An editorial in the association’s newspaper for
January 30, written by the organization’s chairman, Ludwig
Holldnder, was slightly more worried in tone, but reflected ba-
sically the same stance: “The German Jews will not lose the
calm they derive from their tie to all that is truly German. Less
than ever will they allow external attacks to influence their
inner attitude toward Germany.™

As the weeks went by, Max Naumann’s Association of Na-
tional German Jews and the Reich Association of Jewish War
Veterans hoped for no less than integration into the new order
of things. On April 4 the veterans’ association chairman, Leo
Lowenstein, addressed a petition to Hitler including a list of
nationalistically oriented suggestions regarding the Jews of
Germany, as well as a copy of the memorial book containing
the names of the twelve thousand German soldiers of Jewish
origin who had died for Germany during World War I. Min-
isterial Councillor Wienstein answered on April 14 that the
chancellor acknowledged receipt of the letter and the book
with “sincerest feelings.” The head of the Chancellery, Hans
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Heinrich Lammers, received a delegation of the veterans on
April 28, but with that the contacts ceased. Soon Hitler’s office
stopped acknowledging petitions from the Jewish organiza-
tion. Like the Central Association, the Zionists continued to
believe that the initial upheavals could be overcome by a re-
assertion of Jewish identity or simply by patience; the Jews
reasoned that the responsibilities of power, the influence of
conservative members of the government, and a watchful out-
side world would exercise a moderating influence on any Nazi
tendency to excess.

For some Jews the continuing presence of the aged, re-
spected President Paul von Hindenburg as head of state was
a source of confidence; they occasionally wrote to him about
their distress. “I was engaged to be married in 1914,” Frieda
Friedmann, a Berlin woman, wrote to Hindenburg on Febru-
ary 23: “My fiancé was killed in action in 1914. My brothers Max
and Julius Cohn were Kkilled in 1916 and 1918. My remaining
brother, Willy, came back blind. . . . All three received the Iron
Cross for their service to the country. But now it has gone so
far that in our country pamphlets saying, Jews, get out!” are
being distributed on the streets, and there are open calls for
pogroms and acts of violence against Jews. . .. Is incitement
against Jews a sign of courage or one of cowardice when Jews
comprise only one percent of the German people?” Hinden-
burg’s office promptly acknowledged receipt of the letter, and
the president let Frieda Friedmann know that he was decidedly
opposed to excesses perpetrated against Jews. The letter was
then transmitted to Hitler, who wrote in the margin: “This
lady’s claims are a swindle! Obviously there has been no in-
citement to a pogrom!™ The Jews finally, like a considerable
part of German society, were not sure—particularly before the
March 5, 1933, Reichstag elections—whether the Nazis were in
power to stay or whether a conservative military coup against
them was still possible.
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The primary political targets of the new regime, at least
during the first months after the Nazi accession to power, were
not Jews but Communists. On February 27, the Reichstag was
set on fire. The Communists were accused of the arson, and
the manhunt that followed led to the arrest of almost ten thou-
sand party members and sympathizers and to their imprison-
ment in newly created concentration camps. Dachau had been
established on March 20 and was officially inaugurated by SS
chief Heinrich Himmler on April 1 (the Schutzstaffel, or SS,
was the Nazi party’s elite force). In June SS Group Leader The-
odor Eicke became the camp’s commander, and a year later
he was appointed “inspector of concentration camps™: Under
Himmler’s aegis he had become the architect of the life-and-
death routine of the camp inmates in Hitler’s new Germany.

On February 28, the morning after the Reichstag fire, a pres-
idential decree had already given Hitler emergency powers.
Although the Nazis failed to gain an absolute majority in the
March 5 elections, their coalition with the ultraconservative
German National People’s Party obtained it. A few days later,
on March 23, the Reichstag divested itself of its functions by
passing the Enabling Act, which gave full legislative and ex-
ecutive powers to the chancellor. The rapidity of the changes
that followed was stunning: The states were brought into
line; in May the trade unions were abolished and replaced by
the German Labor Front; in July all political parties formally
ceased to exist with the sole exception of the National Socialist
German Workers Party (NSDAP). Popular support for this
surge of activity and constant demonstration of power snow-
balled. In the eyes of a rapidly growing number of Germans, a
“national revival” was under way.

Anti-Jewish violence spread after the March elections. On
March 9 Storm Troopers (the Sturmabteilung, or SA—the
original paramilitary formation of the NSDAP) seized dozens
of Eastern European Jews in the Scheunenviertel, one of Ber-



INTO THE THIRD REICH 7

lin’s Jewish quarters. Traditionally the first targets of German
Jew-hatred, these Ostjuden were also the first Jews to be sent
off to concentration camps. On March 13 forcible closing of
Jewish shops was imposed by the local SA in Mannheim; in
Breslau, Jewish lawyers and judges were assaulted in the court
building; and in Gedern, in Hesse, the SA broke into Jewish
homes and beat up the inhabitants “with the acclamation of a
rapidly growing crowd.” The list of similar incidents is a long
one.

There were also killings. According to the late March report
of the governing president of Bavaria, “On the 15th of this
month, around 6 in the morning, several men in dark uniforms
arrived by truck at the home of the Israelite businessman Otto
Selz in Straubing. Selz was dragged from his house in his night-
clothes and taken away. Around 9:30 Selz was shot to death in
a forest near Wang, in the Landshut district. . . . Several people
claim to have noticed that the truck’s occupants wore red arm-
bands with a swastika.” On March 31 Interior Minister Wil-
helm Frick wired all local police stations to warn them that
communist agitators disguised in SA uniforms and using SA
license plates would smash Jewish shopwindows and exploit
the occasion to create disturbances. This could have been stan-
dard Nazi disinformation or some remaining belief in possible
communist subversion. On April 1 the Gottingen police sta-
tion investigating the damage to Jewish stores and the local
synagogue on March 28 reported having caught two members
of the Communist Party and one Social Democrat in posses-
sion of parts of Nazi uniforms; headquarters in Hildesheim
was informed that the men arrested were the perpetrators of
the anti-Jewish action.

Much of the foreign press gave wide coverage to the Nazi
violence. American newspapers, in particular, did not mince
words about the anti-Jewish persecution. Jewish and non-
Jewish protests grew. These very protests became the Nazis’
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pretext for the notorious April 1, 1933, boycott of Jewish busi-
nesses. In mid-March, Hitler had already allowed a committee
headed by Julius Streicher, party chief of Franconia and editor
of the party’s most vicious anti-Jewish newspaper, Der Stiirmer,
to proceed with preparatory work for it.

Among the Nazis much of the agitation for anti-Jewish eco-
nomic measures was initiated by a motley coalition of “radi-
cals.” Their common denominator was what former number
two party leader Gregor Strasser once called an “anti-capi-
talist nostalgia”;’ their easiest way of expressing it: virulent
anti-Semitism. Such party radicals will be encountered at
each major stage of anti-Jewish policy up to and including the
Kristallnacht pogrom of November 1938. In April 1933 they
can be identified as members of the party’s various economic
interest groups. But specifically, as a pressure group, the radi-
cals consisted mainly of “old fighters"—SA members and rank-
and-file party activists dissatisfied with the pace of the National
Socialist revolution, with the meagerness of the spoils that had
accrued to them, and with the often privileged status of com-
rades occupying key administrative positions in the state bu-
reaucracy. Their influence should not be overrated, however.
They never compelled Hitler to take steps he did not want to
take. When their demands were deemed excessive, their initia-
tives were dismissed. But in the spring of 1933 the anti-Jewish
agitation helped the regime channel SA violence into state-con-
trolled measures; to the Nazis, of course, these measures were
also welcome for their own sake.

Hitler informed the cabinet of the planned boycott of
Jewish-owned businesses on March 29, telling the ministers
that he himself had called for it. He described the alternative as
spontaneous popular violence. An approved boycott, he added,
would avoid dangerous unrest. The German National minis-
ters objected, and President Hindenburg tried to intervene.
Hitler, however, rejected any possible cancellation.
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In the meantime Jewish leaders, mainly in the United States
and Palestine, were in a quandary: Should they support mass
protests and a counterboycott of German goods, or should con-
frontation be avoided for fear of further “reprisals” against the
Jews of Germany? Hermann Goring, since January the number
two man in the Nazi Party’s hierarchy, had summoned several
leaders of German Jewry and sent them to London to intervene
against planned anti-German demonstrations and initiatives.
Simultaneously, on March 26, Kurt Blumenfeld, president of
the Zionist Federation for Germany, and Julius Brodnitz, presi-
dent of the Central Association, cabled the American Jewish
Committee in New York, demanding that efforts be made
TO OBTAIN AN END TO DEMONSTRATIONS HOSTILE TO GERMANY."
By appeasing the Nazis the fearful German-Jewish leaders
were hoping to avoid the boycott.

The leaders of the Jewish community in Palestine also
opted for caution, whereas American Jewish leaders remained
divided; most of the Jewish organizations in the United States
were opposed to mass demonstrations and economic action,
mainly for fear of embarrassing President Roosevelt and the
State Department. Reluctantly, and under pressure from such
groups as the Jewish War Veterans, the American Jewish Con-
gress finally decided otherwise. In March protest meetings
took place in several American cities, with the participation of
church and labor leaders. As for the boycott of German goods,
it spread as an emotional grass-roots movement that, over the
months, received an increasing measure of institutional sup-
port, at least outside Palestine.

Joseph Goebbels, the propaganda minister, was elated. In
his diary entry for March 27 he wrote: “I've dictated a sharp
article against the Jews’ atrocity propaganda. At its mere an-
nouncement the whole mischpoke [sic; Yiddish for “family”]
broke down.”" And on April 1: “The boycott against the inter-
national atrocities propaganda broke out in the fullest intensity
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in Berlin and all over the Reich. The public,” Goebbels added,
“has everywhere shown its solidarity.”"

In reality, however, the Nazi action ran into immediate
problems. The population proved rather indifferent to the boy-
cott and sometimes even intent on buying in “Jewish” stores. In
Munich, for example, repeated announcements concerning the
forthcoming boycott resulted in such brisk business in Jewish-
owned stores during the last days of March (the public did not
yet know how long the boycott would last) that the Volkischer
Beobachter bemoaned “the lack of sense among that part of the
population which forced its hard-earned money into the hands
of enemies of the people and cunning slanderers.”” On the day
of the boycott many Jewish businesses remained shut or closed
early. Vast throngs of onlookers blocked the streets in the com-
mercial districts of major city centers to watch the unfolding
event: They were passive but in no way showed the hostility to
the “enemies of the people” the party agitators had expected.

The lack of popular enthusiasm was compounded by a host
of unforeseen questions: How was a “Jewish” enterprise to be
defined? By its name, by the Jewishness of its managers, or by
Jewish control of all or part of its capital? If the enterprise was
hurt, what, in a time of economic crisis, would happen to its
Aryan employees? What would be the overall consequences,
in terms of possible foreign retaliation, for the German
economy?

Although impending for some time, the April boycott was
clearly an improvised action. It may have aimed at channeling
the anti-Jewish initiatives of the SA and of other radicals; at
indicating that, in the long run, the basis of Jewish existence
in Germany would be destroyed; or, more immediately, at
responding in an appropriately Nazi way to foreign protests
against the treatment of German Jews. Whatever the various
motivations may have been, Hitler displayed a form of leader-
ship that was to become characteristic of his anti-Jewish ac-
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tions over the next several years: He usually set an apparent
compromise course between the demands of the party radicals
and the pragmatic reservations of the conservatives, giving the
public the impression that he himself was above operational
details. Such restraint was obviously tactical; in the case of the
boycott, it was dictated by the state of the economy and wari-
ness of international reactions.

The possibility of further boycotts remained open. None-
theless it was becoming increasingly clear to Hitler that Jewish
economic life was not to be openly interfered with, at least as
long as the German economy was still in a precarious situation.
A fear of foreign economic retaliation was shared by Nazis and
their conservative allies alike and dictated temporary modera-
tion. And, once the conservative Hjalmar Schacht moved from
the presidency of the Reichsbank to become minister of the
economy in the summer of 1934, noninterference with Jewish

business was quasi-officially agreed upon.

The failed boycott was quickly overshadowed by the laws of
April 1933. The first of them—the most fundamental one be-
cause of its definition of the Jew—was the April 7 Law for the
Restoration of the Professional Civil Service. In its most gen-
eral intent, the law aimed at reshaping the entire government
bureaucracy in order to ensure its loyalty to the new regime.
Applying to more than two million state and municipal em-
ployees, its exclusionary measures were directed against the
politically unreliable, mainly communists and other oppo-
nents of the Nazis, and against Jews. Paragraph 3, which came
to be called the “Aryan paragraph,” announced: “Civil servants
of non-Aryan origin are to retire....” On April 11 the law’s
first supplementary decree defined “non-Aryan” as “anyone
descended from non-Aryan, particularly Jewish, parents or
grandparents. It suffices if one parent or grandparent is non-
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Aryan.
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Up to this point the Nazis had unleashed the most extreme
anti-Jewish propaganda and brutalized, boycotted, or killed
Jews on the assumption that they could somehow be identi-
fied as Jews, but no formal disenfranchisement based on an
exclusionary definition had yet been initiated. The definition
as such—whatever its precise terms were to be in the future—
was the necessary initial basis of all the persecutions that were
to follow.

The definition of Jewish origin in the civil service law was
the broadest and most comprehensive, and the provisions for
assessment of each doubtful case the harshest possible. But
in 1933 the overall number of Jews in the civil service was
small. Moreover, as a result of Hindenburg’s intervention,
combat veterans and civil servants whose fathers or sons had
been killed in action in World War [ were exempted from the
law. Civil servants, moreover, who had been in state service
by August 1, 1914, were also exempt. All others were forced
into retirement.

Legislation regarding Jewish lawyers illustrates, even more
clearly than the economic boycott, how Hitler maneuvered
between contradictory demands from Nazi radicals on the
one hand and from his conservative allies on the other. By the
end of March physical molestation of Jewish jurists had spread
throughout the Reich. In several cities Jewish judges and law-
yers were dragged out of their offices and even out of court-
rooms during proceedings, and, more often than not, beaten
up. At the same time local Nazi leaders such as the Bavarian
justice minister, Hans Frank, and the Prussian justice minister,
Hanns Kerrl, on their own initiative, announced measures for
the immediate dismissal of all Jewish lawyers and civil servants.
Franz Schlegelberger, state secretary of the Ministry of Justice,
reported to Hitler that these local initiatives created an entirely
new situation and demanded rapid legislation to impose a new,
unified legal framework. The Justice Ministry had prepared



INTO THE THIRD REICH 13

a decree excluding Jewish lawyers from the bar on the same
basis—but also with the same exemptions regarding combat
veterans and their relatives, and longevity in practice, as under
the civil service law. At the April 7 cabinet meeting the decree
was confirmed; it was made public on April 11.

Because of the exemptions, the initial application of the
law was relatively mild. Of the 4,585 Jewish lawyers practicing
in Germany, 3,167 were allowed to continue their work; 336
Jewish judges and state prosecutors, out of a total of 717, were
also kept in office. In June 1933 Jews still made up more than 16
percent of all practicing lawyers in Germany. However, these
statistics should not be misinterpreted. Though still allowed
to practice, Jewish lawyers were excluded from the national
association of lawyers and listed not in its annual directory but
in a separate guide; all in all, notwithstanding the support of
some Aryan institutions and individuals, they worked under a
“boycott by fear.”

Nazi rank-and-file agitation against Jewish physicians did
not lag far behind the attacks on Jewish jurists. Hitler, nonethe-
less, was even more careful with physicians than with lawyers.
At this stage Jewish doctors were merely barred de facto from
clinics and hospitals run by the national health insurance orga-
nization, with some even allowed to continue to practice there.
Thus, in mid-1933, nearly 11 percent of all practicing German
physicians were Jews. Here is another example of Hitler’s prag-
matism in action: Thousands of Jewish physicians meant tens
of thousands of German patients. Disrupting the ties between
these physicians and a vast number of patients could have
caused unnecessary discontent. Hitler preferred to wait.

On April 25 the Law Against the Overcrowding of German
Schools and Universities was passed. It was aimed exclusively
at non-Aryan students. The law limited the enrollment of new
Jewish students in any German school or university to 1.5 per-
cent of the total of new applicants, with the overall number of
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Jewish students in any institution not to exceed 5 percent. Chil-
dren of World War I veterans and those born of mixed mar-
riages contracted before the passage of the law were exempted
from the quota.

For Jewish children the new atmosphere was possibly
more significant than the laws as such. Young Hilma Geffen-
Ludomer, the only Jewish child in the Berlin suburb of
Rangsdorf, recalled the sudden change: The “nice, neighborly
atmosphere ended abruptly. . . . Suddenly, I didn’t have any
friends. I had no more girlfriends, and many neighbors were
afraid to talk to us. Some of the neighbors that we visited told
me: ‘Don’t come anymore because I'm scared. We should not
have any contact with Jews.”” Lore Gang-Salheimer, eleven
in 1933 and living in Nuremberg, could remain in her school
as her father had fought at Verdun. Nonetheless “it began to
happen that non-Jewish children would say, ‘No, I can’t walk
home from school with you anymore. I can’t be seen with
you anymore.”

The April laws and the supplementary decrees that fol-
lowed compelled at least two million state employees and tens
of thousands of lawyers, physicians, students and many others
to look for adequate proof of Aryan ancestry; the same pro-
cess turned tens of thousands of priests, pastors, town clerks,
and archivists into investigators and suppliers of vital attesta-
tions of impeccable blood purity; willingly or not they were
becoming part of a racial bureaucratic machine that had begun
to search, probe, and exclude.

In September 1933 Jews were forbidden to own farms or
engage in agriculture. That same month, the establishment,
under the control of the Propaganda Ministry, of the Reich
Chamber of Culture, enabled Goebbels to limit the participa-
tion of Jews in the new Germany’s cultural life. Also under the
aegis of Goebbels’s Propaganda Ministry, Jews were barred from
belonging to the Journalists’ Association and, on October 4,
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from being newspaper editors. The German press had been
cleansed.

In Nazi racial thinking the German national community
drew its strength from the purity of its blood and from its root-
edness in the sacred German earth. Such racial purity was a
condition of superior cultural creation and of the construction
of a powerful state, the guarantor of victory in the struggle
for racial survival and domination. From the outset, therefore,
the 1933 laws pointed to the exclusion of the Jews from all key
areas of this utopian vision: the state structure itself (the civil
service law), the biological health of the national community
(the physicians’ law), the social fabric of the community (the
disbarring of Jewish lawyers), culture (the laws regarding
schools, universities, the press, the cultural professions), and,
finally, the sacred earth (the farm law). The civil service law
was the only one of these to be fully implemented at this early
stage, but the symbolic statements the laws expressed and the
ideological message they carried were unmistakable.

Very few German Jews sensed the implications of the Nazi
edicts in terms of sheer long-range terror. One who did was
Georg Solmssen, spokesman for the board of directors of the
Deutsche Bank and son of an Orthodox Jew. In an April 9, 1933,
letter addressed to the bank’s chairman of the board, Solmssen
wrote: “T am afraid that we are merely at the beginning of a
process aiming, purposefully and according to a well-prepared
plan, at the economic and moral annihilation of all members,
without any distinctions, of the Jewish race living in Germany.
The total passivity not only of those classes of the population
that belong to the National Socialist Party, the absence of all
feelings of solidarity becoming apparent among those who
until now worked shoulder to shoulder with Jewish colleagues,
the increasingly more obvious desire to take personal advan-
tage of vacated positions, the hushing up of the disgrace and
the shame disastrously inflicted upon people who, although
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innocent, witness the destruction of their honor and their ex-
istence from one day to the next—all of this indicates a situa-
tion so hopeless that it would be wrong not to face it squarely

without any attempt at prettification.”

Another group targeted by the Nazi regime from the outset
included a segment of the Aryan population itself. The Law
for the Prevention of Genetically Diseased Offspring, adopted
on July 14, 1933, allowed for the sterilization of anyone recog-
nized as suffering from supposedly hereditary diseases, such as
feeble-mindedness, schizophrenia, manic-depressive disorder,
genetic epilepsy, blindness, deafness, or severe alcoholism.
The evolution leading to the July 1933 law was already no-
ticeable during the Weimar period. Among eugenicists, the
promoters of “positive eugenics” were losing ground, and
“negative eugenics”—with its emphasis on the exclusion, that
is, mainly the sterilization, of carriers of incapacitating heredi-
tary diseases—was gaining the upper hand even within of-
ficial institutions: A trend that had appeared on a wide scale
in the West before World War I was increasingly dominating
the German scene. As in so many other domains, the war was
of decisive importance: Weren't the young and the physically
fit being slaughtered on the battlefield while the incapacitated
and the unfit were being shielded? Wasn't the reestablishment
of genetic equilibrium a major national-racial imperative? Eco-
nomic thinking added its own logic: The social cost of main-
taining mentally and physically handicapped individuals whose
reproduction would only increase the burden was considered
prohibitive. This way of thinking was widespread and by no
means a preserve of the radical Right. Although the draft of a
sterilization law submitted to the Prussian government in July
1932 still emphasized voluntary sterilization in case of heredi-
tary defects, the idea of compulsory sterilization seems to have
been spreading. It was nonetheless with the Nazi accession to
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power that the decisive change took place. About two hundred
thousand people were sterilized between mid-1933 and the end
of 1937. By the end of the war, the number had reached four
hundred thousand.

From the outset of the sterilization policies to the apparent
ending of euthanasia in August 1941—and to the beginning
of the “Final Solution” close to that same date—policies re-
garding the handicapped and the mentally ill on the one hand
and those regarding the Jews on the other followed a simul-
taneous and parallel development. These two categories of
policies, however, had different origins and different aims.
Whereas sterilization and euthanasia were exclusively aimed
at enhancing the purity of the German racial community itself
and were bolstered by cost-benefit computations, the segrega-
tion and the extermination of the Jews—though also a racial
purification process—was mainly a struggle against an active,
formidable enemy that was perceived as endangering the very
survival of Germany and of the Aryan world. Thus, in addition
to the goal of racial cleansing, identical to that pursued in the
sterilization and euthanasia campaign and in contrast to it, the
struggle against the Jews was seen as a confrontation of apoca-
lyptic dimensions.

The boycott of Jewish businesses was the first major test on a
national scale of the attitude of the Christian churches toward
the situation of the Jews under the new government. In the his-
torian Klaus Scholder’s words, “during the decisive days ...,
no bishop, no church dignitary, no synod made any open decla-
ration against the persecution of the Jews in Germany.”"”

In a radio address broadcast to the United States on April 4,
1933, the most prominent German Protestant clergyman,
Berlin Bishop Otto Dibelius, justified the new regime’s actions,
denying that there was any brutality even in the concentra-
tion camps and asserting that the boycott—which he called a
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reasonable defensive measure—took its course amid “calm and
order.””® His broadcast was no momentary aberration. A few
days later Dibelius sent a confidential Easter message to all the
pastors of his province: “My dear Brethren! We all not only
understand but are fully sympathetic to the recent motivations
out of which the volkisch movement has emerged. Notwith-
standing the evil sound that the term has frequently acquired,
I have always considered myself an anti-Semite. One cannot
ignore that Jewry has played a leading role in all the destruc-
tive manifestations of modern civilization.””

The Catholic Church’sreaction to the boycott wasnot funda-
mentally different. On March 31, at the suggestion of the Berlin
cleric Bernhard Lichtenberg, the director of the Deutsche Bank
in Berlin and president of the Committee for Interconfessional
Peace, Oskar Wassermann, asked Adolf Johannes Cardinal
Bertram, chairman of the German Conference of Bishops, to
intervene against the boycott. Nothing was done.

The main debate within the churches focused on the status
of converted Jews and the links between Judaism and Chris-
tianity. It had become particularly acute within Protestantism,
when, in 1932, the pro-Nazi German Christian Faith Move-
ment published its “Guidelines.” The relevant theme was a sort
of race-conscious belief in Christ; race, people and nation as
part of a God-given ordering of life. Point 9 of “Guidelines,”
for example, reads: “In the mission to the Jews we see a se-
rious threat to our people. That mission is the entry way for
foreign blood into the body of our Volk. . . . Marriage between
Germans and Jews particularly is to be forbidden.”** In the 1932
church elections the German-Christian movement received a
third of the vote; and, on September 27, 1933, Ludwig Miiller,
a fervent Nazi, was elected Reich bishop—that is, as some sort
of fithrer’s coordinator for all major issues pertaining to the
Protestant churches.

But precisely this election and a growing controversy re-
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garding pastors and church members of Jewish origin caused
a widening rift within the Evangelical Church. In an imple-
mentation of the civil service law, the synod governing the
Prussian Evangelical Church demanded the forced retirement
of pastors of Jewish origin or married to Jews. This initiative
was quickly followed by most other synods throughout the
Reich. Simultaneously, however, a contrary trend made its ap-
pearance; it was supported by a group of leading theologians
who issued a statement on “The New Testament and the Race
Question” that rejected any theological justification for adop-
tion of the Aryan paragraph. And, on Christmas 1933, Pastors
Dietrich Bonhoeffer and Martin Nieméller founded an oppo-
sitional organization, the Pastors’ Emergency League, which,
within a few months, grew to six thousand members. One
of the league’s first initiatives was to issue a protest against
the Aryan paragraph: “As a matter of duty, I bear witness
that with the use of ‘Aryan laws” within the Church of Christ
an injury is done to our common confession of faith.”* The
Confessing Church was born. The steadfastness of the Con-
fessing Church regarding the Jewish issue was limited, how-
ever, to support of the rights of non-Aryan Christians. From
the Church’s viewpoint, the real debate was about principle
and dogma, which excluded unconverted Jews.

On the face of it the Catholic Church’s attitude toward the
new regime should have been firmer than that of the Protes-
tants. The Catholic hierarchy had expressed a measure of hos-
tility to Hitler’s movement during the last years of the republic,
but this stance was uniquely determined by church interests
and by the varying political fortunes of the Catholic Center
Party. The attitude of many German Catholics toward Nazism
before 1933 was fundamentally ambiguous: Many Catholic pub-
licists pointed to the anti-Christian elements in the Nazi pro-
gram and declared these incompatible with Catholic teaching.
But they went on to speak of the healthy core of Nazism—its
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reassertion of the values of religion and love of fatherland, its
standing as a strong bulwark against atheistic bolshevism.
In general the attitude of the Catholic Church regarding the
Jewish issue in Germany and elsewhere can be defined as a
“moderate anti-Semitism” that supported the struggle against
“undue Jewish influence” in the economy and in cultural life.
As Vicar-General Mayer of Mainz expressed it, “Hitler in Mein
Kampf had ‘appropriately described’ the bad influence of the
Jews in press, theater and literature. Still, it was un-Christian
to hate other races and to subject the Jews and foreigners to dis-
abilities through discriminatory legislation that would merely
bring about reprisals from other countries.”*

On the occasion of the ratification of a Concordat between
the Nazi regime and the Vatican, in September 1933, Cardinal
Secretary of State Eugenio Pacelli sent a note to the German
chargé d’affaires that affirmed the Catholic Church’s position:
“The Holy See takes this occasion to add a word on behalf
of those German Catholics who themselves have gone over
from Judaism to the Christian religion . .., and who for rea-
sons known to the Reich government are likewise suffering
from social and economic difficulties.”” In principle this was
to be the consistent position of the Catholic and the Protes-
tant churches, although in practice both submitted to the Nazi
measures against converted Jews when they were racially de-
fined as Jews.

The dogmatic confrontation the Catholic hierarchy took
up was mainly related to the religious link between Judaism
and Christianity. This position found an early expression in
five Advent sermons preached by Michael Cardinal Faulhaber
of Munich in 1933. Faulhaber rose above the division between
Catholics and Protestants when he declared: “We extend our
hand to our separated brethren to defend together with them
the holy books of the Old Testament.” Clearly Faulhaber’s ser-
mons were not directed against the political anti-Semitism of
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the time, but against the racial anti-Semitism that was invading
the church. To avoid any misunderstanding, Faulhaber de-
clared: “Let me begin by making three distinctions. We must
first distinguish between the people of Israel before and after
the death of Christ. Before the death of Christ . . ., the people
of Israel were the vehicle of Divine Redemption. . . . It is only
with this Israel and the early biblical period that I shall deal in
my Advent sermons.” The cardinal then described God’s dis-
missal of Israel after Israel had not recognized Christ. Finally,
the cardinal continued, “we must distinguish in the Old Testa-
ment Bible itself between what had only transitory value and
what had permanent value. . . . For the purpose of our subject,
we are concerned only with those religious, ethical and social
values of the Old Testament which remain as values also for
Christianity.”** Cardinal Faulhaber himself later stressed that
in his Advent sermons he had wished only to defend the Old
Testament and not to comment on contemporary aspects of
the Jewish issue.

A comparison between the attitudes of the churches and
those of the universities toward the regime’s anti-Jewish mea-
sures of 1933 reveals basic similarities along with some minor
differences. Although outright supporters of National Socialism
as a whole were a small minority both in the churches and in
the universities, those in favor of the national revival heralded
by the new regime were definitely a majority. That majority
shared a conservative-nationalist credo that easily converged
with the main ideals proclaimed by the regime at its begin-
ning. But what distinguished the churches’ attitude was the
need to preserve some basic tenets of Christian dogma. The
Jews as Jews were abandoned to their fate, but both the Protes-
tant and Catholic churches attempted to maintain the preemi-
nence of such fundamental beliefs as the supersession of race
by baptism and the sanctity of the Old Testament. Nothing of
the kind hampered acceptance by university professors of the
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regime’s anti-Jewish acts. Thus, when Jewish colleagues were
dismissed, no German professor publicly protested; when the
number of Jewish students was drastically reduced, no univer-
sity committee or faculty member expressed any opposition;
when books were burned throughout the Reich, no intellectual
in Germany, or for that matter anyone else within the country,
openly expressed any shame.

Whereas the attitude of the majority of “Aryan” university
professors could be defined as “cultured Judeophobia,” among
the students a radical brand of Judeophobia had taken hold. Al-
ready in the early years of the Weimar Republic the majority
of German student fraternities joined the German University
League, an organization with openly vélkisch and anti-Semitic
aims, which soon came to control student politics. Member-
ship in the league was conditional on fully Aryan origin, with
racial Germans from Austria or the Sudetenland accepted de-
spite their not being German citizens. The league dominated
the universities until the mid-1920s, when it was replaced by
the National Socialist Students Association. In 1931 Nazis
gained a majority in the German Student Association; within a
short time a whole cohort of young intellectuals would put its
energy and ability at the disposal of the party and its policies.

After January 1933 student groups took matters into their
own hands, not unlike the SA. The national leader of the Nazi
student organization, Oskar Stabel, announced shortly before
the April 1 boycott that student pickets would be posted that
day at the entrances to Jewish professors’ lecture halls and
seminar rooms in order to “dissuade” anyone from entering.
Later on Nazi students with cameras positioned themselves
on the podiums of lecture halls so as to take pictures of stu-
dents attending classes taught by Jews. In early April 1933 the
National Socialist Student Association established a press and
propaganda section. Its very first measure, decided on April 8,
was to be “the public burning of destructive Jewish writing” by
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university students as a reaction to world Jewry’s “shameless
incitement” against Germany.” An “information” campaign
was to be undertaken between April 12 and May 10; the public
burnings were scheduled to start on university campuses at
6:00 p.m. on the last day of the campaign.

The notorious twelve theses the students prepared for
ritual declamation during the burnings were not exclusively
directed against Jews and the “Jewish spirit”: Among the other
targets were Marxism, pacifism, and the “overstressing of the
instinctual life” (that is, “the Freudian School and its journal
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Imago™). It was a rebellion of the German against the “un-
German spirit.” But the main thrust of the action remained es-
sentially anti-Jewish; in the eyes of the organizers it was meant
to extend anti-Jewish action from the economic domain to the
entire field of German culture.

On the evening of May 10 rituals of exorcism took place
in most of the university cities and towns of Germany. More
than twenty thousand books were burned in Berlin, and from
two to three thousand in every other major German city. In
Berlin a huge bonfire was lit in front of the Kroll Opera House,
and Goebbels was one of the speakers. After the speeches, in
the capital as in the other cities, slogans against the banned au-
thors were chanted by the throng as the poisonous books were
hurled, batch after batch, into the flames.

While Germany’s intellectual and spiritual elites were granting
their explicit or tacit support to the new regime, the leading
figures of the Jewish community were trying to hide their dis-
tress behind a facade of confidence: Despite all difficulties, the
future of Jewish life in Germany was not being irretrievably
endangered. Ismar Elbogen, one of the most prominent Jewish
historians of the time, expressed a common attitude when he
wrote: “They can condemn us to hunger but they cannot con-
demn us to starvation.”* This was the spirit that presided over
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the establishment of the National Representation of German
Jews (Reichsvertretung Deutscher Juden), formally launched
in 1933. It would remain the umbrella organization oflocal and
national Jewish associations until 1938, headed throughout by
the Berlin rabbi Leo Baeck, the respected chairman of the As-
sociation of German Rabbis and a scholar of repute, and by
the lay leader Otto Hirsch. Despite opposition from “national
German Jews,” ultra-Orthodox religious groups, and, sporadi-
cally, from the Zionist movement, the National Representa-
tion played a significant role in the affairs of German Jewry
until its transformation, after a transition period in 1938-39,
into the National Association of Jews in Germany, an organiza-
tion closely controlled by the Gestapo.

There was not any greater sense of urgency at the National
Representation than there was among most individual Jews in
Germany. In early 1934 Otto Hirsch would still be speaking
out against “hasty” emigration: He believed in the possibility
of maintaining a dignified Jewish life in the new Germany.
That Alfred Hirschberg, the most prominent personality of
the assimilationist Central Association, denied “any need at all
to enlarge upon the utopia of resettlement [in Palestine]” was
true to type, but that a publication of the Zionist Pioneer orga-
nization defined unprepared immigration to Palestine as “a crime
against Zionism” comes as a surprise, perhaps because of the
vehemence of its tone.”

Not all German Jewish leaders displayed such nonchalance.
One who insistently demanded immediate emigration was
Georg Kareski, head of the right-wing [Revisionist] Zionist
Organization. A vocal but marginal personality even within
German Zionism, Kareski was ready to organize the exodus
of the Jews from Germany by cooperating, if need be, with the
Gestapo and the Propaganda Ministry.

Even as the months went by, the leaders of German Jewry
did not, in general, gain much insight into the uncompromis-
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ingly anti-Jewish stance of the Nazis. Thus, in August 1933,
Werner Senator, who had returned to Germany from Palestine
in order to become a director of the newly established Cen-
tral Committee for Help and Reconstruction, suggested, in a
memorandum sent to the American Joint Distribution Com-
mittee, that a dialogue be established between the Jews and the
Nazis. In his opinion such a dialogue “should lead to a kind of
Concordat, like the arrangements between the Roman Curia
and European States.””®

No Roman Curia and no Concordat were mentioned as ex-
amples in the “Memorandum on the Jewish Question” that the
representatives of Orthodox Jewry sent to Hitler on October 4.
The signatories brought to the Reich chancellor’s attention the
injustice of the identification of Jewry with Marxist materi-
alism, the unfairness of the attribution to an entire community
of the mistakes of some of its members, and the tenuousness
of the connection between the ancient Jewish race and the
modern, uprooted, ultra-rationalistic Jewish writers and jour-
nalists. Orthodox Jewry disavowed the atrocity propaganda
being directed against Germany, and its delegates reminded
Hitler of the Jewish sacrifices during World War I. The authors
of the letter were convinced that the new government did not
have in mind the annihilation of German Jewry, but in case
they were wrong on this point, they demanded to be told so.
On the assumption that such was not the aim of the regime,
the representatives of Orthodox Jewry demanded that the Jews
of Germany be granted a living space within the living space
of the German people, where they could practice their religion
and follow their professions “without being endangered and
insulted.”” The memorandum was filed before it even reached
Hitler’s desk.

Thirty-seven thousand of the approximately 525,000 Jews
in Germany left the country in 1933; during the four following
years, the annual number of emigrants remained much lower
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than that. In 1933 about 73 percent of the emigrants left for
other countries in Western Europe, 19 percent for Palestine,
and 8 percent chose to go overseas. Such seeming lack of en-
thusiasm for leaving a country where segregation, humiliation,
and a whole array of persecutory measures were becoming
steadily worse, was due, first of all, to the inability of most of
the Jewish leadership and mainly of ordinary German Jews
to grasp an essentially unpredictable course of events. Most
expected to weather the storm in Germany. In addition the
material difficulty of emigrating was considerable, especially
in a period of economic uncertainty; it entailed an immediate
and heavy material loss: Jewish-owned property was sold at
ever lower prices, and the emigration tax was prohibitive. Al-
though the Nazis wanted to get rid of the Jews of Germany,
they were intent on dispossessing them first by increasingly
harsh methods.

In one instance only were the economic conditions of
emigration somewhat facilitated. Not only did the regime
encourage Zionist activities on the territory of the Reich, but
concrete economic measures were taken to ease the depar-
ture of Jews for Palestine. The so-called Haavarah (Hebrew:
Transfer) Agreement, concluded on August 27, 1933, between
the German Ministry of the Economy and Zionist representa-
tives from Germany and Palestine, allowed indirect transfer
by Jewish emigrants of part of their assets and facilitated ex-
ports of goods from Nazi Germany to Palestine. As a result
some one hundred million reichsmarks were transferred to
Palestine, and most of the sixty thousand German Jews who
arrived in that country during 1933-39 could thereby ensure a
minimal basis for their material existence.

Economic agreement and some measure of cooperation in
easing Jewish emigration from Germany to Palestine were of
course purely instrumental. The Zionists had no doubts about
the Nazis’ evil designs on the Jews, and the Nazis considered
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the Zionists first and foremost as Jews. About Zionism itself,
moreover, Nazi ideology and Nazi policies were divided from
the outset: while favoring Zionism as a means of enticing the
Jews to leave Europe, they also considered the Zionist Orga-
nization established in Basel in 1897 as a key element of the
Jewish world conspiracy—a Jewish state in Palestine would be
a kind of Vatican coordinating Jewish scheming all over the
world. Such necessary but unholy contacts between Zionists
and Nazis nonetheless continued up to the beginning of (and
into) the war.

Some leaders of German Jewry still believed in 1933 that the
Nazis would be duly impressed by an objective presentation of
Jewish contributions to German culture. A few months after
the change of regime, Leopold Ullstein, a younger member
of the publishing family, launched the preparation of a wide-
ranging study to that effect. Within a year a hefty volume
was ready, but in December 1934 its publication was prohib-
ited. “The naive reader of this study,” the Gestapo report pro-
nounced, “would get the impression that the whole of German
culture up to the National Socialist revolution was carried by
Jews.”?® Jewish culture for Jews, however, was another matter,
and whereas Ullstein had set his sights on an untimely enter-
prise, another Berlin Jew, Kurt Singer, the former deputy di-
rector of the Berlin City Opera, came up with a different kind
of idea: the establishment of an autonomous Jewish cultural
association.

Singer’s Kulturbund fitted Nazi needs. When Singer’s
project of cultural activities by Jews and for Jews (only) was
submitted to the new Prussian authorities, it received Goring’s
approval. On the face of it the Kulturbund appeared to be a per-
fectly functional initiative to solve the problems created both
for the regime and for the Jews by the expulsion from German
cultural life of thousands of Jewish writers, artists, musicians,
and performers of all kinds, as well as their coworkers and



28 NAZI GERMANY AND THE JEWS, 1933-1945

agents. Apart from the work it provided and the soothing psy-
chological function it filled for part of the Jewish community,
the Kulturbund also offered the surrounding society an easy
way to dismiss any potential sense of embarrassment: “Aryans
who found the regime’s anti-Semitic measures distasteful could
reassure themselves that Jewish artists were at least permitted
to remain active in their chosen professions.”" The Kultur-
bund also played another role, unseen but no less real, which
pointed to the future: As the first Jewish organization under
the direct supervision of a Nazi overlord, it foreshadowed the
Nazi ghetto, in which a pretense of internal autonomy camou-
flaged the total subordination of an appointed Jewish leader-
ship to the dictates of its masters.

Sporadically the Nazis informed the Kulturbund of works
Jews were no longer allowed to perform. In theater, the per-
formance of Germanic legends, of works from the German
Middle Ages and German romanticism, were prohibited. For
a time the classical period was allowed, but Schiller was for-
bidden in 1934 and Goethe in 1936. Among foreign writers
Shakespeare was allowed, but Hamlet’s “To be or not to be”
soliloquy was forbidden: In a Jewish theater in the Third Reich,
“the oppressor’s wrong, the proud man’s contumely” could
have sounded subversive, hence that line led to the exclusion
of the entire speech. Needless to say, despite the attachment
of German Jews to the works of Richard Wagner and Richard
Strauss, these composers were not to be performed by Jews.
Beethoven was forbidden in 1937, but Mozart had to wait until
the next year, after the Anschluss.

Notwithstanding such growing constraints, the activity of
the Kulturbund in all major German cities was remarkable.
More than 180,000 Jews from all parts of Germany became
active members of the association. In its first year the Kultur-
bund staged 69 opera performances and 117 concerts, and, from
mid-1934 to mid-1935, 57 opera performances and 358 concerts.
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It is hard to evaluate how much importance German so-
ciety at its various levels granted the Jewish issue in 1933.
Political stabilization, the dismantling of the Left, economic
improvement, national revival, and international uncertainties
were undoubtedly more present in the minds of many than the
hazy outlines of the Jewish issue; for most Germans the chal-
lenges of daily life in times of political change and of economic
turmoil were the paramount focus of interest. It is against this
background that Hitler’s own obsession with the Jewish issue
must be considered.

In a remarkable dispatch sent to Foreign Minister Sir John
Simon on May 11, 1933, the British ambassador in Berlin, Sir
Horace Rumbold, described the course taken by an inter-
view with Hitler once he had alluded to the persecution of the
Jews: “The allusion to the treatment of the Jews resulted in
the Chancellor working himself up into a state of great excite-
ment. T will never agree,” he shouted, as if he were addressing
an open-air meeting, ‘to the existence of two kinds of law for
German nationals. There is an immense amount of unemploy-
ment in Germany, and I have, for instance, to turn away youths
of pure German stock from higher education. There are not
enough posts for the pure-bred Germans, and the Jews must
suffer with the rest. If the Jews engineer a boycott of German
goods from abroad, I will take care that this hits the Jews in
Germany.” These remarks were delivered with great ferocity.
Only his excitement, to which I did not wish to add, prevented
me from pointing out that there were, in fact, two standards
of treatment of German nationals, inasmuch as those of Jewish
race were being discriminated against.” At the end of the dis-
patch Rumbold returned to the issue: “My comment on the
foregoing is that Herr Hitler is himself responsible for the anti-
Jewish policy of the German government and that it would
be a mistake to believe that it is the policy of his wilder men
whom he has difficulty in controlling. Anybody who has had
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the opportunity of listening to his remarks on the subject of
Jews could not have failed, like myself, to realize that he is a fa-
natic on the subject.” The American consul general in Berlin
reached the same conclusion. “One of the most unfortunate
features of the situation,” George S. Messersmith wrote to Sec-
retary of State Cordell Hull on November 1, 1933, “is that . . .
Mr. Hitler himself is implacable and unconvinced and is the real
head of the anti-Jewish movement. He can be reasonable on a
number of subjects, but on this he can only be passionate and
prejudiced.””

Hitler did not express his obsession with the Jewish peril in
major public utterances during 1933. As he put it in his meeting
with the Reich district governors, on July 6, 1933, for Germany
the most dangerous front at the time was the external one:
“One should not irritate it, when it is not necessary to deal
with it. To reopen the Jewish question would mean to start
a world-wide uproar again.”** Clearly the shaky economic cir-
cumstances of the Reich were also a major factor in his deci-
sions. And, as mentioned, on some matters such as the issue of
Jewish physicians, Hitler certainly took into account German
public opinion: In other words he understood the need for tac-
tical pragmatism regarding immediate anti-Jewish measures,
and thus his policy had to remain, for a time at least, close to
the preexisting anti-Jewish agenda of the conservatives.

But although the Nazi leader avoided public statements on
the Jewish issue and his “worldview,” he could not restrain
himself entirely. In his closing speech at the September 1933
Nuremberg party rally, he launched into disparaging com-
ments about the Jews in his expostulations on the racial foun-
dations of art: “It is a sign of the horrible spiritual decadence
of the past epoch that one spoke of styles without recognizing
their racial determinants. . . . Each clearly formed race has its
own handwriting in the book of art, insofar as it is not, like
Jewry, devoid of any creative artistic ability.” As for the func-
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tion of a worldview, Hitler defined it in his address: “World-

<

views,” he declared, “consider the achievement of political
power only as the precondition for the beginning of the fulfill-
ment of their true mission. In the very term ‘worldview’ there
lies the solemn commitment to make all enterprise dependent
upon a specific initial conception and a visible direction. Such
a conception can be right or wrong; it is the starting point for
the attitude to be taken toward all manifestations and occur-
rences of life and thereby a compelling and obligatory rule for
all action.” In other words a worldview as defined by Hitler
was a quasi-religious framework encompassing immediate po-
litical goals. Nazism was no mere ideological discourse; it was
a political religion commanding the total commitment owed
to a religious faith.



CHAPTER 2

The Spirit of the Laws

January 1934—February 1936

ell 6: approximately 5 m. high, window approx. 40 x 70
Ccm. at a height of 4 meters, which gives the feeling of a
cellar. . .. Wooden plank with straw mat and two blankets,
a wooden bucket, a jug, a basin, soap, a towel, no mirror, no
toothbrush, no comb, no brush, no table, no book from Jan-
uary 12 [1935] until my departure on September 18; no news-
paper from January 12 to August 17; no bath and no shower
from January 12 to August 10; no leaving of the cell, except
for interrogations, from January 12 to July 1. Incarceration in
an unlighted cell from April 16 to May 1, then from May 15 to
August 27, a total of 119 days.™

This was the Wiirzburg wine merchant Leopold Obermay-
er’s writing about the first of his imprisonments in Dachau, in a
seventeen-page report, dated October 10, 1935, which he man-
aged to smuggle out to his lawyer. It was seized by the Gestapo
and found after the war in their Wiirzburg files. Obermayer
had a doctorate in law and he was a practicing Jew, a Swiss
citizen, and a gay man. October 29, 1934, he had complained to
the Wiirzburg police that his mail was being opened. Two days
later, having been ordered to report to headquarters, he was
arrested. From then on he became a special case for the local



THE SPIRIT OF THE LAWS 33

Gestapo chief, Josef Gerum, a Nazi “old fighter” with a bad
reputation even among his colleagues. Gerum accused Ober-
mayer of spreading accusations about the new regime. Shortly
afterward nude photographs of Obermayer’s male lovers were
found in his bank safe. Both a Jew and a homosexual: For
Gerum this was indeed a rewarding catch. Why didn’t Ober-
mayer’s tormentors kill him? It may be that murdering a Swiss
citizen, albeit a Jewish one, was not yet undertaken lightly in
1935, all the more so since the Swiss consulate in Munich and
later the legation in Berlin were aware of his incarceration; the
Ministry of Justice in particular was worried about the possi-
bility of Swiss intervention.

In mid-September 1935 Obermayer was transferred from
Dachau to an ordinary prison in Ochsenfurt, pending court
interrogation. At Gerum’s insistence, however, the Jewish ho-
mosexual was taken back to Dachau on October 12, 1935.

Atthis time Germany and the world were witnessing a dramatic
consolidation of Hitler’s internal and international power. The
murder of Ernst Rohm and other SA leaders on the notorious
“Night of the Long Knives” in June 1934 eliminated even the
faintest possibility of an alternative source of power within the
party. Immediately following Hindenburg’s death, the naming
of Hitler as fithrer and chancellor on August 2 made him the
sole source of legitimacy in Germany. Furthermore Hitler’s
popularity reached new heights in 1935: On January 13 an over-
whelming majority of the Saar population voted for return of
the territory to the Reich. On March 16 general conscription
and establishment of the Wehrmacht were announced. No for-
eign power dared to respond to these massive breaches of the
Versailles treaty; the common front against Germany formed
at Stresa by Britain, France, and Italy in April 1935, in order to
defend Austria’s independence against any German annexation
attempt and preserve the status quo in Europe, had crumbled
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by June, when the British signed a separate naval agreement
with Germany.

On March 17 of that year, Hitler had been in Munich, and a
report for the clandestine Socialist Party vividly captured the
overall mood: “Enthusiasm on 17 March enormous. The whole
of Munich was on its feet. People can be forced to sing, but they
can’t be forced to sing with such enthusiasm. I experienced the
days of 1914 and can only say that the declaration of war did
not make the same impact on me as the reception of Hitler on
17 March. . . . Trust in Hitler’s political talent and honest inten-
tions is getting ever greater. . . . He is loved by many.™

Between 1933 and 1936 a balance of sorts was kept between
the revolutionary-charismatic impulse of Nazism and the
authoritarian-conservative tendencies of the pre-1933 German
state. Within this temporary alliance Hitler’s role was decisive.
For the traditional elites the new “beliefin the fithrer” became
associated with the authority of the monarch. Basic elements
of the imperial state and of the National Socialist regime were
linked in the person of the new leader.

Such “belief in the fiihrer” led quite naturally to an urge
for action on the part of state and party agencies according
to the general guidelines set by Hitler, without the constant
necessity of specific orders from him. The dynamics of this
interaction between base and summit was, as the British
historian Ian Kershaw pointed out, “neatly captured in the
sentiments of a routine speech of a Nazi functionary in 1934:
‘Everyone who has the opportunity to observe it knows that
the Fiihrer can hardly dictate from above everything which
he intends to realize sooner or later. On the contrary, up till
now everyone with a post in the new Germany has worked
best when he has, so to speak, worked towards the Fiihrer.
Very often and in many spheres it has been the case—in pre-
vious years as well—that individuals have simply waited for
orders and instructions. Unfortunately, the same will be true
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in the future; but in fact it is the duty of everybody to try
to work towards the Fiithrer along the lines he would wish.
Anyone who makes mistakes will notice it soon enough.
But anyone who really works towards the Fiithrer along his
lines and towards his goal will certainly both now and in the
future . .. have the finest reward in the form of the sudden
legal confirmation of his work.””

Thus the majority of a society barely emerging from years
of crisis believed that the new regime offered solutions that,
in diverse but related ways, would give answers to the aspi-
rations, resentments, and interests of its various sectors. This
belief survived the difficulties of the early phase (such as a still-
sluggish economy) as a result of a new sense of purpose, of a
series of successes on the international scene, and, above all, of
unshaken faith in the fiithrer. As one of its corollaries, however,
that very faith brought with it widespread acceptance, passive
or not, of the measures against the Jews: Sympathy for the Jews
would have meant some distrust of the rightness of Hitler’s
way, and many Germans had definitely established their indi-
vidual and collective priorities in this regard. The same is true
in relation to the other central myth of the regime, that of the
“racial community.” The racial community explicitly excluded
the Jews. Belonging to the racial community implied accep-
tance of the exclusions it imposed.

Yet biological criteria for defining the Jew remained elusive,
and it was on the basis of the religious affiliation of parents
and grandparents that the Nazis had to launch their crusade
for racial purification of the Volk. Officials increasingly referred
to the Law for the Restoration of the Professional Civil Service
in order to refuse, on the basis of the law’s “general national
principles,” to perform marriage ceremonies between Jews and
“those of German blood.™ The pressure grew to such a point
that on July 26, 1935, Interior Minister Frick announced that,
since the legal validity of “marriages between Aryans and non-



36 NAZI GERMANY AND THE JEWS, 1933-1945

Aryans” would be officially addressed in the near future, such
marriages should be “postponed until further notice.”

The refusal to perform marriages was an easy matter com-
pared to the other “logical” corollary stemming from the situ-
ation: the dissolution of existing mixed marriages. The Civil
Code allowed for divorce on the basis of wrongdoing by one
of the partners, but it was difficult to equate belonging to a
particular race with the notion of wrongdoing. Paragraph 1333
of the Civil Code did however stipulate that a marriage could
be challenged if a spouse had been unaware, on contracting the
marriage, of “personal qualities” or circumstances that would
have precluded the union. But it could only be invoked within
six months of the wedding, and racial identity could hardly be
defined as a personal quality; finally it is unlikely that partners
to a marriage were unaware of such racial identity at the time
of their decision. Nevertheless, paragraph 1333 increasingly
became the prop of Nazi legal interpretation, on the grounds
that “Jewishness” was indeed a personal quality whose signifi-
cance had become clear only as a result of the new political
circumstances. Consequently the six-month period could be
counted from the date when the significance of Jewishness
became a major element in public consciousness, that is, from
January 30 (Hitler’s accession to the chancellorship) or even
April 7, 1933 (the civil service law’s promulgation). It was only
with the law of July 6, 1938, that “racially” mixed marriages
could in fact be legally annulled.

In the meantime the judges, lawyers and registrars who
were intent on the dissolution of mixed marriages went
beyond the immediate instructions of the Nazi leadership. The
anti-Jewish zeal of the courts regarding mixed marriages was
reinforced by police initiatives and even by mob demonstra-
tions against any form of sexual relations between Jews and
Aryans: “Race defilement” was the obsession of the day. Thus
on August 19, 1935, a Jewish businessman was arrested on that
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charge in Stuttgart. As he was brought to the police station, a
crowd gathered and demonstrated against the accused. Shortly
afterward, according to the city chronicle, a Jewish woman
merchant who had had a stall in the market hall since 1923 lost
her permit because she allowed her son to have a relationship
with a non-Jewish German girl.

The presence of Jews in public swimming pools was a major
theme, second only to outright race defilement, in the Nazis’
pornographic imagination: It expressed a “healthy” Aryan
revulsion at the sight of the Jewish body, the fear of possible
contamination resulting from sharing the water or mingling in
the pool area and, most explicitly, the sexual threat of Jewish
nakedness, often alluded to as the impudent behavior of Jewish
women and outright sexual harassment of German women by
Jewish men.

Among the newspapers spewing a constant stream of anti-
Jewish abuse, Streicher’s Der Stiirmer was the most vicious; its
ongoing campaign and the wide distribution it achieved by
means of public display may have been abhorrent to the edu-
cated middle class or even to educated party members, but its
appeal among the general population, school youngsters, and
the Hitler Youth, possibly because of its pornographic and sa-
distic streak, seems to have been quite widespread. On May 1,
1934, Der Stiirmer published its notorious special issue on Jewish
ritual murder. The front-page headline, THE JEWISH MURDER
PLOT AGAINST NON-JEWISH HUMANITY IS UNCOVERED, was graced by
a half-page drawing of two particularly hideous-looking Jews
holding a vessel to collect the blood streaming from the naked
bodies of angelic Christian children they have just murdered.
In the background stands a cross. The next day the National
Representation of German Jews wired Reich Bishop Ludwig
Miiller: “We feel obliged to draw your attention to the special
issue of the Der Stiirmer of May 1. We have sent the following
telegram to the Reich chancellor: ‘Der Stiirmer has come out
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with a special issue which, using incredible insults and horri-
tying descriptions, accuses Jewry of ritual murder. Before God
and humanity, we raise our voice in solemn protest against this
unheard-of profanation of our faith.” We are convinced that the
deep outrage that we are feeling is shared by every Christian.”™
Neither Hitler nor Reich Bishop Miiller replied.

In the summer of 1935, as Jews were forbidden access to
swimming pools and other bathing facilities in numerous
German cities and the very presence of Jews was not allowed
in many small towns and villages, a surrealistic situation de-
veloped in some of the Baltic seaside resorts. It seems that a
number of popular guesthouses in these resorts belonged to
Jews. In Binz, for instance, a Hungarian Jew owned the most
prominent guesthouse, which, according to a Gestapo report,
the local population was boycotting, when who should choose
to stay there at Whitsuntide but Gauleiter and Reich Governor
Wilhelm Friedrich Loper! And, adding insult to injury, a month
later, in July, it was the Hungarian Jew’s guesthouse that was
favored by officers and men from the Kéln on the cruiser’s visit
to Binz. This paradoxical situation lasted for three more years,
coming to an end in the spring of 1938, when the director of the
Binz office of Baltic Sea resorts announced that “the efforts of
recent months have been successful”: All the formerly Jewish-
owned guesthouses were now in Aryan hands.”

The clash between party propaganda against business
relations with Jews and the economic advantages brought
by such relations was only a reflection of the contradic-
tory nature of the orders from above: On the one hand,
no contacts between Jews and Germans; on the other, no
interference with Jewish economic activities. This contradic-
tion, which stemmed from two momentarily irreconcilable
priorities—the ongoing struggle against the Jews and the
need to further Germany’s economic recovery—found re-
peated expression in reports from local authorities. It was
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often particularly visible at the small-town level. On July 2,
1935, a report was sent by Laupheim town officials to the
Wiirttemberg Ministry of the Interior. “Under present cir-
cumstances, the Jewish question has increasingly become a
source of uncertainty for the Laupheim authorities. . . . If the
fight against the Jews . .. continues, one has to take into ac-
count that the local Jewish businesspeople will emigrate as
fast as possible. The municipality of Laupheim will thereby
have to expect a further acute loss of income and will have
to raise taxes in order to meet its obligations.” The author of
the report believed that the dying out of the older Jews and
the emigration of the younger ones would cause the Jewish
question to resolve itself within thirty years. Meanwhile, he
suggested, let the Jews stay as they were, the more so since,
apart from a few exceptions, they were a community of well-
established families. If Jewish tax revenues were to disappear
with no replacement, “the decline of Laupheim into a big vil-
lage would be unavoidable.™

This tension between party initiatives and economic imper-
atives was illustrated at length in a report devoted entirely to
the Jews, sent on April 3, 1935, by the SD “major region Rhine”
to SS-Gruppenfiihrer (the SS Group Leader) August Heiss-
meyer in Koblenz (the Sicherheitsdienst, or SD, was the intel-
ligence service of the SS). A “quiet boycott” against the Jews
is described as having been mainly initiated by the party and
its organizations repeatedly asking members in “closed meet-
ings” not to patronize Jewish stores. The report then points to
the fact that, “despite more limited possibilities of control in
the cities, the boycott is more strictly adhered to there than in
rural areas. In Catholic regions in particular, the peasants buy
as they did before, mainly from Jews, and this turns in part
into an antiboycott movement, which gets its support from the
Catholic clergy.”

Sometimes genuine sympathy for the plight of the Jews and
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even offers of help found direct or indirect ways of expression.
Thus, in aletter to the Jiidische Rundschau, the granddaughter of
the poet Hoffmann von Fallersleben, author of the lyrics of the
national anthem, offered to put a house on the Baltic shore at
the disposal of Jewish children. The undercurrent of sympathy
for the persecuted Jews must have been significant enough for
Goebbels to address it in a speech he gave in mid-June. Goeb-
bels “attacked those of his countrymen who . .. ‘shamelessly,
argued that the Jew, after all, was a human being too.” Ac-
cording to Robert Weltsch, who at the time was the editor of
the Jiidische Rundschau, Goebbels’s wrath reveals that a whis-
pering campaign was still going on, indicating some measure of
indignation on the part of people whom Goebbels called bour-
geois intellectuals. It was these Germans whom the Gauleiter
[of Berlin, Goebbels] wanted to warn.”"°

It may be difficult to prove how effective Goebbels’s speech
was in intimidating the “bourgeois intellectuals,” but it surely
had other consequences. In its July 2, 1935, issue, the Jiidische
Rundschau published an article by Weltsch entitled “The Jew
Is Human Too: An Argument Put Forward by Friends of the
Jews.”! It was a subtly ironic comment on the minister’s tirade,
and it did lead to the banning of the paper. After a few weeks
and some negotiating, a letter written in Goebbels’s name (but
signed “Jahnke”) was sent to Weltsch: “The Jiidische Rund-
schau No. 53, dated July 2, 1935, published an article “The Jew
Is Human Too.” . . . Your paper has been banned because of this
article. The ban on the paper will be lifted, but in view of the
polemic nature of the article I have to reprimand you most se-
verely and expect to have no further cause to object to your
publications.”"

Why would Goebbels have taken the trouble to engage in
these maneuvers regarding a periodical written by Jews for
Jews? As Weltsch explains it, “One has to keep in mind that the
Jewish papers were at that time sold in public. The pretentious
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main thoroughfare of Berlin’s West End, the Kurfiirstendamm,
was literally plastered with the Jiidische Rundschau—all kiosks
displayed it every Tuesday and Friday in many copies, as it
was one of their best-sellers, especially as foreign papers were
banned.” This, too, could not last for long. On October 1,
1935, the public display and sale of Jewish newspapers was pro-
hibited.

The regime’s efforts to physically segregate the Jews from
German society was accompanied by a vigorous campaign to
cleanse German cultural life of its Jewish presence and spirit.
During the first months of 1933, this campaign was further
complicated by a bitter competition waged between Goebbels
and Alfred Rosenberg, the party’s ideologue, for control of cul-
ture in the new Reich. Hitler had at first given the preference
to Goebbels, mainly by allowing him to establish the Reich
Chamber of Culture. Not long afterward, however, an equilib-
rium of sorts was reestablished by Rosenberg’s appointment, in
January 1934, as the “Fiihrer’s Representative for the Supervi-
sion of the General Intellectual and Ideological Education of
the NSDAP.”

From August 1934 to June 1935 Goebbels’s diaries repeat-
edly record his determination to achieve the goal of complete
Aryanization, mainly in regard to the cleansing of the Reich
Music Chamber of its Jewish members. The battle was waged
on two fronts: against individuals and against melodies. Most
Jewish musicians emigrated during the first three years of Hit-
ler’s regime, but to the Nazis" chagrin, it was more difficult
to get rid of Jewish tunes—that is, mainly “light” music. “[Ar-
guments] that audiences often asked for such music,” writes
the historian Michael Kater, “were refuted on the grounds that
it was the duty of ‘Aryan’ musicians to educate their listeners
by consistently presenting non-Jewish programs.”* Moreover,
as far as light music was concerned, intricate commercial re-
lations between Jewish émigré music publishers and partners
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who were still in Germany enabled a steady flow of undesirable
music scores and records into the Reich. Music arrived from
Vienna, London, and New York, and it was only in late 1937,
when “alien” music was officially prohibited, that Jew hunters
could feel more at ease.

Allin all, however, the initial confusion of the new regime’s
culture masters did not stop the de-Judaization of music in
the Reich. Jewish performers such as Artur Schnabel, Jascha
Heifetz, and Yehudi Menuhin were no longer heard either in
concert or on the radio; Jewish conductors had fled, as had the
composers Arnold Schoenberg, Kurt Weill, and Franz Schreker.
After some early hesitations, Mendelssohn, Meyerbeer, Offen-
bach, and Mahler were no longer performed. Mendelssohn’s
statue, which had stood in front of the Leipzig Gewandhaus,
was removed. But that was far from the end of it: Pieces with
Jewish connotations, such as Hidndel’s Old Testament orato-
rios, lost their original titles and were Aryanized so that Judas
Maccabeus turned into The Field Marshal: A War Drama or, al-
ternatively, into Freedom Oratorio: William of Nassau. Certain
operas, such as Mozart’s Don Giovanni, Le Nozze di Figaro, and
Cosi fan tutte, had to be translated into German, as their libret-
tist, Lorenzo Da Ponte, was of Jewish origin.

In 1935 Hans Hinkel moved to Goebbels’s ministry to
become one of the three supervisors of the Reichskultur-
kammer (RKK). Soon afterward an unusual title was added to
those he already bore: “Special Commissioner for the Supervi-
sion and Monitoring of the Cultural and Intellectual Activity of
All Non-Aryans Living in the Territory of the German Reich.”
In a 1936 speech Hinkel restated the immediate aim of Nazi
cultural policy regarding the Jews: They were entitled to the
development of their own cultural heritage in Germany, but
only in total isolation from the general culture. Jewish artists
“may work unhindered as long as they restrict themselves to
the cultivation of Jewish artistic and cultural life and as long as
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they do not attempt—openly, secretly, or deceitfully—to influ-
ence our culture.””

From the beginning of 1935 intense anti-Jewish incitement
had newly surfaced among party radicals. Lingering economic
difficulties, as well as the absence of material and ideological
compensation for the great number of party members unable
to find positions and rewards either on the local or the national
level, were leading to increasing agitation.

A first wave of anti-Jewish incidents started at the end of
March 1935; during the following weeks, Goebbels’s Der An-
grifffanned the pogromlike atmosphere. An announcement by
the Ministry of the Interior of forthcoming anti-Jewish legisla-
tion and the exclusion of Jews from the new Wehrmacht did
not calm the growing unrest.

The first city to witness large-scale anti-Jewish disturbances
was Munich. In March and April, Jewish stores were sprayed
nightly with acid or smeared with such inscriptions as JEw,
STINKING JEW, OUT WITH THE JEWS. In May the smashing of win-
dowpanes of Jewish shops began. The police report indicates
involvement by Hitler Youth groups in one of these early in-
cidents. By mid-May the perpetrators were not only attacking
Jewish stores in broad daylight but also assaulting their owners,
their customers, and sometimes even their Aryan employees.
On Saturday, May 25, the disturbances took on a new dimen-
sion. By midafternoon the attacks had spread to every identifi-
ably Jewish business in the city. According to the police the
perpetrators were “not only members of the Party and its or-
ganizations but also comprised various groups of a very ques-
tionable nature.” It was not until about nine in the evening
that some measure of order was reestablished in the Bavarian
capital.

A second major outbreak occurred in mid-July in Berlin,
mainly on the Kurfiirstendamm, where elegant stores owned
by Jews were still relatively active. Jochen Klepper, a deeply
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religious Protestant writer whose wife was Jewish, wrote
in his diary on July 13: “Anti-Semitic excesses on the
Kurfiirstendamm. . . . The cleansing of Berlin of Jews threaten-
ingly announced.”” A week later Klepper again wrote of what
had happened on the Kurfiirstendamm: Jewish women had
been struck in the face; Jewish men had behaved courageously.
“Nobody came to their help, because everyone is afraid of
being arrested.”® On September 7 Klepper, who in 1933 had
lost his position with the radio because of his Jewish wife, was
fired from the recently Aryanized Ullstein publishing house,
where he had found some employment. That day he noticed
that signs forbidding Jews access to the local swimming pool
were up, and that even the small street in which he took walks
with his wife had the same warning on one of its fences.

Most party leaders opposed the spreading of anti-Jewish at-
tacks, not because of potential negative reactions among the
populace, but mainly because the regime could ill afford to give
the impression inside and outside Germany that it was losing
control ofits own forces by allowing the spread of unbridled vio-
lence, particularly in view of the forthcoming Olympic Games.
Repeated orders to abstain from unauthorized anti-Jewish ac-
tions were issued in Hitler’s name by the deputy fiithrer, Rudolf
Hess, and others, but without complete success.

For Schacht the spread of anti-Jewish violence was particu-
larly unwelcome. In the United States the economic boycott of
German goods had flared up again. On May 3 the minister of
the economy sent a memorandum to Hitler regarding “the im-
ponderable factors influencing German exports,” in which he
warned of the economic consequences of the new anti-Jewish
campaign. On the face of it at least, Hitler fully agreed with
Schacht: At that stage the violence had to stop.

On the afternoon of September 15, 1935, the final parade of the
annual Nuremberg party congress marched past Hitler and the
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top leadership of the NSDAP. At 8 p.m. that evening an unusual
meeting of the Reichstag opened in the hall of the Nuremberg
Cultural Association. It was the first and only time during Hit-
ler’s regime that the Reichstag was convened outside Berlin.

In his speech Hitler briefly addressed foreign affairs; then
he turned to the main topic of his address—the Jews. The Jews
were behind the growing tension among peoples: In New York
harbor, they had insulted the German flag on the passenger
ship Bremen, and they were again launching an economic boy-
cott against Germany. In Germany itself their provocative
behavior increasingly caused complaints from all sides. Hitler
thus set the background. Then he came to his main point: “To
prevent this behavior from leading to quite determined defen-
sive action on the part of the outraged population, the extent of
which cannot be foreseen, the only alternative would be a leg-
islative solution to the problem. . . . However, should this hope
prove false and intra-German and international Jewish agita-
tion proceed, a new evaluation of the situation would have to
take place.””® He then asked the Reichstag to adopt the three
laws that Goring was about to read.

The first law, the Reich flag law, proclaimed that henceforth
black, red, and white were the national colors and that the swas-
tika flag was the national flag. The second, the citizenship law,
established the fundamental distinction between “citizens of
the Reich,” who were entitled to full political and civil rights,
and “subjects,” who were now deprived of those rights. Only
those of German or related blood could be citizens. Thus, from
that moment on, in terms of their civil rights, the Jews had in
fact a status similar to that of foreigners. The third, the Law
for the Defense of German Blood and Honor, forbade mar-
riages and extramarital relations between Jews and citizens
of German or kindred blood. Marriages contracted in disre-
gard of the law, even those contracted outside Germany, were
considered invalid. Jews were not allowed to employ in their
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households female German citizens under forty-five years of
age. Finally Jews were forbidden to hoist the German flag (an
offense against German honor) but were allowed to fly their
own colors.

The preamble to the third law revealed all its implications:
“Fully aware that the purity of German blood is the condition
for the survival of the German Volk, and animated by the un-
wavering will to secure the German nation forever, the Reich-
stag has unanimously decided upon the following, which is
thereby proclaimed.” This was immediately followed by para-
graph one: “Marriages between Jews and citizens of German
and related blood are forbidden.” The relation of the preamble
to the text of the law reflected the extent of the racial peril rep-
resented by the Jew.

Much debate has arisen regarding the origins of the Nurem-
berg laws: Were they the result of a haphazard decision or of
a general plan aiming at the step-by-step exclusion of the Jews
from German society and ultimately from the territory of the
Reich? Depending on the view one takes, Hitler’s mode of de-
cision making, in both Jewish and other matters, can be inter-
preted in different ways.

The idea of a new citizenship law had been on Hitler’s
mind from the outset of his regime. In July 1933 an Advisory
Committee for Population and Race Policy at the Ministry
of the Interior started work on draft proposals for a law de-
signed to exclude the Jews from full citizenship rights. From
the beginning of 1935 the signs pointing to such forthcoming
changes multiplied. Allusions to them were made by various
German leaders—Frick, Goebbels, and Schacht—during the
spring and summer months of that year; the foreign press,
particularly the London Jewish Chronicle and the New York
Times, published similar information, and, according to Ge-
stapo reports, German Jewish leaders such as Rabbi Joachim
Prinz were openly speaking about a new citizenship law that
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would turn the Jews into “subjects”; their information was
precise indeed.

Simultaneously, as has also been seen, mixed marriages
were encountering increasing obstruction in the courts, to
such an extent that, in July, Frick announced the formulation
of new laws in this domain as well. In the same month the
Justice Ministry submitted a proposal for the interdiction of
marriages between Jews and Germans. From then on the issue
was the object of ongoing interministerial consultations. Thus,
whatever the immediate reason for Hitler’s decision may have
been, both the issue of citizenship and that of mixed marriages
were being discussed in great detail at the civil service level
and within the party, and various signs indicated that new leg-
islation was imminent.

In his opening address of September 11 at the Nuremberg
party congress, Hitler warned that the struggle against the in-
ternal enemies of the nation would not be thwarted by fail-
ings of the bureaucracy: The will of the nation—that is, the
party—would, if necessary, take over in case of bureaucratic
deficiency. It was in these very terms that Hitler ended his
September 15 closing speech by addressing the solution of
the Jewish problem. Thus it seems that the basic motive for
pressing forward with anti-Jewish legislation was to deal with
the specific internal political climate already alluded to.

In the precarious balance that existed between the party
on the one hand and the state administration and the Reichs-
wehr on the other, Hitler had in 1934 favored the state appa-
ratus by decapitating the SA. Moreover, at the beginning of
1935, when tension arose between the Reichswehr and the SS,
Hitler “warned the party against encroachments on the army
and called the Reichswehr ‘the sole bearer of arms.””** In the
fall of 1935, however, it was time to lean the other way, espe-
cially since discontent was growing within the lower party
ranks. In short the Nuremberg laws were to serve notice to



48 NAZI GERMANY AND THE JEWS, 1933-1945

all that the role of the party was far from over—quite the con-
trary. Thus, the mass of party members would be assuaged,
individual acts of violence against Jews would be stopped by
the establishment of clear “legal” guidelines, and political ac-
tivism would be channeled toward well-defined goals. The
summoning of the Reichstag and the diplomatic corps to the
party congress was meant as an homage to the party on the oc-
casion of its most important yearly celebration, irrespective of
whether the major declaration was to be on foreign policy, on
the German flag, or on the Jewish issue. The preliminary work
on the Jewish legislation had been completed, and Hitler could
easily switch to preparation of the final decrees at the very last
moment.

On the evening of September 13 Hitler summoned from
Berlin to Nuremberg two “race specialists” from the Interior
Ministry. There the two were ordered to prepare a law dealing
with marriage and extramarital relations between Jews and
Aryans, and with the employment of Aryan female help in
Jewish families. The next day Hitler demanded a citizenship
law broad enough to underpin the more specifically racial-bio-
logical anti-Jewish legislation. The party and particularly such
individuals as Gerhardt Wagner, the Reich physicians’ leader,
insisted on the most comprehensive definition of the Jew, one
that would have equated even “quarter Jews” with full Jews.
The Nazi leader himself demanded four versions of the law,
ranging from the least (version D) to the most inclusive (ver-
sion A). Hitler chose version D. But in a typical move that can-
celed this apparent “moderation” and left the door open for
further extensions in the scope of the laws, he crossed out a de-
cisive sentence introduced into the text by the two specialists:
“These laws are applicable to full Jews only.”” That sentence
was meant to exclude Mischlinge (mixed breeds) from the legis-
lation; now their fate also hung in the balance.

There is a plausible reason why, if Hitler was planning to
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announce the laws at the Nuremberg party congress, he waited
until the very last moment to have the final versions drafted:
His method was one of sudden blows meant to keep his op-
ponents off balance, to confront them with faits accomplis that
made forceful reactions almost impossible if a major crisis was
to be avoided. Had the anti-Jewish legislation been drafted
weeks before the congress, technical objections from the state
bureaucracy could have hampered the process. Surprise was of
the essence.

During the days and weeks following Nuremberg, party
radicals close to the Wagner line exerted considerable pressure
to reintroduce their demands regarding the status of Mischlinge
into the supplementary decrees to the two main Nuremberg
laws. Hitler himself was to announce the ruling on “Misch-
linge of the first degree” at a closed party meeting scheduled
for September 29 in Munich. The meeting did take place, but
Hitler postponed the announcement of his decision. Early in
the debate both sides agreed that three-quarter Jews were to
be considered Jews, and that one-quarter Jews were Mischlinge.
The entire confrontation focused on the status of the half-Jews
(two Jewish grandparents). Whereas the party wanted to in-
clude the half-Jews in the category of Jews, the ministry insisted
on integrating them into the Mischlinge category. The final de-
cision, made by Hitler, was much closer to the demands of the
ministry than to that of the party. Half-Jews were Mischlinge:
Only as a result of their personal choice, either by selecting a
Jewish spouse or joining the Jewish religious community, did
they become Jews.

The supplementary decrees were finally published on No-
vember 14. The first defined as Jewish all persons who had at
least three full Jewish grandparents, or who had two Jewish
grandparents and were married to a Jewish spouse or be-
longed to the Jewish religion at the time of the law’s publica-
tion, or who entered into such commitments at a later date.
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From November 14 on, the civil rights of Jews were canceled,
their voting rights abolished; Jewish civil servants who had
kept their positions owing to their veteran or veteran-related
status were forced into retirement. On December 21 a second
supplementary decree ordered the dismissal of Jewish profes-
sors, teachers, physicians, lawyers, and notaries who were state
employees and had been granted exemptions.

The various categories of forbidden marriages were spelled
out in the first supplementary decree to the Law for the De-
fense of German Blood and Honor: between a Jew and a Misch-
ling with one Jewish grandparent; between a Mischling and
another, each with one Jewish grandparent; and between a
Mischling with two Jewish grandparents and a German. Misch-
linge of the first degree (two Jewish grandparents) could marry
Jews—and thereby become Jews —or marry one another, on
the assumption that such couples usually chose to remain
childless, as indicated by the empirical material collected by
Hans F. K. Giinther. Finally, female citizens of German blood
employed in a Jewish household at the time of the law’s publi-
cation could continue their work only if they had turned forty-
five by December 31, 1935.

In a circular addressed to all relevant party agencies on De-
cember 2, Hess restated the main instructions of the November
14 supplementary decree to explain the intention behind the
marriage regulations that applied to both kinds of Mischlinge:
“The Jewish Mischlinge, that is, the quarter and half-Jews, are
treated differently in the marriage legislation. The regulations
are based on the fact that the mixed race of the German-Jewish
Mischlinge is undesirable under any circumstances—both in
terms of blood and politically—and that it must disappear
as soon as possible.” According to Hess the law ensured that
“either in the present or in the next generation, the German-
Jewish Mischlinge would belong either to the Jewish group or to
that of the German citizens.” By being allowed to marry only



THE SPIRIT OF THE LAWS 51

full-blooded German spouses, the quarter Jews would become
Germans and, as Hess put it, “the hereditary racial potential of
a nation of 65 million would not be changed or damaged by the
absorption of 100,000 quarter Jews.” The deputy fithrer’s ex-
planations regarding the half-Jews were somewhat more con-
voluted, as there was no absolute prohibition of their marrying
Germans or quarter Jews, if they received the approval of the
deputy fiihrer. Hess recognized that this aspect of the legisla-
tion went against the wishes of the party, declaring laconically
that the decision had been taken “for political reasons.”**

To how many people did the Nuremberg laws apply? Ac-
cording to statistics produced by the Ministry of the Interior on
April 3, 1935, living in Germany at the time were some 750,000
Mischlinge of the first and second degree. Apart from the Misch-
linge, the document also listed 475,000 full Jews belonging to the
Jewish religion and 300,000 full Jews not belonging to it, which
made a total of approximately 1.5 million, or 2.3 percent of the
population of Germany. In his circular Rudolf Hess estimated
the overall number of Mischlinge at 300,000. This number was
also an exaggeration. Recent studies have set the number of
Mischlinge at the time of the decrees at about 200,000.

Two laws directed against individuals and groups other
than Jews followed the September laws. The first of these was
the October 18, 1935, Law for the Protection of the Heredi-
tary Health of the German People, which aimed at registering
“alien races” or racially “less valuable” groups and imposed
the obligation of a marriage license certifying that the part-
ners were (racially) “fit to marry.”® This law was reinforced by
the first supplementary decree to the Law for the Protection
of German Blood and Honor of November 14, which also for-
bade Germans to marry or have sexual relations with persons
of “alien blood” other than Jews. Twelve days later a circular
from the Ministry of the Interior was more specific: Those re-
ferred to were “Gypsies, Negroes, and their bastards.”*
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Proof that one was not of Jewish origin or did not belong
to any “less valuable” group became essential for a normal ex-
istence in the Third Reich. And the requirements were espe-
cially stringent for anyone aspiring to join or to remain in a
state or party agency. Even the higher strata of the civil service,
the party, and the army could not escape racial investigation.

Did public opinion fall further into step with the anti-
Jewish policies of the regime after the passage of the Nurem-
berg Laws? According to the Israeli historian David Bankier, a
majority of Germans acquiesced in the laws; people in various
cities and areas of the Reich seemed to have been particularly
satisfied with the Law for the Protection of German Blood and
Honor, on the assumption that enforcement of the law would
put an end to the anti-Jewish terror of the previous months.
Tranquillity would return, and with it the good name of Ger-
many in the eyes of the world. People believed that under the
new laws the relation to Jewry in Germany was now clearly
defined: “Jewry is converted into a national minority and gets
through state protection the possibility to develop its own cul-
tural and national life.””

For the party radicals the laws were a clear victory of the
party over the state bureaucracy, but many considered the new
decrees to be “too mild.” The Dortmund Nazis, for instance, re-
garded the fact that the Jews could still use their own symbols
as too much of a concession. Some activists hoped that the Jews
would offer new pretexts for action, others simply demanded
that the scope of some of the measures be extended: that, for
example, no German female of any age should be allowed to
work in a Jewish (or mixed-marriage) family—or even in the
household of a single Jewish woman.

The laws were sharply criticized in opposition circles,
mainly among the (now underground) Communists. Some
Communist leaflets denounced the Nazis’ demagogic use of
anti-Semitism and demanded a united opposition front; others
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demanded the freeing of political prisoners and the cessation
of anti-Jewish measures. According to Bankier, however, Com-
munist material at the time, despite its protests against the
Nuremberg laws, continued to reiterate such longtime stan-
dard assertions as: “Only poor workers were arrested for race
defilement, while rich Jews were not touched by the Nazis,”
and, “There were no racial principles behind the ban on
keeping maids under forty-five years of age; rather, the clause
was simply an excuse for firing thousands of women from their
jobs.”?

The churches kept their distance, except for the strongly
Catholic district of Aachen and some protests by Evangelical
pastors, for instance in Speyer. The Evangelical Church was
put to the test when the Prussian Confessing Synod met in
Berlin at the end of September 1935: A declaration expressing
concern for both baptized and unbaptized Jews was discussed
and rejected, but so was too explicit an expression of support
for the state. The declaration that was finally agreed on merely
reaffirmed the sanctity of baptism, which led Niemoller to ex-
press his misgivings about its failure to take any account of the
postbaptismal fate of baptized Jews.

The Jews reacted to growing persecution and segrega-
tion by intensifying all possible aspects of internal Jewish life,
which explains both the number and the diversity of meetings,
lectures, dances, and so on; these offered some measure of
sanity and dignity, but meant more trouble for the Gestapo.
As early as 1934 the State Police complained that many Jewish
meetings, particularly those of the Central Association of
German Jews, took place in private homes, which made con-
trol almost impossible; then, at the end of 1935, Jewish events
were allegedly often moved from Saturdays to Sundays and to
the Christian holidays, “obviously,” according to the Gestapo,
“on the assumption that on those days the events would not be
controlled. It was difficult to forbid meetings in private homes,
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but events taking place on Sundays or Christian holidays were
from then on to be authorized in exceptional cases only.” The
last straw came in April 1936: Gestapo stations reported an in-
creasing use of the Hebrew language in public Jewish political
meetings. “Orderly control of these meetings and the preven-
tion of hostile propaganda have thereby become impossible,”
wrote Reinhard Heydrich, head of the SD and chief of the main
Gestapo office.” The use of Hebrew in public Jewish meetings
was therewith forbidden, but the language could continue to
be used in closed events, for study purposes, and to prepare for
emigration to Palestine. Incidentally, the reports on the use of
Hebrew remain somewhat mysterious unless (and this is very
unlikely) only meetings of the small minority of East Euro-
pean, Orthodox (though not ultra-Orthodox), and ardent Zi-
onist Jews are being referred to. Any sort of fluency in Hebrew
among the immense majority of German Jews was nil.

Many German Jews still hoped that the crisis could be weath-
ered in Germany and that the new laws would create a recog-
nized framework for a segregated but nonetheless manageable
Jewish life. The official reaction of the Reichsvertretung (which
was now obliged to change its name from National Represen-
tation of German Jews to Representation of Jews in Germany)
took at face value Hitler’s declaration regarding the new basis
created by the laws for relations between the German people
and the Jews living in Germany, and thus demanded the right
to free exercise of its activities in the educational and cultural
domains. Even at the individual level many Jews believed that
the new situation offered an acceptable basis for the future. Ac-
cording to a study of Gestapo and SD reports on Jewish reac-
tions to the laws, in a significant number of communities “the
Jews were relieved precisely because the laws, even if they es-
tablished a permanent framework of discrimination, ended the
reign of arbitrary terror.” There was a measure of similarity
in the way average Germans and average Jews reacted. The
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Germans expressed satisfaction while the Jews saw ground for
hope. As the author of the report put it: “the laws finally de-
fined the relation between Jews and Germans. Jewry becomes
a de facto national minority, enjoying the possibility of ensuring
its own cultural and national life under state protection.”™"

The ultrareligious part of the community even greeted the
new situation. On September 19, 1935, Der Istaelit, the organ
of Orthodox German Jewry, after expressing its support for
the idea of cultural autonomy and separate education, explic-
itly welcomed the interdiction of mixed marriages. As for the
German Zionists, although they stepped up their activities,
they seemed in no particular hurry, the mainstream group
Hechalutz wishing to negotiate with the German govern-
ment about the ways and means of a gradual emigration of the
German Jews to Palestine over a period of fifteen to twenty
years. Like other sectors of German Jewry, it expressed the
hope that, in the meantime, an autonomous Jewish life in Ger-
many would be possible.

The Jews of Germany were in fact still confronted with
what appeared to be an ambiguous situation. They were well
aware of their increasing segregation within German society
and of the constant stream of new government decisions de-
signed to make their life in Germany more painful. Some as-
pects of their daily existence, however, bolstered the illusion
that segregation was the Nazis’ ultimate aim and that the basic
means of economic existence would remain available. For in-
stance, despite the 1933 law on “the overcrowding of German
schools” and the constant slurs and attacks against Jewish
children, in early 1937 almost 39 percent of Jewish pupils were
still in German schools. In the spring of the following year,
the percentage had decreased to 25 percent. As will be seen,
many Jewish professionals, benefiting from various exemp-
tions, were still active outside the Jewish community. But it
remains difficult to assess accurately the economic situation of
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the average Jewish family with a retail business or making its
living from any of the various trades.

In 1935 the Jiidische Rundschau, which, one would have
thought, should have aimed at showing how bad the situation
was, quoted statistics published by the Frankfurter Zeitung indi-
cating that half the ladies” garment industry was still owned
by Jews, the figure rising to 80 percent in Berlin. Whether
or not these numbers are accurate, the Jews of the Reich still
thought they would be able to continue to make a living; they
did not, for the most part, foresee any impending material ca-
tastrophe.

Yet, even though most German Jews still hoped to survive
this dire period in Germany, and even though emigration was
slow, the very idea of leaving the country, previously unthink-
able for many, was now accepted by all German-Jewish orga-
nizations. Not an immediate emergency flight, but an orderly
exodus was contemplated. Overseas (the American continent
or Australia, for instance) was higher on the list of concrete
possibilities than Palestine, but all German Jewish papers could
wholeheartedly have adopted the headline of a Jiidische Rund-
schau lead article addressed to the League of Nations: “Open
the Gates!™*

For the many Jews who were considering the possibility
of emigration but still hoped to stay in Germany, the gap be-
tween public and private behavior was widening: “We must
avoid doing anything that will attract attention to us and pos-
sibly arouse hostility.” Jewish women’s organizations warned,
“Adhere to the highest standards of taste and decorum in
speaking manner and tone, dress and appearance.”” Jewish
pride was to be maintained, but without any public display.
Within the enclosed space of the synagogue or the secular
Jewish assemblies, this pride and of the pent-up anger against
the regime and the surrounding society found occasional ex-
pression. Religious texts were chosen for symbolic meaning
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and obvious allusion. A selection of psalms entitled Out of the
Depths Have I Called Thee, published by Martin Buber in 1936,
included verses that could not be misunderstood: “Be Thou my
judge, O God, and plead my cause against an ungodly nation;
O deliver me from the deceitful and unjust man.” A new type
of religious commentary, conveyed mainly in sermons—the
“New Midrash,” as the scholar of Judaism Ernst Simon called
it—interwove religious themes with expressions of practical
wisdom that were meant to have a soothing, therapeutic effect
on the audience.

The Zionist leadership in Palestine showed no greater sense
of urgency regarding emigration than did the German Jewish
community itself. Indeed, the Palestine leadership refused to
extend any help to emigrants whose goal was not Eretz Israel.
Its list of priorities was increasingly shifting: The economic
situation of the Yishuv (as the Jewish community in Palestine
was called in Hebrew) worsened from 1936 on, while the Arab
Revolt of that year increased Britain’s resistance to any growth
in Jewish immigration to Palestine. Some local Zionist leaders
even considered the easier-to-integrate immigrants from
Poland by and large preferable to those from Germany, with
an exception for German Jews who could transfer substantial
amounts of money or property within the framework of the
1933 Haavarah Agreement. Thus, after 1935, the number of im-
migration certificates demanded for German Jews out of the
total number of certificates allocated by the British remained
the same as before.

“In Bad Gastein. Hitler leads me in animated conversation
down an open stairway. We are visible from afar and at the
bottom of the stairs a concert is taking place and there is a large
crowd of people. I think proudly and happily: now everyone
can see that our Fiithrer does not mind being seen with me in
public, despite my grandmother Recha.”” Such was a dream
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reported by a young girl whom the Nuremberg laws had just
turned into a Mischling of the second degree.

Here is the dream of a woman who had become a Mischling
of the first degree: “I am on a boat with Hitler. The first thing
I tell him is: ‘In fact, I am not allowed to be here. I have some
Jewish blood.” He looks very nice, not at all as usual: a round
pleasant kindly face. I whisper into his ear: “You [the familiar
Du] could have become very great if you had acted like Musso-
lini, without this stupid Jewish business. It is true that among
the Jews there are some really bad ones, but not all of them are
criminals, that can’t honestly be said.” Hitler listens to me qui-
etly, listens to it all in a very friendly way. Then suddenly I am
in another room of the ship, where there are a lot of black-clad
SS men. They nudge each other, point at me and say to each
other with the greatest respect: ‘Look there, it’s the lady who
gave the chief a piece of her mind. "¢

The dream world of full Jews was often quite different
from that of the Mischlinge. A Berlin Jewish lawyer of about
sixty dreamed that he was in the Tiergarten: “There are two
benches, one painted green, the other yellow, and between the
two there is a wastepaper basket. I sit on the wastepaper basket
and around my neck fasten a sign like the ones blind beggars
wear and also like the ones the authorities hang from the necks
of race defilers. It reads: WHEN NECESSARY, I WILL MAKE ROOM FOR
THE WASTEPAPER.””’

Some of the daydreams of well-known Jewish intellectuals
living beyond the borders of the Reich were at times no less
fantastic than the nighttime fantasies of the trapped victims.
“I don't like to make political prophecies,” Lion Feuchtwanger
wrote to Arnold Zweig on September 20, 1935, “but through
the intensive study of history I have reached the, if  may say so,
scientific conviction that, in the end, reason must triumph over
madness and that we cannot consider an eruption of madness
such as the one in Germany as something that can last more
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than a generation. Superstitious as I am, I hope in silence that
this time too the German madness won't last longer than the
[1914-18] war madness did. And we are already at the end of
the third year.”

Some prominent non-Jewish voices had a very different
sound. Carl Gustav Jung, the famous Swiss psychologist, tried
to delve “deeper” in his search for the characteristics of the
Germanic psyche—and for those of the Jewish one as well.
Writing in 1934, his evaluation was quite different for each of
the two groups: “The Jew, who is something of a nomad, has
never yet created a cultural form of his own and as far as we
can see never will, since all his instincts and talents require
a more or less civilized nation to act as host for their devel-
opment. . .. The ‘Aryan’ consciousness has a higher potential
than the Jewish; that is both the advantage and the disadvan-
tage of a youthfulness not yet fully weaned from barbarism.
In my opinion it has been a grave error in medical psychology
up to now to apply Jewish categories . .. indiscriminately to
German and Slavic Christendom. Because of this the most pre-
cious secret of the Germanic peoples—their creative and in-
tuitive depth of soul—has been explained as a morass of banal
infantilism, while my own warning voice has for decades been
suspected of anti-Semitism. This suspicion emanated from
Freud. He did not understand the Germanic psyche any more
than did his Germanic followers. Has the formidable phenom-
enon of National Socialism, on which the whole world gazes
with astonished eyes, taught them better?”

The “formidable phenomenon of National Socialism” did
not, apparently, impress Sigmund Freud. On September 29,
1935, he wrote to Arnold Zweig: “We all thought it was the war
and not the people, but other nations went through the war as
well and nevertheless behaved differently. We did not want to
believe it at the time, but it was true what the others said about
the Boches.” *°
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As for Kurt Tucholsky, possibly the most brilliant antination-
alist satirist of the Weimar period, now trapped in his Swedish
exile, his anger was different from that of Freud, and his despair
was total: “Tleft Judaism in 1911,” he wrote to Arnold Zweig on
December 15, 1935, but he immediately added: “I know that this
is in fact impossible.” In many ways Tucholsky’s helplessness
and rage were turned against the Jews. The unavoidable fate
could be faced with courage or with cowardice. For Tucholsky
the Jews had always behaved like cowards, now more than
ever before. Even the Jews in the medieval ghettos could have
behaved differently: “But let us leave the medieval Jews—and
let us turn to those of today, those of Germany. There you see
that the same people who in many domains played first violin
accept the ghetto—the idea of the ghetto and its realization. . . .
They are being locked up; they are crammed into a theater for
Jews, with four yellow badges on their front and back and they
have . . . only one ambition: ‘Now for once we will show them
that we have a better theater.” For every ten German Jews, one
has left, nine are staying; but after March 1933, one should have
stayed and nine should have gone, ought to, should have. . ..
The political emigration has changed nothing; it is business
as usual: everything goes on as if nothing had happened. For-
ever on and on and on—they write the same books, hold the
same speeches, make the same gestures. . . .” Tucholsky knew
that he and his generation would not see the new freedom:
“What is needed . . . is a youthful strength that most emigrants
do not have. New men will come, after us. As they are now,
things cannot work anymore. The game is up.™ Six days later
Tucholsky committed suicide.



CHAPTER 3

Ideology and Card Index

March 1936—March 1938

N EARLY 1937, during a meeting on church affairs, Hitler
Ionce more gave free rein to his world-historical vision: “The
Fiihrer,” Goebbels wrote in his diary, “explains Christianity
and Christ. He [Christ] also wanted to act against the Jewish
world domination. Jewry had him crucified. But Paul falsified
his doctrine and undermined ancient Rome. Marx did the same
with the German community spirit, with socialism.”™ On No-
vember 30 of the same year, the remarks Goebbels inscribed in
his diary were much more ominous: “Long discussion [with
Hitler] over the Jewish question. . . . The Jews must get out of
Germany, in fact out of the whole of Europe. It will still take
some time but it must happen, and it will happen. The Fiihrer
is absolutely determined about it.”* Indeed, Hitler’s prophecy of
1937 implicitly indicated the possibility of war: The expulsion
of the Jews could be fulfilled only in a situation of war.

On March 7, 1936, the Wehrmacht had marched into the Rhine-
land, and a new phase in European history had begun. It would
unfold under the sign of successive German aggressions and,
in three years, lead to the outbreak of a new conflagration.
The demilitarization of the left bank of the Rhine had been
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guaranteed by the Versailles and Locarno treaties. The guar-
antors of the status quo were Great Britain and Italy, whereas
France was the country directly endangered by the German
move. Although the French government threatened to act, it
did nothing. As for the British, they did not even threaten; after
all, Hitler was merely taking possession of his own “backyard,”
as the saying went. The French and British policy of appease-
ment was gaining momentum.

In France the 1936 elections brought the center-left Popular
Front to power, and for a large segment of French society the
threat of revolution and a Communist takeover became an ob-
sessive nightmare. A few months earlier the Spanish electorate
had also brought a left-wing government to power. It was a
short-lived victory. In July 1936 units of the Spanish army in
North Africa, led by Gen. Francisco Franco, rebelled against
the new Republican government and crossed over into Spain.
The Spanish civil war—which was to become a murderous
struggle of two political mystiques, backed on both sides by a
massive supply of foreign weapons and regular troops as well
as volunteers—had started. Between the summer of 1936 and
the spring of 1939, the battle lines drawn in Spain were the ex-
plicit and tacit points of reference for the ideological confronta-
tions of the time.

On the global scene the anti-Comintern pact signed between
Germany and Japan on November 25, 1936, and joined by Italy
a year later, became, at least symbolically, an expression of the
struggle that was to unfold between the anticommunist regimes
and bolshevism. In the countries of East-Central Europe (with
the exception of Czechoslovakia) and the Balkans, right-wing
governments had come to power. Their ideological commit-
ments included three basic tenets: authoritarianism, extreme
nationalism, and extreme anticommunism. From the Atlantic
to the Soviet border, right-wing movements and regimes had
generally one more element in common: anti-Semitism. For
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the European Right, anti-Semitism and antibolshevism were
often identical.

The year 1936 also clearly marks the beginning of a new
phase on the internal German scene. During the previous
period (1933-36), the need to stabilize the regime, to ward off
preemptive foreign initiatives, and to sustain economic growth
and the return to full employment had demanded relative mod-
eration in some domains. By 1936 full employment had been
achieved and the weakness of the anti-German front sized up.
Further political radicalization and the mobilization of internal
resources were now possible: Himmler, already Reich leader
of the SS, was named, in addition, chief of all German police
forces, and Goring overlord of a new four-year economic plan,
whose secret objective was to prepare the country for war.
The impetus for and the timing of both external and internal
radicalization also may have been linked to yet unresolved ten-
sions within German society itself, or may have resulted from
the fundamental needs of a regime that could only thrive on
ever more hectic action and ever more spectacular success.
And radicalization as such meant new anti-Jewish steps.

Most immediately three main lines of action dominated the
new phase of the anti-Jewish drive: accelerated Aryanization,
increasingly coordinated efforts to compel the Jews to leave
Germany, and furious propaganda activity to project on a
world scale the theme of Jewish conspiracy and threat.

Accelerated Aryanization resulted in part from the new
economic situation and the spreading confidence in German
business and industrial circles that the risks of retaliation or
its effects no longer had to be taken into account. Economic
growth led to gradual coordination of the contradictory mea-
sures that, of necessity, had earlier hindered the course of
anti-Jewish policy: By 1936 ideology and policy could progress
along a single track. Himmler’s and Goring’s appointments to
their new positions created two power bases essential for the
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effective implementation of the new anti-Jewish drive. And
yet, although the framework of the new phase was clearly per-
ceptible, the economic expropriation of the Jews of Germany
could not be radically enforced before the beginning of 1938,
after the expulsion of the conservative ministers from the gov-
ernment in February 1938 (mainly after Schacht’s dismissal as
minister of the economy in late 1937). During 1938 worse than
total expropriation was to follow: Economic harassment and
even violence would henceforward be used to force the Jews to
flee the Reich or the newly annexed Austria. Thus, within the
second phase, 1938 was another fateful turning point.

The anti-Jewish rhetoric suffusing Hitler’s speeches and
statements from 1936 on took several forms. Foremost was
its relation to the general ideological confrontation with bol-
shevism. The world peril as presented by Hitler was not bol-
shevism as such but the Jews: the ultimate threat behind
bolshevism. But Hitler’s anti-Jewish harangues were not only
ideological in a concrete sense; often the Jew was described as
the world enemy per se, as the peril that had to be destroyed
lest Germany (or Aryan humanity) be exterminated by it. The
“redemptive” anti-Semitism that had dominated Hitler’s early
ideological statements now resurfaced. With the conservative
agenda crumbling, a new atmosphere of murderous brutality
was spreading.

It is at the start of this darkening path that the Nazis
achieved one of their greatest propaganda victories: the suc-
cessful unfolding of the 1936 Olympic Games. Foreign visitors
discovered a Reich that looked powerful, orderly, and content.
As the American liberal periodical the Nation expressed it on
August 1, 1936: “[One] sees no Jewish heads being chopped off,
or even roundly cudgeled. . . . The people smile, are polite and
sing with gusto in beer gardens. Board and lodging are good,
cheap, and abundant, and no one is swindled by grasping hotel
and shop proprietors. Everything is terrifyingly clean and the
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visitor likes it all.”® Even the president of the United States
was deceived. In October of that year, Rabbi Stephen Wise,
president of the World Jewish Congress, was invited to meet
with Roosevelt at Hyde Park. When the conversation turned
to Germany, the president cited two people who had recently
“toured” Germany and reported to him that “the synagogues
were crowded and apparently there is nothing very wrong in
the situation at present.” Wise tried to explain to his host the
impact of the Olympic Games on Nazi behavior, but felt that
Roosevelt still regarded accounts of persecution of the Jews as
exaggerated.’

Signs forbidding access to Jews were removed from
Olympic areas and from other sites likely to be visited by tour-
ists, but only very minor ideological concessions were made.
The Jewish high-jump finalist Gretel Bergmann, from Stutt-
gart, was excluded from the German team on a technical
pretext; the fencing champion Helene Mayer was included be-
cause she was a Mischling and thus a German citizen according
to the Nuremberg laws. Only one German full Jew, the hockey
player Rudi Ball, was allowed to compete for Germany. But
the Winter Games in those days were far less visible than the
summer ones. The negotiations that had preceded the Olym-
pics showed that Hitler’s tactical moderation emanated only
from the immense propaganda asset the games represented.
When, on August 24, 1935, the fiihrer received Gen. Charles
Sherrill, an American member of the International Olympic
Committee, he was still adamant: The Jews were perfectly en-
titled to their separate life in Germany, but they could not be
members of the national team. As for the foreign teams, they
were free to include whomever they wanted. Finally, because
of the threat of an American boycott of the Olympics, very
minor concessions were adopted, as mentioned, which allowed
Germany to reap all the expected advantages, the recent pas-
sage of the Nuremberg laws notwithstanding.
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The Winter Games had opened on February 6 in Garmisch-
Partenkirchen. The day before, Wilhelm Gustloff, the Nazi
Party representative in Switzerland, had been assassinated by
the Jewish medical student David Frankfurter. Within a few
hours a strict order was issued: Because of the Olympic Games
all anti-Jewish actions were prohibited. And indeed no out-
bursts of “popular anger” occurred.

The anti-Jewish campaign, mainly in its perceived Judeo-
bolshevik connection, resumed following the games and
reached its full scope at the “Party Congress of Labor,” in
September 1937. On September 11 Goebbels set the tone. In a
speech devoted to the situation in Spain, the propaganda min-
ister launched into a hysterical attack against the Jews, whom
he held responsible for bolshevist terror. “Who are those re-
sponsible for this catastrophe?” Goebbels asked. His answer:
“Without fear, we want to point the finger at the Jew as the
inspirer, the author, and the beneficiary of this terrible catas-
trophe: look, this is the enemy of the world, the destroyer of
cultures, the parasite among the nations, the son of chaos, the
incarnation of evil, the ferment of decomposition, the visible
demon of the decay of humanity.”

On the evening of September 13, it was Hitler’s turn. All
restraint was now gone. For the first time since his accession
to the chancellorship, he used the platform of a party congress,
with the global attention it commanded, to launch a general
historical and political attack on world Jewry as the wire puller
behind bolshevism and the enemy of humanity from the
time of early Christianity on. Never since the fall of the an-
cient world order, Hitler declared, never since the rise of Chris-
tianity, the spread of Islam, and the Reformation had the world
been in such turmoil. This was no ordinary confrontation but
a fight for the very essence of human culture and civilization.
“What others profess not to see because they simply do not
want to see it, is something we must unfortunately state as a
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bitter truth: the world is presently in the midst of an increasing
upheaval, whose spiritual and factual preparation and whose
leadership undoubtedly proceed from the rulers of Jewish Bol-
shevism in Moscow.™ Hitler repeated his main themes in an
ever-changing variety of formulas all bearing the same mes-
sage. And, although in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and in
the army efforts were made to maintain a more realistic assess-
ment of Soviet affairs, the equation of Jewry and bolshevism
and the theme of Jewish world conspiracy remained the funda-
mental slogans for most party and state agencies.

How did the churches react to the growing attacks on
German Jewry? In July 1936 a memorandum was submitted
to Hitler by the Provisional Directorate of the Confessing
Church. It was a forceful document mentioning the concen-
tration camps, the Gestapo’s methods, and even the misuse
of religious terms and images in worship of the fiihrer. In an
unusually bold departure from previous practice, the memo-
randum prophesied disaster for Germany if “there were per-
sistence in totalitarian presumption and might contrary to the
will of God.”

The document was leaked and received extraordinary cov-
erage abroad. Such a courageous statement, one could assume,
must have given pride of place to the persecution of the Jews.
“Yet,” in the words of the historian Richard Gutteridge, “all
that was devoted to this subject was the rather awkward obser-
vation that, when in the framework of the National Socialist
Weltanschauung a form of anti-Semitism was forced upon the
Christian which imposed an obligation of hatred towards the
Jews, he had to counter it by the Christian command of love to-
wards one’s neighbor. Here was no disavowal of anti-Semitism
as such, but merely of the militant Nazi version without even an
oblique reference to the plight of the Jews themselves. The em-
phasis was upon the severe conflict of conscience experienced
by the devout German Church people.”” When a declaration
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of the Confessing Church referring indirectly to the memo-
randum was read in church by many pastors on August 23,
not a single word was directed toward anti-Semitism or hatred
of the Jews. A few months later, in March 1937, Pius XI's sharp
critique of the Nazi regime, the encyclical Mit brennender Sorge,
was read from all Catholic pulpits in Germany. Nazi pseudo-
religion and the regime’s racial theories were strongly con-
demned in general terms, but no direct reference was made to
the fate of the Jews.

For the converted “full Jew” Friedrich Weissler, the memo-
randum of the Confessing Church was to have fateful conse-
quences. A lawyer by profession, Weissler was employed by
the Confessing Church as a legal adviser and was secretly in
charge of informing the outside world about its activities. It
was probably he who leaked the memorandum to the foreign
press. Pretending outrage, the leadership of the Confessing
Church asked the Gestapo to find the culprit. Weissler and two
Aryan assistants were arrested. Whereas the Aryans were ulti-
mately released, Weissler, for whom the church did not inter-
vene, succumbed in the Sachsenhausen concentration camp on
February 19, 1937. Thus a “full Jew” became “the first martyr
of the Confessing Church.”

As mentioned, on June 17, 1936, Himmler was appointed head
of all German police forces, thus becoming Reichsfiihrer SS
and Chief of the German Police. This decisive reorganiza-
tion signaled an unmistakable step toward the ever-increasing
intervention of the party in the state’s sphere of competence
and a shift of power from the traditional state structure to the
party. On June 26, 1936, Himmler divided the police forces into
two separate commands: the Order Police, under Kurt Dal-
uege, was to comprise all uniformed police units; whereas the
Security Police (SIPO) under Heydrich’s command, integrated
the Criminal Police and the Gestapo into a single organization.
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Heydrich now had control of both the new SIPO and the Secu-
rity Service of the SS, the SD.

Although Heydrich’s own anti-Jewish initiatives and pro-
posals had been increasingly influential, and while the Gestapo
already played a central role in the implementation of anti-
Jewish decisions, until 1938 the activities of those sections of
the SD that dealt with the Jewish question (II 112) were limited
to three main domains: gathering information on Jews, Jewish
organizations, and Jewish activities; drafting policy recommen-
dations; and participating in surveillance operations and inter-
rogations of Jews in coordination with the Gestapo. Moreover,
as II 112 unabashedly considered itself the top group of “Jew
experts” in Germany, it systematically organized conferences
in which, several times a year, the most updated information
was imparted to delegates of other SD sections from the main
office and from various parts of Germany. The largest of such
conferences, convened on November 1, 1937, brought together
sixty-six mostly middle-ranking members of the SD.

One of II 112’s pet projects was the compilation of a card
index of Jews, intended to identify every Jew living in the
Reich. It also started to compile another card index of the most
important Jews in foreign countries and their mutual connec-
tions. In the words of SS-Hauptsturmfiithrer Erich Ehrlinger
at the November conference, the aim of this listing was “(1)
to establish the number of Jews and of people of Jewish origin
according to the Nuremberg Laws living today in the Reich;
(2) to establish the direct influence of Jewry and eventually the
influence it exercises through its connections on the cultural
life, the community life, and the material life of the German
people.™

The general population census of May 1939 was to provide
the opportunity for the complete registration of all the Jews in
Germany (including half- and quarter-Jews): In each town or
village the local police made sure that the census cards of Jews
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and Mischlinge carried the letter J as a distinctive mark; copies
of all local census registration lists were to be sent to the SD.
The card files would fulfill their function when the deporta-
tions began.

A second information-gathering effort was aimed at every
Jewish organization in Germany and throughout the world,
from the ORT (an organization for vocational training and
guidance) to the Agudath Yisrael (ultra-Orthodox Jewry).
For the men of II 112 and the SD in general, no detail was too
minute, no Jewish organization too insignificant. As the orga-
nized enemy they were fighting was nonexistent as such, their
own enterprise had to create it. Jewish organizations were
identified, analyzed, and studied as parts of an ever more com-
plex system; the anti-German activities of that system had to
be discovered, its internal workings decoded, its very essence
unveiled.

The most astonishing aspect of this system was its delu-
sional concreteness. Very precise—and totally imaginary—
Jewish plots were uncovered, names and addresses provided,
countermeasures taken. Thus, in his lecture, “World Jewry,” at
the November 1 conference, Adolf Eichmann, an increasingly
important official of the Jewish “desk” of the SD, listed a whole
series of sinister Jewish endeavors: An attempt on the life of
the Sudeten German Nazi leader Konrad Henlein had been
planned at the Paris Asyle de Jour et de Nuit (a shelter for desti-
tute Jews). It had failed only because Henlein had been warned
and the murderer’s weapon had not functioned. Worse still,
Nathan Landsmann, the president of the Paris-based Alliance
Israélite Universelle (a Jewish educational organization), was
in charge of planning attempts on the fiihrer’s life—and also
on Julius Streicher’s. To that effect Landsmann was in touch
with a Dutch Jewish organization, the Komitee voor Bizon-
dere Joodsche Belange in Amsterdam, which in turn worked
in close cooperation with the Dutch (Jewish) Unilever Trust,
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including its branches in Germany. This is a mere sample of
Eichmann’s revelations.

In its policy recommendations, II 112 backed any action to
accelerate Jewish emigration, including the potentially posi-
tive effects of instigated violence. As early as May 1934, an SD
memorandum addressed to Heydrich had opened with the un-
ambiguous statement that “the aim of the Jewish policy must
be the complete emigration of the Jews.” In the context of 1934
the lines that followed were unusual: “The life opportunities
of the Jews have to be restricted, not only in economic terms.
To them Germany must become a country without a future, in
which the old generation may die off with what still remains
for it, but in which the young generation should find it impos-
sible to live, so that the incentive to emigrate is constantly in
force. Violent mob anti-Semitism must be avoided. One does
not fight rats with guns but with poison and gas. .. .” It was
within the overall shifting of Nazi goals in 1936 that the policy
of the SD became an active element in a general drive of all
Nazi agencies involved in Jewish matters: For all of them emi-
gration was the first priority.

Palestine was considered one of the more promising outlets
for Jewish emigration, as it had been since 1933. Like the For-
eign Ministry and the Rosenberg office (which was mainly in
charge of ideological matters, including contacts with foreign
Nazi sympathizers), the SD was confronted with the dilemma
entailed by the need to encourage Jewish emigration to Pales-
tine on the one hand, and, on the other, the danger that such
emigration could lead to the creation of a strategic center for
the machinations of world Jewry: a Jewish state. It was in rela-
tion to such policy considerations that Heydrich allowed Her-
bert Hagen (soon to become head of II 112) and Eichmann to
visit Palestine in the fall of 1937 and to meet with their contact
at the Haganah (the main Jewish paramilitary organization in
Palestine), Feivel Polkes.
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The mission failed miserably: The British did not allow
the two SD men to stay in Palestine more than a day, and
their conversations with Polkes—who came to meet them in
Cairo—produced no valuable information whatsoever. But
the favorable SD view of Palestine as a destination for German
Jews did not change. Later on it was with the SD that Zionist
emissaries organized the departure of convoys of emigrants to
Romanian ports, from which they attempted to sail for Pales-
tine in defiance of the British blockade.

In the thirties the Nazi regime used two different but comple-
mentary methods to achieve the complete exclusion of racially
dangerous groups from the Volksgemeinschaft: segregation and
expulsion on the one hand, sterilization on the other. The first
method was used in its various aspects against the Jews, Gyp-
sies, and homosexuals; the second method was applied to the
carriers of hereditary diseases (physical or mental) and to per-
sons showing dangerous characteristics deemed hereditary, as
well as to “racially contaminated individuals” who could not
be expelled or put into camps.

When the health argument could not easily be used for racial
purposes, other methods were found. Thus the new regime
had barely been established when the attention of the authori-
ties was directed to a group probably numbering no more than
five to seven hundred, the young offspring of German women
and colonial African soldiers serving in the French military oc-
cupation of the Rhineland during the early postwar years. In
Nazi jargon these were the “Rhineland bastards.”"" Hitler had
already described this “black pollution of German blood” in
Mein Kampf as one more method used by the Jews to under-
mine the racial fiber of the Volk.

As early as April 1933, Goring as Prussian minister of the in-
terior requested the registration of these “bastards,” and a few
weeks later the ministry ordered that they undergo a racial-
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anthropological evaluation. In July the evaluation of thirty-
eight of these schoolchildren was undertaken and, as expected,
determined that the subjects showed various defects in intel-
lectual ability and behavior. The Prussian ministry reported
the findings on March 28, 1934, warning of dire racial conse-
quences if, despite their very small number, these “bastards”
were allowed to reproduce. The upshot of the argument was
that, since the presence in France of half a million mixed
breeds would lead within four or five generations to the bas-
tardization of half the French population, the similar presence
of mixed breeds on the German side of the border would lead
to local miscegenation and the consequent disappearance of
any racial difference between the French and the population of
the adjacent western parts of the Reich.”

That the matter was not taken lightly is shown by a meeting
of the Advisory Committee for Population and Racial Policy of
the Ministry of the Interior, which on March 11, 1935, convened
representatives of the Ministries of the Interior, Health, Jus-
tice, Labor, and Foreign Affairs, as well as eugenicists from the
academic world. Walter Gross, head of the racial policy office
of the Nazi Party, did not hide the difficulties in handling the
problem of what he called the “Negro bastards.” Their rapid
expulsion was impossible; thus, Gross left no doubt about the
need for sterilization.

But sterilization of a healthy population, if carried out
openly, could cause serious internal and external reactions. As
the reliability of ordinary practitioners was not to be depended
on, Gross saw no other way but to demand the secret interven-
tion of physicians who were also seasoned party members and
would understand the imperatives of the higher good of the
Volk. In the course of 1937, these hundreds of boys and girls
were identified, picked up by the Gestapo, and sterilized.

In contrast, the decision to sterilize carriers of hereditary
diseases and the so-called feeble-minded was based on medical
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examinations and specially devised intelligence tests. The re-
sults were submitted to hereditary health courts, whose deci-
sions were in turn forwarded for review to hereditary health
appellate courts: their final verdicts were mandatory.

For mental patients sterilization was often but a first stage.
Organized tours of mental institutions were meant to dem-
onstrate both the freakish appearance of mental patients and
the unnecessary costs entailed by their upkeep. A crop of pro-
paganda films aimed at indoctrinating the wider public were
produced and shown during the same years, and in schools,
appropriate exercises in arithmetic demonstrated the financial
toll such inmates imposed on the nation’s economy. According
to the head of the Reich Chancellery, State Secretary Hans
Heinrich Lammers, Hitler had already mentioned the possi-
bility of euthanasia in 1933, and according to his personal phy-
sician, Karl Brandt, the Nazi leader had discussed the subject
with the Reich physicians’ leader Wagner in 1935, indicating
that such a project would be easier to carry out in wartime.

Nonetheless, starting in 1936, mental patients were gradually
being concentrated in large state-run institutions, and reliable SS
personnel were placed on the staffs of some private institutions.
The privately run institutions [mainly by Protestant religious
groups] were well aware of the ominous aspect of these develop-
ments. In fact, what is chilling about the documentation of the
years 193638 is that “the associations established for the care of
the handicapped often . . . denounced those left to their care and
thereby helped to bring about their persecution and extermina-
tion.””” Many of the religious institutions that were losing some
of their inmates as a result of the regrouping of patients into state
institutions did complain—but only about the economic diffi-
culties such transfers were causing them.

The first concrete step toward a euthanasia policy was
taken in the fall of 1938. The father of an infant born blind,
retarded, and with no arms and legs petitioned Hitler for
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the right to a “mercy death” for his son. Karl Brandt, Hitler’s
personal physician, was sent to Leipzig, where the baby
was hospitalized, to consult with the doctors in charge and
perform the euthanasia. At this stage Hitler acted with pru-
dence. He was aware that the killing of mentally ill adults or
of infants with grave defects could encounter staunch opposi-
tion from the Churches, the Catholic Church in particular.
This potential obstacle was all the more significant as the
largely Catholic population and the ecclesiastical hierarchy
of Austria had just given their enthusiastic endorsement to
the Anschluss. But an “opinion” about the Church’s attitude
toward euthanasia, prepared by Albert Hartl, head of SD desk
I 113 (political churches), revealed that despite the Catholic
pronouncements on the subject, the door was open for ex-
ceptions. Through indirect channels the memorandum was
sent to Bishop Wilhelm Berning and to the papal nuncio,
Monsignor Cesare Orsenigo. On the Protestant side it was
submitted to Pastors Paul Braune and Friedrich von Bodel-
schwingh. It seems that no opposition was voiced by any
of the German clerics—Catholic or Protestant—contacted
by Hitler’s Chancellery. The pope’s delegate, too, remained
silent.

On September 29, 1936, the state secretary in the German
Ministry of the Interior, Wilhelm Stuckart, convened a con-
ference of high officials from his agency, from the Ministry
of the Economy, and from the Office of the Deputy Fiihrer in
order to prepare recommendations for a meeting of ministers
about further steps to be taken in regard to the Jews at this
post-Nuremberg stage. The Office of the Deputy Fiihrer rep-
resented the party line, the Ministry of the Interior (though
headed by the Nazi Wilhelm Frick) often represented middle-
of-the-road positions between the party and the conservative
state bureaucracy, and the Ministry of the Economy (still
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headed by Schacht) was decidedly conservative. It is remark-
able that, at this conference, the highest officials of the three
agencies were entirely in agreement.

All those present recognized that the fundamental aim now
was the “complete emigration” of the Jews and that all other
measures had to be taken with this aim in mind. After restating
this postulate, Stuckart added a sentence that was soon to find
its dramatic implementation: “Ultimately one would have to
consider carrying out compulsory emigration.” Most of the
discussion was concentrated on dilemmas that were to bedevil
German choices until the fall of 1938: First, what measure of
social and economic activity should be left to Jews in the Reich
so as to prevent their becoming a burden to the state and yet not
diminish their incentive to emigrate? Second, toward which
countries was Jewish emigration to be channeled without it
leading to the creation of new centers of anti-German activity?
The participants agreed that all emigration options should be
left open, but that German means should be used only to help
the emigration to Palestine. No decision was made regarding
the problem of the identification of Jewish businesses.

The September 1936 conference was the first high level
policy-planning meeting devoted to the regime’s future anti-
Jewish measures in which the priority of total emigration (that
is, expulsion if need be) was clearly formulated. Before the pas-
sage of the Nuremberg laws, segregation had been the main
goal. The move to new objectives tallied, as has been seen,
with the new radicalization in both the internal and the ex-
ternal domains.

Simultaneously the “cleansing” process was relentlessly
going forward: The major initiatives stemmed from Hitler;
yet, when other initiatives were submitted to him by cabinet
ministers or high party leaders, his approval was far from au-
tomatic.

On April 1, 1933, some 8,000 to 9,000 Jewish physicians



IDEOLOGY AND CARD INDEX 77

were practicing in Germany. By the end of 1934, approximately
2,200 had either emigrated or abandoned their profession; but
despite a steady decline during 1935, at the beginning of 1936,
5,000 Jewish physicians (among them 2,800 in the Public Health
Service) were still working in the Reich. The official listing of
the country’s physicians for 1937 identified Jewish physicians as
Jews according to the Nuremberg criteria; by then their total
number was about 4,200, approximately half of those listed in
1933, yet in Nazi eyes still far too many.

On December 13, 1935, the minister of the interior, Wil-
helm Frick, submitted the draft of a law regulating the medical
profession. But although the proposal was accepted, for an un-
specified reason the final drafting of the law was postponed for
more than a year. On June 14, 1937, Wagner met with Hitler
in the presence of Martin Bormann, Hess’s deputy: “As I sub-
mitted to the Fithrer that it was necessary to free the medical
profession of the Jews,” Wagner wrote, “the Fiihrer declared
that he considered such cleansing exceptionally necessary
and urgent. Nor did he consider it right that Jewish physicians
should be allowed to continue to practice [in numbers] corre-
sponding to the percentage of the Jewish population. In any
case, these doctors had also to be excluded in case of war. The
Fiihrer considered the cleansing of the medical profession more
important than for example that of the civil service, as the task
of the physician was in his opinion one of leadership. . .. The
Fiithrer demanded that we inform State Secretary Lammers
of his order to prepare the legal basis for the exclusion of the
Jewish physicians still practicing (cancellation of licenses).”"”

Interior Minister Frick, a party stalwart if ever there was
one, nevertheless seemed to have underestimated the stepped-
up pace of radicalization. It appears, from a November 25, 1936,
Education Ministry memorandum, that at the beginning of the
year, Frick had decided that there was no legal basis for the dis-
missal of Aryan civil servants with Jewish wives. In the words
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of the memorandum, “[Frick’s] position has not received the
approval of the Fiihrer and Reich Chancellor.” The corollary
was simple: Frick’s initiative was invalid."®

A few months later Frick made up for his initial lack of cre-
ative legalism. On April 19, 1937, he issued the following ordi-
nance: “My memorandum of December 7, 1936, which forbids
the raising of the national colors over the house of a German
living in a German-Jewish mixed marriage, also applies to civil
servants. As a situation in which a civil servant cannot raise
the national flag at home is not tenable in the long run, civil
servants married to a Jewish wife are usually to be pensioned
off.”"” Some exceptions were allowed, but the legal basis for
dismissing civil servants with Jewish spouses had been found.
On July 21, 1937, Frick solved another major problem: safety
measures to be taken regarding the presence of Jews in health
resorts and related establishments. Jews were to be housed
only in Jewish-owned hotels and guesthouses, on condition
that no German female employees under forty-five worked on
the premises. The general facilities (for bathing, drinking spa
waters, and the like) were to be accessible to Jews, but there
was to be as much separation from the other guests as possible.
As for facilities with no immediate health function (gardens,
sports grounds), these could be prohibited to Jews.

But as in previous years, Hitler hesitated when a measure
could create unnecessary political complications. Thus, on No-
vember 17, 1936, he ordered further postponement of a law on
Jewish schooling, a draft of which had been submitted to him
by the minister of education. It seems that at the time Hitler
was still wary of implementing the segregation of Jewish stu-
dents along racial lines, as it would have entailed the transfer
of Jewish children of Christian faith into Jewish schools and
added further tension to relations with the Catholic Church.

At times the cleansing measures turned into a totally sur-
realistic imbroglio. The issue of doctoral degrees for Jewish
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students was one such instance. The problem was apparently
raised at the end of 1935 and discussed by the minister of the in-
terior: Any restrictions on the right to obtain a doctoral degree
were not to apply to foreign Jewish students; for German Jews
the issue remained unresolved. At the beginning of 1936, it was
brought up again by Wilhelm Grau, who was about to become
head of the Jewish Section in Walter Frank’s Institute for the
History of the New Germany, whose goal was to create a new
Nazi historiography. On February 10, Grau wrote to the secre-
tary of state for education that he had been asked to evaluate
a dissertation on the history of the Jews of Ulm in the Middle
Ages, submitted by a Jew at the faculty of philosophy of Berlin
University. “Whereas in the above-mentioned case,” wrote
Grau, “the dissertation is already inadequate from a scientific
viewpoint, a general question also arises, namely whether Jews
should be allowed to obtain a doctorate at all in a German uni-
versity on such historical subjects. As our university professors
unfortunately have little knowledge and even less instinct re-
garding the Jewish question, the most incredible things happen
in this area.” Grau continued with a story mentioned in his first
contribution to the Historische Zeitschrift: “Last October, an Or-
thodox Jew called Heller obtained his doctorate at the Univer-
sity of Berlin with a dissertation on Jews in Soviet Russia, in
which he attempted to deny entirely the Jewish contribution to
Bolshevism by using a method that should raise extreme indig-
nation in the National Socialist racial state. Heller simply does
not consider those Jews he finds unpleasant, such as Trotsky
and company, to be Jews but anti-Jewish ‘internationalists.’
With reference to this, I merely want to raise the question of
the right of Jews to obtain a doctorate.”®

The discussion on this topic, which developed throughout
1936 and early 1937, involved the Ministry of Education, the
deans of the philosophy faculties at both Berlin and Leipzig
Universities, the rectors of these universities, the Reichstat-
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thalter of Saxony, and the Office of the Deputy Fiihrer. The
attitude of the Ministry of Education was to adhere to the law
regarding Jewish attendance at German universities: As long
as Jewish students were allowed to study in German universi-
ties, their right to acquire a doctoral degree could not be abro-
gated. The best way of handling the situation was to appeal to
the national feelings of the professors and prevail upon them
not to accept Jews as doctoral students.

On October 15, 1936, Bormann intervened. For him, ap-
pealing to “the national consciousness of the professors” was
not the right way to handle the matter. “In particular,” Bor-
mann wrote to Frick, “I would not want the implementation of
basic racial tenets that derive from the worldview of National
Socialism to be dependent upon the goodwill of university
professors.” Bormann did not hesitate: A law prohibiting the
award of doctoral degrees to Jewish students was necessary,
and it was to be aimed at the professors, not the students. As
for foreign reactions, Bormann thought that the impact of the
law would be beneficial; in justifying this claim he used an ar-
gument whose significance extended well beyond the issue at
hand: “I believe that the decree will fall on favorable ground,
particularly in racially alien countries, which feel slighted by
our racial policy, as thereby Jewry will once more be con-
sciously set apart from other foreign races.” There was no ob-
jection to granting the doctoral degree to Jewish students who
had already fulfilled all the necessary requirements."”

A decree reflecting Bormann’s view was drafted by the
minister of education on April 15, 1937: The universities were
ordered not to allow Jewish students of German citizenship
to sit for doctoral exams. Exemptions were granted to Misch-
linge under various conditions, and the rights of foreign Jews
remained as before.

The purification process also duly progressed at the local
level. Thus, the Munich city fathers, who had excluded the Jews
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from public swimming pools in 1935, took a further bold step
in 1937. Now the Jews were to be forbidden access to municipal
baths and showers. But as the matter was weighty, Bormann’s
authorization was requested. It was refused, although it is not
clear what Bormann’s reasons were. Slowed down in one area,
the Munich authorities pushed ahead in another. Since 1933
the city streets that bore Jewish names had gradually been re-
named. At the end of 1936, however, Mayor Karl Fiehler dis-
covered that eleven Jewish street names still remained. During
1937, therefore, with assistance from the municipal archive,
the names that were undoubtedly Jewish were changed. But
as an archive official put it, there was always the possibility
that “as a result of more thorough research, one or more street
names might be identified as being Jew-related.”

In Frankfurt the problems created by Jewish street names
were worse. It seems that the first person to raise the issue pub-
licly was a woman party member, who on December 17, 1933,
wrote an open letter to the Frankfurter Volksblatt: “Please do
me the great favor of seeing whether you could not use your
influence to change the name of our street, which is that of the
Jew Jakob Schiff. Our street is mainly inhabited by people who
are National Socialist-minded, and when flags are flown, the
swastika flutters from every house. The Jakob Schift” always
gives one a stab to the heart.”” The letter was sent to the mu-
nicipal chancellery, which forwarded it to the city commission
for street names. In March 1934 the commission advised the
mayor of all the donations made by the Jewish-American finan-
cier Jacob Schiff to various Frankfurt institutions, including
the university, and therefore suggested rejecting the proposed
name change, especially since, given the importance of the
Jacob Schiff private banking house in the United States, such a
change would be widely reported and could lead to a demand
for restitution of the moneys that had been given to the city.

The letter in the Volksblatt had, however, triggered a
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number of similar initiatives, and on February 3, 1935, after
a lengthy correspondence, the city commission for street
names requested the mayor’s agreement to the following
proposal: The names of fourteen streets or squares were to
be changed immediately, starting with Borne Square, which
was to become Dominicans’ Square. When Nazi propa-
ganda “discovered” that Schiff had heavily financed the
bolsheviks, Jakob-Schiff-Strasse became Mumm-Strasse (in
honor of a former Frankfurt mayor). Twelve more streets
were to be renamed in 1936, and twenty-nine others whose
renaming had been suggested were to keep their names,
either because their real meaning could be explained away
(Mathilden-Strasse, Sophien-Strasse, Luisen-Strasse, and Lu-
isen-Platz, all in fact named after women of the Rothschild
family, would now be regarded as merely named for generic
women) or because no sufficient or valid reason could be
found for the change.

In Stuttgart the exclusion of Jews from public swimming
pools was postponed until after the Olympic Games; anti-
Jewish initiatives did not, however, lag behind those in other
German cities. The local party leaders were infuriated by the
fact that, at least until 1937, the Jewish population of the city
was growing rather than declining. Jews from the small towns
and villages of surrounding Wiirttemberg were fleeing to the
city in the hope of finding both the protection of anonymity and
the support of a larger community. Thus, whereas during the
first seven months of 1936, 582 Jews left Stuttgart, 592 moved
in. It was only at the end of 1937 that the four-thousand-strong
Jewish population started to decline.

The city council decided to take Jewish matters in hand. At
its September 21, 1936, meeting, the council announced that
old people’s homes, nursery schools, and (finally) swimming
pools belonging to the city were henceforth forbidden to Jews;
in hospitals Jews were to be separated from other patients; city
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employees were forbidden to patronize Jewish shops and con-
sult Jewish physicians; Jewish businessmen were forbidden to
attend markets and fairs; and the city canceled all its own real
estate and other business transactions with Jews.

For Jews and Germans alike, the fundamental criterion for
measuring the success of the anti-Jewish segregation policies
was the level of Jewish economic presence in Germany. Some
local occurrences seemed, on occasion, to point to unexpected
resilience. Thus, on February 2, 1937, the Stuttgart NS-Kurier
published a lengthy article on a particular instance of “wretch-
edness and lack of character.”” The wife of the director of a city
enterprise had been seen buying laundry soap in the Jewish de-
partment store Schocken. Still worse, on March 20 that same
year, the NS-Kurier must have deeply angered its readers when
it reported that the Munich Jewish-owned fashion house Roth-
schild had presented its designs at the Marquardt Hotel, and
that “some German women, rich and accordingly devoid of
convictions,” had accepted the Jewish invitation to attend.”

Sometimes silence was a safer option for the local party
press. No Munich newspaper published anything about the
four-hour visit paid in 1936 by Goéring, accompanied by his ad-
jutant, Prince Philipp von Hessen, to Otto Bernheimer’s carpet
and tapestry store. Although Bernheimer’s was well known as
a Jewish-owned business, Goring paid 36,000 reichsmarks for
two rare carpets, which were duly sent to their lofty destina-
tion in Berlin. Indeed, Goring was no exception, nor were the
Stuttgart society ladies. Gestapo reports from various parts of
the Reich indicate that at the end of 1935 and in 1936, many
Germans were still not hesitating to do business with Jews.

In the cities the annual late-winter sales at Jewish stores
were big occasions. Thus in February 1936, the Munich police
directorate reported that the sale at the Jewish-owned textile
house Sally Eichengriin had drawn “large crowds.” At times as
many as three hundred eager female customers stood in line
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on the street outside the store. And various SD reports indi-
cate that even in 1937 economic relations between Germans
and Jews still remained active in several domains, with, for ex-
ample, members of the aristocracy, of the officer corps, and of
the high bourgeoisie still keeping their assets in Jewish banks.

It is difficult to assess what was paid—as an average per-
centage of value—to the tens of thousands of Jewish owners of
small businesses during this early phase of Aryanization. Recent
research indicates that the considerable scope of Aryanization
at the medium—and small—business level was not indicative
of the situation at the higher levels of the economy: There the
competition was more limited, and the attitude toward extor-
tion still negative because the enterprises involved had higher
international visibility. The Nazis decided, therefore, to avoid
any head-on clash. Thus, dozens of Jews remained on boards
of directors and in other important managerial positions at
companies such as Mannesmann, IG Farben, Gesellschaft fiir
Elektrische Unternehmungen, and so on. The Dresdner Bank,
for instance, “still had 100 to 150 Jewish employees in Berlin
in 1936, and five directors retained their posts until the period
1938 to 1940.” *

When Aryanization did take place at the big-business level,
there are indications in some very significant instances that
fair prices were being offered to the owners until the end of
1937, when the situation was to change drastically. Self-interest
was obviously part of the motivation for this kind of seeming
restraint and fairness: As the economic recovery remained un-
certain, some of the largest German firms, eager to avoid ad-
ditional taxation on their new profits or to escape the effects of
eventual devaluation, used the costly acquisition of tested yet
depreciable enterprises to improve their accountable benefits.

In general, however, the overall economic situation of the
Jews in Germany was steadily worsening. In villages and small
cities, harassment was often the easiest way to compel Jews
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to sell their businesses at a fraction of their value and move
away or emigrate. In the larger cities and for more important
businesses, credit restrictions and other boycott measures de-
vised by Aryan firms led to the same result. Those Jews who
clung to their economic activity were increasingly confined to
the rapidly shrinking Jewish market. Excluded from their oc-
cupations, Jewish professionals became peddlers, either selling
wares out of their homes or traveling from place to place—a
reversal of the historic course of Jewish social mobility.

Soon the ever weaker and ever more ambiguous protection
offered by the conservatives against radicalization of the re-
gime’s anti-Jewish policies disappeared. Once Hitler had taken
concrete steps to launch the Reich on the course of a major mil-
itary confrontation, the fate of the conservatives was sealed. At
the end of 1937 Schacht would be on his way out, replaced by
the Nazi Walther Funk. At the beginning of 1938, other conser-
vative ministers, including Foreign Minister Neurath and De-
fense Minister Blomberg, would follow. At the same time, the
army chief of staff, Gen. Werner von Fritsch, left in disgrace on
trumped-up charges of homosexuality. Hitler himself became
the commander of the armed forces, which henceforward were
led de facto by a new Supreme Command of the Wehrmacht
(Oberkommando der Wehrmacht, or OKW), under Gen. Wil-
helm Keitel.

In the directive establishing the Four-Year Plan, Hitler de-
manded passage of a law that “would make the whole of Jewry
responsible for all damage some individual members of this
gang of criminals caused the German economy and thereby
the German people.”” In order to punish the Jews for the death
of Gustloff (the Nazi representative in Switzerland who was
murdered by a Jewish student in early February 1936), the
decree concerning the collective fine was to be ready by the
end of the assassin’s trial in Switzerland. The deadline was
missed because discussions between the Ministries of Finance
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and the Interior on technicalities regarding the fine continued
throughout 1937 and the first half of 1938. But the postpone-
ment really resulted from Goring’s hesitations about the poten-
tial effects of such a decree on the Reich’s foreign currency and
raw materials situation.

On November 5, 1937, Hitler convened a wide array of military,
economic, and foreign affairs experts to inform them of his
strategic plans for the next four to five years. In the near future
Hitler envisioned taking action against Czechoslovakia and
against Austria, given the Western democracies’ glaring weak-
ness of purpose. In fact Austria came first, due to an unforeseen
set of circumstances cleverly exploited by the Nazi leader.

In the German-Austrian treaty of 1936, the Austrian chan-
cellor Kurt von Schuschnigg had promised to include some
Nazi ministers in his cabinet. As, in Hitler’s view, Schuschnigg
was going neither far nor fast enough, he was summoned to
Berchtesgaden in February 1938. Under threat of military
action, the Austrian chancellor accepted the German dicta-
tor’s demands. Yet, once back in Vienna, he tried to outwit
Hitler by announcing a plebiscite on Austrian independence.
Hitler responded by threatening an immediate invasion of
Austria if the plebiscite was not canceled. Berlin’s further
demands—including Schuschnigg’s resignation and his re-
placement by an Austrian Nazi, Arthur Seyss-Inquart—were
all accepted. Nonetheless Hitler's course was now set: On
March 12, 1938, the Wehrmacht crossed the Austrian border;
the next day Austria was annexed to the Reich.

On March 15 Hitler spoke from the balcony of the Hofburg
to hundreds of thousands of ecstatic Viennese assembled on
the Heldenplatz. His closing words could hardly have been sur-
passed: “As Fiihrer and Chancellor of the German nation and
Reich, Inow report to history that my homeland has joined the

German Reich.”?¢



CHAPTER 4

Radicalization

March 1938—November 1938

N JUNE 4, 1938, Sigmund Freud, aged eighty-two,

was allowed to depart from Vienna, the city that had
been his home since he was four years old. His apartment had
twice been searched by the Gestapo, and his daughter Anna
summoned for interrogation. Finally, after the Nazis had im-
pounded part of his possessions and imposed the emigration
tax, they demanded his signature on a declaration that he had
not been ill treated. Freud dutifully signed, and added: “I can
most highly recommend the Gestapo to everyone. . . .”

As a result of the Anschluss, an additional 190,000 Jews had
fallen into Nazi hands. The persecution in Austria, particu-
larly in Vienna, outpaced that in the Reich. Public humiliation
was more blatant and sadistic; expropriation better organized;
forced emigration more rapid. The Austrians—their country
renamed Ostmark and placed under the authority of Gauleiter
Josef Biirckel, who received the title Reich Commissar for the
Reunification of Austria with the Reich—seemed more avid
for anti-Jewish action than the citizens of what now became
the Old Reich (Altreich). Violence had already started before
the Wehrmacht crossed the border; despite official efforts to
curb its most chaotic and moblike aspects, it lasted for several
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weeks. The populace relished the public shows of degradation;
countless crooks from all walks of life, either wearing party
uniforms or merely displaying improvised swastika armbands,
applied threats and extortion on the grandest scale: money, jew-
elry, furniture, cars, apartments, and businesses were grabbed
from their terrified Jewish owners.

In Austria in the early 1930s, the Jewish issue had become
an even more potent tool for right-wing rabble-rousing than
had been the case in Germany during the last years of the re-
public. When the Nazi campaign against Engelbert Dollfuss
reached its climax in early 1934, it harped unceasingly on the
domination of the chancellor by the Jews. The incitement in-
tensified after Dollfuss’s assassination, on July 25, and during
the entire chancellorship of his successor, Kurt von Schu-
schnigg, which ended with the German invasion of March
1938. “The most dangerous breach in the Austrian line of de-
fense [against Nazism] was caused by anti-Semitism,” wrote
the ultraconservative Prince Ernst Rudiger Starhemberg,
the commander of the Heimwehr and head of the Patriotic
Front, in his postwar memoirs. “Everywhere people sniffed
Jewish influence and although there was not a single Jew in
any leadership position in the whole Patriotic Front, the Vi-
ennese were telling each other . .. of the Judaization of this
organization, that after all the Nazis were right and that one
should clean out the Jews.””

The anti-Jewish violence following the Anschluss quickly
reached such proportions that by March 17 Heydrich was in-
forming Biirckel that he would order the Gestapo to arrest
“those National Socialists who in the last few days allowed
themselves to launch large-scale assaults in a totally undisci-
plined way [against Jews].”” In the overall chaos, such threats
had no immediate effect, nor did the fact that the violence was
officially attributed to the Communists change the situation. It
was only on April 29, when Biirckel announced that the leaders
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of SA units whose men took part in the excesses would lose
their rank and could be dismissed from the SA and the party,
that the violence started to ebb.

In the meantime the official share of the takeover of Jewish
property was rapidly growing. On March 28 Goring had issued
orders “to take quiet measures for the appropriate redirecting
of the Jewish economy in Austria.”™ By mid-May a Property
Transfer Office with nearly five hundred employees was ac-
tively promoting the Aryanization of Jewish economic assets.
Within a few months, 83 percent of the handicrafts, 26 percent
of the industry, 82 percent of the economic services, and 50
percent of the individual businesses owned by Jews were taken
over in Vienna alone; of the eighty-six Jewish-owned banks in
Austria’s capital, only eight remained after this first sweep.

The overall Aryanization process continued to unfold with
extraordinary speed. By mid-August 1939 Walter Rafelsberger,
the head of the Property Transfer Office, could announce to
Himmler that withinless thanayearhisagency “had practically
completed the task of de-Judaizing the Ostmark economy.” All
Jewish-owned businesses had disappeared from Vienna. Simul-
taneously Jewish dwellings began to be confiscated throughout
the country, particularly in Vienna. By the end of 1938, out of
a total of approximately 70,000 apartments owned by Jews,
about 44,000 had been Aryanized. After the beginning of the
war the rate of occupancy in the remaining Jewish apartments
was approximately five to six families per apartment. Often
there were neither plumbing nor cooking facilities, and only
one telephone was available in every building.

Herbert Hagen, the head of the Jewish desk of the SD, ar-
rived in Vienna on March 12 with the first units of the Wehr-
macht; a few days later Eichmann, who had just been promoted
to second lieutenant in the SS, joined him. On the basis of lists
that had been prepared by the SD, employees of Jewish orga-
nizations were arrested and documents impounded. After this
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first sweep, some measure of “normalization,” allowing for the
implementation of farther-reaching plans, took place.

Soon after being appointed adviser on Jewish affairs to
the inspector of the Security Police and SD, Franz Stahlecker,
Eichmann established in Vienna a Central Office for Jewish
Emigration. The idea apparently came from the new head of
the Jewish community, Josef Lowenherz. The community ser-
vices, assisting would-be emigrants, had been overwhelmed by
the tens of thousands of requests for departure authorizations;
a lack of coordination among the various German agencies in-
volved in the emigration process turned the obtaining of these
documents into a grueling ordeal. Léwenherz approached
Eichmann, who transmitted the suggestion to Biirckel. Berlin
gave its agreement, and on August 20, 1938, the central office
was established under the formal responsibility of Stahlecker
and the de facto responsibility of Eichmann himself. The
procedure used, according to Eichmann, the “conveyor belt”
method: “You put the first documents followed by the other
papers in at one end and out comes the passport at the other.™
One more principle was implemented: Through levies im-
posed on the richer members of the Jewish community, the
necessary sums were confiscated to finance the emigration of
the poorer Jews.

Aside from hastening legal emigration by all available
means, the new masters of Austria started to push Jews over
the borders, mainly those with Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and
Switzerland. What had been a sporadic Nazi initiative in some
individual cases until March 1938 became a systematic policy
after the Anschluss. According to Goring and Heydrich, some
five thousand Austrian Jews were expelled in that way between
March and November 1938. And even tighter control was im-
posed on those Jews who had not left. Sometime in October
1938, Himmler gave the order to concentrate all Jews from the
Austrian provinces in Vienna. Within six months of the An-
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schluss, 45,000 Austrian Jews had emigrated, and by May 1939,
approximately 100,000, or more than 50 percent, had left.

Another idea—not directly related to anti-Jewish policies,
but deadlier in the immediate future—was also quickly imple-
mented. A few days after the Anschluss, in March 1938, Him-
mler, accompanied by Oswald Pohl, chief of the administrative
office of the SS-Hauptamt, made a visit to Mauthausen, a small
town, located in an area rich in granite, on the north bank of
the Danube, just fourteen miles downriver from Linz. The in-
tention was clear: excavation of the granite would bring con-
siderable financial benefits to an SS-operated enterprise, the
German Earth and Stoneworks Corporation (DEST), which
was about to be established in April; a concentration camp on
location would provide the necessary workforce. The first 300
inmates, Austrian and German criminals from Dachau, ar-
rived on August 8, 1938. By September 1939 Mauthausen held
2,995 inmates, among them 958 criminals, 1,087 Gypsies, and
739 German political prisoners: “The first Jewish inmate was a
Viennese-born man arrested as a homosexual, who was regis-
tered at Mauthausen in September 1939 and recorded as having
died in March 1940. During 1940 an additional 90 Jews arrived;
all but 10 of them were listed as dead by the year’s end.”

It was in Austria that, according to historians Gétz Aly and
Susanne Heim, the Nazis inaugurated their “rational,” eco-
nomically motivated anti-Jewish measures, which from then
on became part of their initiatives in this domain, from the
“model” established in Vienna to the “Final Solution.” Ac-
cording to this view, the Viennese model was basically char-
acterized by a drastic restructuring of the economy as a result
of the liquidation of virtually all the unproductive Jewish busi-
nesses on the basis of a thorough assessment of their profit-
ability prepared by the Reich Board for Economic Management;
by a systematic effort to get rid of the newly created Jewish
proletariat by way of accelerated emigration whereby wealthy
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Jews contributed to the emigration fund for the destitute part
of the Jewish population; by establishing labor camps, where
the upkeep of the Jews would be maintained at a minimum
and financed by the labor of the inmates themselves.

In essence those in charge of the Jewish question in annexed
Austria were supposedly motivated by economic logic and not
by any Nazi anti-Semitic ideology. The argument seems bol-
stered by the fact that not only was the entire Aryanization
process in Austria masterminded by Goring’s Four-Year Plan
administration and its technocrats, but the same technocrats
also planned the solution of the problem of impoverished
Jewish masses by way of forced-labor concentration camps that
appeared to be early models of the future ghettos and eventu-
ally of the future extermination camps. But, in fact, as has been
seen, the liquidation of Jewish economic life in Nazi Germany
had started at an accelerated pace in 1936 and, by late 1937, with
the elimination of all conservative influence, the enforced Ary-
anization drive had become the main thrust of the anti-Jewish
policies, mainly in order to compel the Jews to emigrate. Thus
what happened in Austria after the Anschluss was simply the
better organized part of a general policy adopted throughout
the Reich. The link between economic expropriation and ex-
pulsion of the Jews from Germany and German-controlled ter-
ritories did continue to characterize that stage of Nazi policies
until the outbreak of the war.

After the Anschluss the Jewish refugee problem became a
major international issue. By convening a conference of thirty-
two countries in the French resort town of Evian from July 6
to 14, 1938, President Roosevelt publicly demonstrated his hope
of finding a solution to it. Roosevelt’s initiative was surprising,
because “he chose to intrude into a situation in which he was
virtually powerless to act, bound as he was by a highly restric-
tive immigration law.”® Indeed, the outcome of Evian was de-
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cided before it even convened: The invitation to the conference
clearly stated that “no country would be expected to receive a
greater number of emigrants than is permitted by its existing
legislation.™

The conference and its main theme, the fate of the Jews,
found a wide and diverse echo in the world press. “There can
be little prospect,” wrote the London Daily Telegraph on July 7,
“that room will be found within any reasonable time.”" Ac-
cording to the Gazette de Lausanne of July 11: “Some think that
they [the Jews] have got too strong a position for such a small
minority. Hence the opposition to them, which in certain
places has turned into a general attack.” “Wasn't it said before
the World War that one-tenth of the world’s gold belonged to
the Jews?” queried Libre Belgique on July 7."

2 <

Not all of the press was so hostile. “It is an outrage to the
Christian conscience especially,” wrote the London Spectator
on July 29, “that the modern world with all its immense wealth
and resources cannot get these exiles a home and food and
drink and a secure status.”"? For the future postwar French
Prime Minister and Foreign Minister Georges Bidault, writing
in the left-wing Catholic paper LAube on July 7, “One thing is
clearly understood: the enlightened nations must not let the
refugees be driven to despair.”’ The mainstream French Cath-
olic newspaper La Croix urged compassion: “We cannot stand
aside,” it pleaded on July 14, “ ... We cannot be partners to a
solution of the Jewish question by means of their extinction,
by means of the complete extermination of a whole people.”
But no doors opened at Evian, and no hope was offered to the
refugees. An Intergovernmental Committee for Refugees was
established under the chairmanship of the American George
Rublee: Ultimately it achieved nothing.

Nazi sarcasm had a field day. For the SD, Evian’s net result
was “to show the whole world that the Jewish problem was in
no way provoked only by Germany, but was a question of the
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most immediate world political significance. Despite the gen-
eral rejection by the Evian states of the way in which the Jewish
question has been dealt with in Germany, no country, America
not excepted, declared itself ready to accept unconditionally
any number of Jews. It was remarkable that the Australian del-
egate even mentioned that Jewish emigration would endanger
his own race.”” There was no fundamental difference between
the German assessment and the biting summary of Evian by
the Newsweek correspondent there: “Chairman Myron C.
Taylor, former U.S. Steel head, opened the proceedings:
“The time has come when governments . .. must act and act
promptly.” Most governments represented acted promptly by
slamming their doors against Jewish refugees.”’* The Volkischer
Beobachter headlined triumphantly: “Nobody wants them.””
For Hitler too, this was an opportunity not to be missed.
He chose to insert his comments into the closing speech of
the party rally on September 12. Its main theme, the Sudeten
crisis, riveted the attention of the world. Never since 1918
had the danger of war seemed closer, but the Jews could not
be left unmentioned: “They complain in these democracies
about the unfathomable cruelty that Germany—and now
also Italy—uses in trying to get rid of their Jews. In general,
all these great democratic empires have only a few people per
square kilometer, whereas Germany, for decades past, has
admitted hundreds and hundreds of thousands of these Jews,
without even batting an eye. “But now, . .. as the nation is
not willing anymore to let itself be sucked dry by these para-
sites, cries of pain arise all over. But it does not mean that
these democratic countries have now become ready to replace
their hypocritical remarks with acts of help; on the contrary,
they affirm with complete coolness that over there, evidently,
there is no room! Thus, they expect that Germany with its
140 inhabitants per square kilometer will go on keeping its
Jews without any problem, whereas the democratic world
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empires with only a few people per square kilometer can in
no way take such a burden upon themselves. In short, no

118

help, but preaching, certainly

The Evian debacle acquires its full significance from its wider
context. The growing strength of Nazi Germany impelled
some of the countries that had aligned themselves with Hit-
ler’s general policies to take steps that, whether demanded by
Germany or not, were meant to be demonstrations of political
and ideological solidarity with the Reich. The most notorious
among such initiatives were the Italian racial laws, which were
approved by the Fascist Grand Council on October 6, 1938, and
took effect on November 17.

In Italy the Jewish community numbered barely thirty-
five to forty thousand and was fully integrated into the gen-
eral society. Anti-Semitism had become rare with the waning
of the church’s influence, and even the army—and the Fascist
Party—included prominent Jewish members. Finally Musso-
lini himself had not, in the past, expressed much regard for
Nazi racial ideology. Modeled on the Nuremberg pattern, the
new anti-Jewish laws caused widespread consternation among
Italian Jews and many non-Jews alike.

The October laws had been preceded, in mid-July, by the
Racial Manifesto, a declaration setting forth Mussolini’s con-
coction of racial anti-Semitism and intended as the theoretical
foundation of the forthcoming legislation. Hitler could not but
graciously acknowledge so much goodwill. He duly did so on
September 6, in the first of his speeches to the Nuremberg party
rally: “I think that I must at this point announce . .. our deep
and heartfelt happiness in the fact that another European world
power has, through its own experiences, by its own decision and
along its own paths arrived at the same conception as ourselves
and with a resolution worthy of admiration has drawn from this
conception the most far-reaching consequences.””” In Hungary
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two anti-Jewish laws, introduced in 1938, were greeted with less
fanfare than Mussolini’s decision, but they pointed to the same
basic evidence: The shadow of Hitler’s anti-Jewish policy was
lengthening over Europe.

While the Jews were becoming targets of legal discrimina-
tion in a growing number of European countries, and while
international efforts to solve the problem of Jewish refugees
came to naught, an unusual step was being taken in complete
secrecy. In the early summer of 1938, Pope Pius XI, who over
the years had become an increasingly staunch critic of the
Nazi regime, requested the American Jesuit John LaFarge to
prepare the text of an encyclical against Nazi racism and Nazi
anti-Semitism in particular. LaFarge had probably been chosen
because of his continuous antiracist activities in the United
States and his book Interracial Justice, which Pius XI had read.

LaFarge completed the draft of Humani Generis Unitas (The
Unity of Humankind) by the autumn of 1938 and delivered it to
the general of the Jesuit order in Rome, the Pole Wladimir Led-
ochowski, for submission to the pope. In the meantime Pius XI
had yet again criticized racism on several other occasions. On Sep-
tember 6, 1938, speaking in private to a group of Belgian pilgrims,
he went further. With great emotion, apparently in tears, the pope,
after commenting on the sacrifice of Abraham, declared: “It is im-
possible for Christians to participate in anti-Semitism. We recog-
nize that everyone has the right to self-defense and may take the
necessary means for protecting legitimate interests. But anti-Semi-
tism is inadmissible. Spiritually, we are all Semites.” In this dec-
laration, made in private and thus not mentioned in the press, the
pope’s condemnation of anti-Semitism remained on theological
grounds: He did not criticize the ongoing persecution of the Jews,
and he included a reference to the right of self-defense (against
undue Jewish influence). Nonetheless his statement was clear:
Christians could not condone anti-Semitism of the Nazi kind (or,
for that matter, as it was shaping up in Italy at the very same time).
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The message of the encyclical was similar: a condemnation
of racism in general and the condemnation of anti-Semitism on
theological grounds, from the viewpoint of Christian revela-
tion and the teachings of the church regarding the Jews. Even
so, the encyclical would have been the first solemn denuncia-
tion by the supreme Catholic authority of the anti-Semitic atti-
tudes, teachings, and persecutions in Germany, in Fascist Italy,
and in the entire Christian world. But Ledochowski, a fanatical
anti-Communist who moreover hoped for some political ar-
rangement with Nazi Germany, procrastinated. The draft of
Humani Generis Unitas was sent by him for further comment to
the editor in chief of the notoriously anti-Semitic organ of the
Roman Jesuits, Civiltd Cattolica. It was only a few days before
his death that Pius XI received the text. The pontiff died on
February 9, 1939. His successor, Pius XII, probably took the de-
cision to shelve Humani Generis Unitas.

Small islands of purely symbolic opposition to the anti-
Jewish measures existed inside Germany, even in 1938. Four
years earlier the Reich Ministry of Education had ordered the
German Association for Art History to expel its Jewish mem-
bers. The association did not comply but merely reshuffled its
board of directors. Education Minister Bernhard Rust repeated
his demand in 1935, again apparently to no avail. In March 1938
State Secretary Werner Zschintsch sent a reminder to his chief:
All funds for the association were to be eliminated, and, if the
order was not obeyed, it would no longer be allowed to call
itself “German.” We do not know what the association then
decided to do; in any case its Jewish members were certainly
not retained after the November 1938 pogrom.

There were some other—equally unexpected—signs of
independence. Such was to be the case at the 1938 Salzburg
Festival. After the Anschluss, Arturo Toscanini, who had re-
fused to conduct at Bayreuth in 1933, turned Salzburg down as
well. He was replaced by Wilhelm Furtwingler. Throughout
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his career in Nazi Germany, Furtwingler showed himself to be
a political opportunist who had moments of courage. In Salz-
burg he agreed to conduct Wagner’s Meistersinger on condition
that the Jew Walter Grossmann be kept as the understudy in
the role of Hans Sachs. As it happened, on opening night Karl
Kammann, the scheduled Hans Sachs, fell ill and Walter Gross-
mann sang. “A glittering crowd headed by Joseph Goebbels
and his entourage sat dutifully enthralled through the Fiihrer’s
favorite opera, while Grossmann brought Nuremberg’s most
German hero to life.”” But neither the actions of the art histo-
rians’ association nor Walter Grossmann’s performance could
stem the ever growing tide—and impact—of Nazi anti-Jewish
propaganda.

“The Eternal Jew,” the largest anti-Jewish exhibition of
the prewar years, opened on November 8, 1937, in Munich’s
Deutsches Museum. Streicher and Goebbels spoke. On the
same evening the director of the Bavarian State Theater
organized a cultural event in the Residenz Theater, which,
according to the Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, expressed “the
basic themes of the exhibition.” The first part of the program
offered a staged rendition of excerpts from Luther’s notorious
pamphlet “Against the Jews and their Lies”; the second part
presented readings from other anti-Jewish texts, and the
third, the Shylock scenes from Shakespeare’s The Merchant of
Venice.

An exhibition such as The Eternal Jew was merely the
most extreme expression of the ongoing effort to assemble
any kind of damning material about the Jews. Diverse forms
of this endeavor were encountered during the first years of
the regime. Now, at the end of 1937 and throughout 1938,
the search went on with renewed inventiveness. The extent
of the gathered material was in fact so large that on February
24, 1938, the minister of justice informed all prosecutors that
it was no longer necessary to forward a copy of every indict-
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ment against a Jew to the ministry’s press division, as it had
already acquired a sufficient perspective on the criminality of
the Jews.

By the beginning of 1938 all German Jews had had to turn
in their passports (new ones were issued only to those Jews
who were about to emigrate). In July the Ministry of the In-
terior decreed that before the end of the year all Jews had to
apply to the police for an identity card, which was to be carried
at all times and shown on demand. In August another decree
announced that from January 1, 1939, Jews who did not bear
the first names indicated on an appended list were to add the
first name Israel or Sara to their names. The appended list of
men’s names started with Abel, Abieser, Abimelech, Abner,
Absalom, Ahab, Ahasja, Ahaser, and so on; the list of women’s
names was of the same ilk.

The anti-Jewish economic campaign started at full throttle
inearly 1938;laws and decrees followed one another throughout
the year, shattering all remaining Jewish economic existence
in Germany. As the year began, some 360,000 Jews still lived
in the Altreich, most of them in several large cities, mainly in
Berlin. Jewish assets, estimated at some ten to twelve billion
Reichsmarks in 1933, had been reduced to half that sum by the
spring of 1938, indicating nonetheless that Aryanization was a
gradual process leading to the measures that were to descend
on the Jews of Germany throughout 1938.

On April 26 all Jews were ordered to register their prop-
erty. On June 14 the problem that had defeated the boycott
committee on April 1, 1933, was solved. According to the third
supplementary decree to the Reich citizenship law, “a business
was Jewish if the proprietor was a Jew, if a partner was a Jew,
or if, on January 1, 1938, a member of the board of directors
was a Jew. Also considered Jewish was a business in which Jews
owned more than one-quarter of the shares or more than one-
half of the votes, or which was factually under predominantly
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Jewish influence. A branch of a Jewish business was considered
Jewish if the manager of the branch was a Jew.”*

On July 6, 1938, a law established a detailed list of com-
mercial services henceforth forbidden to Jews, including credit
information, real estate brokerage, and so on. On July 25 the
fourth supplementary decree to the Reich citizenship law put
an end to Jewish medical practice in Germany: The licenses of
Jewish physicians were withdrawn as of September 30, 1938.
The last line of the decree was entirely in the spirit of the new
Germany: “Those [physicians] who receive an authorization
[to give medical services to Jewish patients] are not authorized
to use the appellation ‘physician,” but only the appellation ‘care-
takers of the sick.””” Incidentally the decree was signed and
promulgated in Bayreuth: Hitler was attending the festival.

On September 27, 1938, on the eve of the Munich confer-
ence, Hitler signed the fifth supplementary decree, forbidding
Jews to practice law. The decree was not immediately made
public because of the international tension. Finally, on October
13, he allowed the announcement to be made the next day.

The final blow that destroyed all Jewish economic life in
Germany came on November 12, when, just after the Kristall-
nacht pogrom, Goring issued a ban on all Jewish business ac-
tivity in the Reich. Meanwhile, however, National Socialist
physicians and lawyers were still not satisfied with having de-
finitively driven the Jews out of their professions. As was usual
in the world of Nazi anti-Jewish measures, concrete destruc-
tion had to find a symbolic expression as well. On October 3,
1938, the Reich Physicians’ Chamber had demanded of the
minister of education that Jewish physicians, now forbidden to
practice, should also suffer further deprivation: “I am there-
fore requesting,” Reich physicians’ leader Wagner concluded
his letter to Rust, “that the title ‘Doctor’ should be taken away
from these Jews as soon as possible.”” The minister of educa-
tion and the minister of justice consulted on the matter: Their
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common proposal to the Ministry of the Interior was not to
cancel the title of doctor in medicine and law only, but rather
to consider drafting a law that would strip Jews of all titles, aca-
demic degrees, and similar distinctions. On the morrow of the
November 9-10 pogrom, the matter was postponed.

The atmosphere permeating German business circles as
the forced Aryanization—or more precisely, confiscation of
all Jewish property progressed—is revealed in a letter from a
Munich businessman who had been asked by the authorities
to serve as a consultant in the Aryanization transactions. The
author of the letter described himself as a National Socialist, a
member of the SA, and an admirer of Hitler. He then added: “I
was so disgusted by the brutal . . . and extraordinary methods
employed against the Jews that, from now on, I refuse to be
involved in any way with Aryanizations, although this means
losing a handsome fee. ... As an old, honest and upstanding
businessman, I [can] no longer stand by and countenance the
way many ‘Aryan’ businessmen, entrepreneurs and the like . . .
are shamelessly attempting to grab up Jewish shops and facto-
ries, etc., as cheaply as possible and for a ridiculous price. These
people are like vultures swarming down, their eyes bleary,
their tongues hanging out with greed, to feed upon the Jewish
carcass.””

The wave of forced Aryanization swept away the relatively
moderate behavior that, as we have seen, major corporations
had adhered to until then. The new economic incentives, the
pressure from the party, the absence of any conservative min-
isterial countervailing forces put an end to the difference be-
tween low-grade grabbing and high-level mannerliness.

The Nazis were well aware of the dilemma exacerbated by
accelerated Aryanization: The rapid pauperization of the Jewish
population and the growing difficulties in the way of emigra-
tion were creating a new Jewish social and economic problem
of massive proportions. At the outset men like Frick still had
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very traditional views of what could be done. According to a
report of June 14, 1938, entitled “Jews in the Economy,” pre-
sented in a discussion held in April of that year, Frick had ap-
parently summed up his views as follows: “Insofar as Jews in
Germany are able to live off the proceeds of their commercial
and other assets, they require strict state supervision. Insofar
as they are in need of financial assistance, the question of the
public support must be solved. Greater use of the various orga-
nizations for social welfare appears to be unavoidable.”*

In the early fall of 1938, another measure, this time in-
volving locally planned economic extortion, was initiated in
Berlin. One of the largest low-rent housing companies, the Ge-
meinniitzige Siedlungs- und Wohnungsbaugesellschaft (GSW)
Berlin, ordered the registration of all its Jewish tenants and can-
celed most of their leases. Some of the Jewish tenants left, but
others sued the GSW. Not only did the Charlottenburg district
court back the housing company, it indicated that similar mea-
sures could be more generally applied. The court would prob-
ably have reached the same decision without external pressure,
but it so happened that pressure was brought to bear upon the
Ministry of Justice by Albert Speer, whom, in early 1937, Hitler
had appointed general inspector for the construction of Berlin.
The eager general inspector was simultaneously negotiating
with the capital’s mayor for the construction of 2,500 small
apartments to which to transfer other Jews from their living
quarters. These details seem to have escaped Speer’s highly se-
lective postwar memory.

In June 1938, on Heydrich’s orders, some ten thousand “aso-
cials” were arrested and sent to concentration camps: Fifteen
hundred Jews with prior sentences were included and shipped
off to Buchenwald (which had been set up in 1937). A few
weeks before, at the end of April, the propaganda minister had
asked the Berlin police chief, Count Wolf Heinrich Helldorf,
for a proposal for new forms of segregation and harassment



RADICALIZATION 103

of the city’s Jews. The result was a lengthy memorandum pre-
pared by the Gestapo and handed to Helldorf on May 17. At the
last moment the document was hastily reworked by the SD’s
Jewish Section, which was critical of the fact that the maximal
segregation measures proposed by the Gestapo would make
the first priority, emigration, even more difficult than it al-
ready was. The final version of the proposal was passed on to
Goebbels and possibly discussed with Hitler at a meeting on
July 24. Some of the measures envisaged were already in prepa-
ration, others were to be applied after the November pogrom,
and others still after the beginning of the war.

Goebbels simultaneously moved to direct incitement.
Party organizations were brought into action. Now that
Jewish businesses had been defined by the decree of June 14,
their marking could finally begin. “Starting late Saturday
afternoon,” the American ambassador to Germany, Hugh R.
Wilson, cabled Secretary of State Hull on June 22, 1938, “Ci-
vilian groups, consisting usually of two or three men, were
to be observed painting on the windows of Jewish shops the
word JUDE’ in large red letters, the star of David and carica-
tures of Jews. . . . The painters in each case were followed by
large groups of spectators who seemed to enjoy the proceed-
ings thoroughly. . . . Reports are received that several inci-
dents took place in this region leading to the looting of shops
and the beating up of their owners; a dozen or so broken or
empty showcases and windows have been seen which lend
credence to these reports.””

Bella Fromm, a Berlin social reporter of Jewish back-
ground, described in her diary the action of a Hitler Youth
group against Jewish retail shops in graphic details. “We
were about to enter a tiny jewelry shop when a gang of
ten youngsters in Hitler Youth uniforms smashed the shop
window and stormed into the shop, brandishing butcher
knives and yelling, “To hell with the Jewish rabble! Room for
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the Sudeten Germans!”” She continued: “The smallest boy of
the mob climbed inside the window and started his work of
destruction by flinging everything he could grab right into
the streets. Inside, the other boys broke glass shelves and
counters, hurling alarm clocks, cheap silverware, and trifles
to accomplices outside. A tiny shrimp of a boy crouched in a
corner of the window, putting dozens of rings on his fingers
and stuffing his pockets with wristwatches and bracelets. His
uniform bulging with loot, he turned around, spat squarely
into the shopkeeper’s face, and dashed off.”**

The situation soon got out of hand, however, and as the
American ambassador was sending his cable, an order ema-
nated from Berchtesgaden: The fithrer wished the Berlin
action to stop. Wide-scale anti-Jewish violence was not what
Hitler needed as the international crisis over the fate of the Su-
detenland was reaching its climax.

If Goebbels’s diary faithfully reproduced the gist of the
views Hitler expressed during their July 24 meeting, then he
must have been considering several options regarding the
Jewish question. “The Fiihrer approves my action in Berlin.
What the foreign press writes is unimportant. The main thing
is that the Jews be pushed out. Within ten years they must be
removed from Germany. But for the time being we still want to
keep the Jews here as pawns. . . .”* Soon, however, the Sudeten
crisis would be over and an unforeseen occurrence would offer
the pretext for anti-Jewish violence on a yet unseen level. The
Berlin events had merely been a small-scale rehearsal.

At the beginning of 1938, Werner Best, Heydrich’s deputy
as head of the Security Police Main Office, had signed an expul-
sion decree for approximately five hundred Jews of Soviet na-
tionality living in the Reich. This was a measure requested by
the Wilhelmstrasse (which dealt with all Jewish issues related
to diplomatic relations) in retaliation for the expulsion of some
German citizens from the Soviet Union. As these Soviet Jews
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were not granted entry permits into the USSR, the expulsion
order was twice extended—without any result. On May 28,
1938, Heydrich ordered the incarceration of the male Soviet
Jews in concentration camps until they could provide proof of
immediately forthcoming emigration. In May expulsion orders
were also issued to Romanian Jews living in Germany. All of
this was but a prologue to the new expulsion drive that was to
start in the fall.

During the months immediately following the Anschluss,
however, there was a development that threatened to hamper
these Nazi plans for rapid forced emigration: the measures
taken by Switzerland. In its meeting of March 28, 1938, the
Swiss Federal Council (the country’s executive branch) de-
cided that all bearers of Austrian passports would be obliged
to obtain visas for entry into Switzerland. According to the
meeting’s minutes: “In view of the measures already taken
and being prepared by other countries against the influx of
Austrian refugees, we find ourselves in a difficult situation. It
is clear that Switzerland can only be a transit country for the
refugees from Germany and from Austria. Apart from the situ-
ation of our labor market, the present excessive degree of for-
eign presence imposes the strictest defense measures against a
longer stay of such elements. If we do not want to create a basis
for an anti-Semitic movement that would be unworthy of our
country, we must defend ourselves with all our strength and, if
need be, with ruthlessness against the immigration of foreign
Jews, mostly those from the East.”*® This was to remain the
basic position of the Swiss authorities during the coming seven
years, with one additional point sometimes being added in the
various internal memoranda: The Swiss Jews certainly did not
want to see their own position threatened by an influx of for-
eign Jews into the country.

Once all Austrian passports were replaced by German ones,
the visa requirement was applied to all bearers of German
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travel documents. The Swiss knew that their visa requirement
would have to be reciprocal, that from then on Swiss citizens
traveling to Germany would also have to obtain visas. On
both sides the dilemma seemed insoluble. For Germany to
avoid having visa requirements imposed on its Aryan nationals
traveling to Switzerland would mean inserting some distinc-
tive sign into the passports of Jews, which would make their
emigration far more difficult. Various technical solutions were
considered throughout the summer of that year. At the end of
September 1938, undeterred by the Sudeten crisis, a Swiss dele-
gation traveled to Berlin for negotiations. As a result of a Swiss
demand, the Germans finally agreed to stamp the passports of
Jews with a J, which would allow the Swiss police “to check at
the border whether the carrier of the passport was Aryan or
not Aryan.”

The Swiss authorities had not yet solved all their problems:
Jews who had received an entrance permit before the stamping
of their passports might attempt to make early use of it. On
October 4, therefore, all border stations were informed that
if “there was uncertainty whether a person traveling with a
German passport was Aryan or non-Aryan, an attestation to
his being Aryan should be produced. In doubtful cases, the
traveler should be sent back to the Swiss consulate of his place
of origin for further ascertainment.””

While this was going on, Hitler turned to Czechoslovakia:
Prague must allow the Sudetenland, its mainly German-
populated province, to secede and join the German Reich. In
May the Wehrmacht had received the order to invade Czecho-
slovakia on October 1. A general war appeared probable when,
formally at least, the French declared their readiness to stand
by their Czech ally. After a British mediation effort had come to
nought, and after the failure of two meetings between British
prime minister Neville Chamberlain and Hitler, European
armies were mobilized. Then, two days before the scheduled
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German attack, Mussolini suggested a conference of the main
powers involved in the crisis (but without the presence of the
Czechs—and of the Soviet Union). On September 29 Britain,
France, Germany, and Italy signed an agreement in Munich: By
October 10 the Sudetenland was to become part of the German
Reich. Peace had been saved; Czecho-Slovakia (the newly in-
troduced hyphen came from a Slovak demand) had been aban-
doned; its new borders, though, were “guaranteed.”

Assoon as the Wehrmacht occupied the Sudetenland, Hitler
informed Joachim von Ribbentrop, since February, Germany’s
foreign minister, that, in addition to the expulsion of those
Sudeten Jews who had not yet managed to flee into truncated
Czecho-Slovakia, the expulsion of the 27,000 Czech Jews living
in Austria should be considered. But the immediate expulsion
measures mainly affected the Jews of the Sudetenland: The
Germans sent them over the Czech border; the Czechs refused
to take them in. Goring was to describe it with glee a month
after the event: “During the night, the Jews were expelled to
Czecho-Slovakia. In the morning, the Czechs got hold of them
and sent them to Hungary. From Hungary back to Germany,
then back to Czecho-Slovakia. Thus, they turned round and
round. Finally, they ended up on a riverboat on the Danube.
There they camped. As soon as they set foot on the river bank
they were pushed back.” In fact several thousand of these
Jews were finally forced, in freezing weather, into improvised
camps of tents situated in the no-man’s land between Hungary
and Czecho-Slovakia, such as Mischdorf, some twenty kilome-
ters from Bratislava.

Throughout the summer and autumn, Austrian Jews at-
tempted to flee illegally to various neighboring countries and
farther on, to England. The Gestapo had shipped some groups
to Finland, to Lithuania, and to Holland or pushed them over
the borders into Switzerland, Luxembourg, and France. Yet,
as foreign protests grew, illegal entry or expulsion westward
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became increasingly difficult. Within days, however, it was the
Jews of Polish nationality living in Germany who became the
overriding issue.

The census of June 1933 had indicated that among the
98,747 foreign Jews still residing in Germany, 56,480 were
Polish citizens. The Polish Republic showed no inclination
to add any newcomers to its Jewish population of 3.1 million,
and various administrative measures aimed at hindering the
return of Polish Jews living in Germany were utilized be-
tween 1933 and 1938. The Anschluss triggered even sharper
initiatives. On March 31, 1938, the Polish parliament passed
a law establishing a wide array of conditions under which
Polish citizenship could be taken away from any citizen
living abroad. The Germans immediately perceived the im-
plications of the new law for their forcible emigration plans.
German-Polish negotiations led nowhere, and, in October
1938, a further Polish decree announced the cancellation of
the passports of residents abroad who did not obtain a spe-
cial authorization for entry into Poland before the end of the
month. As more than 40 percent of the Polish Jews living in
the Reich had been born in Germany, they could hardly hope
to liquidate their businesses and homes within less than two
weeks. Most of them would therefore lose their Polish na-
tionality on November 1. The Nazis decided to preempt the
Polish measure.

Whether or not Hitler was consulted about the expulsion of
the Polish Jews is unclear. The general instructions were given
by the Wilhelmstrasse, and the Gestapo was asked to take
over the actual implementation of the measure. Ribbentrop,
Himmler, and Heydrich must have sensed, like everyone else,
that given the international circumstances after the Munich
agreement—the craving for peace and its consequence, ap-
peasement—no one would lift a finger in defense of the hapless
Jews. Poland itself was ultimately dependent on German good-
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will; had it not just grabbed the Teschen region of northeastern
Czecho-Slovakia in the wake of Germany’s annexation of the
Sudetenland? The timing of the expulsion could not have been
more propitious. Thus, according to Himmler’s orders, by Oc-
tober 29 all male Polish Jews residing in Germany were to be
forcibly deported over the border to Poland.

The Reichsfiithrer knew that the women and children, de-
prived of all support, would have to follow. On October 27 and 28,
the police and the SS assembled and transported Jews to the
vicinity of the Polish town of Zbaszyn, where they sent them
over the river marking the border between the two countries.
The Polish border guards dutifully sent them back. For days,
in pouring rain and without food or shelter, the deportees
wandered between the two lines; most of them ended up in
a Polish concentration camp near Zbaszyn. The rest were al-
lowed to return to Germany. About 16,000 Polish Jews were
thus expelled.

The Grynszpans, a family from Hannover, were among the
Jews transported to the border on October 27. Herschel (Yid-
dish version of Hermann), their seventeen-year-old son, was
not with them; at the time he was living clandestinely in Paris,
barely subsisting on odd jobs and on some help from relatives.
It was to him that his sister Berta wrote on November 3: “We
were permitted to return to our home to get at least a few es-
sential things. So I left with a ‘Schupo’ [the German gendar-
merie] accompanying me and I packed a valise with the most
necessary clothes. That is all I could save. We don't have a cent.
To be continued when next I write. Warm greetings and kisses
from us all. Berta.””

Young Herschel Grynszpan did not know the details of
what was happening to his family near Zbaszyn, but he could
well imagine it. On November 7 he wrote a note to his uncle
in Paris: “With God’s help [written in Hebrew] . .. I couldn’t
do otherwise. My heart bleeds when I think of our tragedy and
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that of the 12,000 Jews. T have to protest in a way that the whole
world hears my protest, and this I intend to do. I beg your for-
giveness. Hermann.™* Grynszpan purchased a pistol, went to
the German Embassy, and asked to see an official. He was sent
to the office of First Secretary Ernst vom Rath; there he shot
and fatally wounded the German diplomat.



CHAPTER 5

A Broken Remnant

November 1938—-September 1939

N THE MORNING of November 10, 1938, at eight a.m.,
Othe farmer and local SA leader of Eberstadt, Adolf Hein-
rich Frey, accompanied by several of his cronies, set out for
the house of the eighty-one-year-old Jewish widow Susannah
Stern. According to Frey, the widow Stern took her time before
opening the door, and when she saw him she smiled “provoca-
tively” and said: “Quite an important visit this morning.” Frey
ordered her to dress and come with them. She sat down on her
sofa and declared that she would not dress or leave her house;
they could do with her whatever they wanted. Frey reported
that the same exchange was repeated five or six times, and
when she again said that they could do whatever they wanted,
Frey took his pistol and shot Stern through the chest. “At the
first shot, Stern collapsed on the sofa. She leaned backward
and put her hands on her chest. I immediately fired the second
shot, this time aiming at the head. Stern fell from the sofa and
turned. She was lying close to the sofa, with her head turned
to the left, toward the window. At that moment Stern still gave
signs of life. From time to time she gave a rattle, then stopped.
Stern did not shout or speak. My comrade C.D. turned Stern’s
head to see where she had been hit. I told him that I didn’t see
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why we should be standing around; the right thing to do was
to lock the door and surrender the keys. But to be sure that
Stern was dead I shot her in the middle of the brow from a dis-
tance of approximately ten centimeters. Thereupon we locked
the house and I called Kreisleiter Ullmer from the public tele-
phone office in Eberstadt and reported what had happened.”
Proceedings against Frey were dismissed on October 10, 1940,
as the result of a decision of the Ministry of Justice.'

In the course of the prewar anti-Jewish persecutions, the
pogrom of November 9 and 10, the so-called Kristallnacht, was
in many ways another major turning point. The publication
in 1992 of Goebbels’s hitherto missing diary accounts of the
event added important insights about the interaction between
Hitler, his closest chieftains, the party organizations, and the
wider reaches of society in the initiation and management of
this major outburst of anti-Jewish violence. As for the reactions
of German and international opinion to the events, they raise
a host of questions, not least as an intimation of responses yet
to come.

On November 8 the Volkischer Beobachter published a threat-
ening editorial against the Jews, closing with the warning that
the shots fired in Paris would herald a new German attitude
regarding the Jewish question. In some places local anti-Jewish
riots had started even before the Nazi press brandished its first
threats. An SD report of November 9 described events that
had taken place in the Kassel and Rotenburg/Fulda districts
during the night of November 7-8, presumably as an imme-
diate reaction to the news. In some places Jewish house and
shop windows had been smashed. In Bebra a number of Jewish
apartments had been “demolished,” and in Rotenburg the syn-
agogue’s furniture was “significantly damaged” and “objects
[were] taken away and destroyed on the street.”™

One of the most telling aspects of the events of November 7—
8 was Hitler’s and Goebbels’s public and even “private” silence.
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In his November 9 diary entry (relating events of November 8),
Goebbels did not devote a single word to the shots fired in
Paris, although he had spent the late evening in discussion
with Hitler. Clearly both had agreed to act, but had probably
decided to wait for the seriously wounded Rath’s death. Their
unusual silence was the surest indication of plans that aimed at
a “spontaneous outburst of popular anger,” which was to take
place without any sign of Hitler’s involvement. And, on that
same evening of November 8, in his speech commemorating
the 1923 putsch attempt, Hitler refrained from any allusion
whatsoever to the Paris event.

Rath died on November 9 at 5:30 in the afternoon. The
news of the German diplomat’s death was officially brought to
Hitler during the traditional “old fighters” dinner held at the
Altes Rathaus in Munich, at around nine o’clock that evening.
An “intense conversation” then took place between Hitler and
Goebbels, who was seated next to him. Hitler left the assembly
immediately thereafter, without giving the usual address. Goeb-
bels spoke instead. After announcing Rath’s death, he added,
alluding to the anti-Jewish violence that had already taken
place in Magdeburg-Anhalt and Kurhessen, that “the Fiihrer
had decided that such demonstrations should not be prepared
or organized by the party, but insofar as they erupted spon-
taneously, they were not to be hampered.” The message was
clear.

For Goebbels there had been no such occasion to display
his leadership talents in action since the boycott of April 1933.
“I report the matter to the Fiihrer,” wrote Goebbels on the
tenth, alluding to the conversation at the dinner the evening
before. “He [Hitler] decides: demonstrations should be al-
lowed to continue. The police should be withdrawn. For once
the Jews should get the feel of popular anger. That is right. I
immediately give the necessary instructions to the police and
the Party. Then I briefly speak in that vein to the Party leader-
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ship. Stormy applause. All are instantly at the phones. Now the
people will act.”

Goebbels then described the destruction of synagogues in
Munich. He gave orders to make sure that the main synagogue
in Berlin, on Fasanenstrasse, be destroyed. He continued: “I
want to get back to the hotel and I see a blood-red [glare] in the
sky. The synagogue burns. . .. We extinguish only insofar as
is necessary for the neighboring buildings. Otherwise, should
burn down. ... From all over the Reich information is now
flowing in: 50, then 70 synagogues are burning. The Fiihrer
has ordered that 20-30,000 Jews should immediately be ar-
rested. . .. In Berlin, 5, then 15 synagogues burn down. Now
popular anger rages. . . . It should be given free rein.” Goebbels
went on: “As I am driven to the hotel, windowpanes shatter.
Bravo! Bravo! The synagogues burn like big old cabins.™

At approximately the same time as the propaganda min-
ister was gleefully contemplating a good day’s work, Hitler
informed Himmler that Goebbels was in overall charge of
the operation. On that same night Himmler summed up his
immediate reaction in writing: “I suppose that it is Goebbels’s
megalomania—something I have long been aware of—and his
stupidity which are responsible for starting this operation now,
in a particularly difficult diplomatic situation.” The Reichs-
fithrer was certainly not opposed to the staging of a pogrom;
what must have stung Himmler was the fact that Goebbels
had been the first to exploit the shots fired at Rath to organize
the action and obtain Hitler’s blessing. But he may indeed also
have thought that the timing was not opportune.

Still in Munich on the eleventh, Goebbels kept writing
about the previous day: “Yesterday: Berlin. There, all pro-
ceeded fantastically. One fire after another. It is good that way.
I prepare an order to put an end to the actions. It is just enough
by now. . . . Danger that the mob may appear on the scene. In
the whole country the synagogues have burned down. I report
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to the Fiihrer at the Osteria [a Munich restaurant]. He agrees
with everything. His views are totally radical and aggressive.
The action itself took place without the least hitch. 100 dead.
But no German property damaged.™

Heydrich’s orders to the Gestapo and the SD included a
warning to his men: Jewish businesses or apartments could
be destroyed but not looted (looters would be arrested); for-
eigners (even when identified as Jews) were not to be molested.
Finally he commanded, “. . . in all districts as many Jews, espe-
cially rich ones, are to be arrested as can be accommodated in
the existing jails. For the time being only healthy men not too
old should be arrested. Upon their arrest, the appropriate con-
centration camps should be contacted immediately, in order
to confine them in these camps as fast as possible. Special care
should be taken that the Jews arrested in accordance with these
instructions are not mistreated.”

Heydrich’s report of November 11 indicated that thirty-six
Jews had been Kkilled and the same number seriously injured
throughout the Reich. “One Jew is still missing, and among
the dead there is one Jew of Polish nationality and two others

among those injured.”®

The real situation was worse. Apart
from the 267 synagogues destroyed and the 7,500 businesses
vandalized, some ninety-one Jews had been killed all over Ger-
many, and hundreds more had committed suicide or died as a
result of mistreatment in the camps. “The action against the
Jews was terminated quickly and without any particular ten-
sions,” the mayor of Ingolstadt wrote in his monthly report on
December 1. “As a result of this measure a local Jewish couple
drowned themselves in the Danube.™

An uncontrollable lust for destruction and humiliation of
the victims drove the squads roaming the cities. “Organized
parties moved through Cologne from one Jewish apartment to
another,” the Swiss consul reported. “The families were either
ordered to leave the apartment or they had to stand in a corner
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of a room while the contents were hurled from the windows.
Gramophones, sewing machines, and typewriters tumbled
down into the streets. One of my colleagues even saw a piano
being thrown out of a second-floor window.™’ Even worse was
reported from Leipzig: “Having demolished dwellings and
hurled most of the movable effects to the streets,” the American
consul in Leipzig reported, “the insatiably sadistic perpetrators
threw away many of the trembling inmates into a small stream
that flows through the Zoological Park, commanding the hor-
rified spectators to spit at them, defile them with mud and jeer
at their plight. ... The slightest manifestation of sympathy
evoked a positive fury on the part of the perpetrators, and the
crowd was powerless to do anything but turn horror-stricken
eyes from the scene of abuse, or leave the vicinity. These tactics
were carried out the entire morning of November 10 without
police intervention and they were applied to men, women and
children.” The same scenes were repeated all over the country:
sadistic brutality of the perpetrators, shamefaced reactions of
some of the onlookers, grins of others, silence of the immense
majority, helplessness of the victims."

Once again Hitler had followed the by-now-familiar pat-
tern he had displayed throughout the 1930s. Secretly he gave
the orders or confirmed them; openly his name was in no way
to be linked with the brutality. Having refrained from any
open remark about the events on November 7-8, Hitler also
avoided any reference to them in his midnight address to SS
recruits in front of the Feldherrnhalle on November 9. At the
time of his address, synagogues were already burning, shops
being demolished, and Jews wounded and killed throughout
the Reich. A day later, in his secret speech to representatives of
the German press, Hitler maintained the same rule of silence
regarding events that could not but be on the mind of every
member of the audience; he did not even speak at Rath’s fu-
neral. The fiction of a spontaneous outburst of popular anger
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imposed silence. Any expression of Hitler’s wish or even any
positive comment would have been a “Fiihrer order.” Of Hit-
ler’s involvement the outside world—including trustworthy
party members—was, at least in principle, to know nothing.

However, knowledge of Hitler’s direct responsibility quickly
trickled out from the innermost circle. According to the diaries
of Ulrich von Hassell, the former German ambassador to Rome
and an early opponent of the regime, many conservatives were
outraged by the events, and the minister of finance of Prussia,
Johannes Popitz, protested to Goring and demanded the pun-
ishment of those responsible for the action. “My dear Popitz,
do you want to punish the Fiihrer?” was Goring’s answer.'?

On the morning of November 12, Goebbels summed up the
events of the previous days in the Vélkischer Beobachter: “The
Jew Grynszpan,” so the last paragraph ran, “was the represen-
tative of Jewry. The German vom Rath was the representative
of the German people. Thus in Paris Jewry has fired on the
German people. The German government will answer legally
but harshly.”?

The German government’s legal answers were hurled at
the Jews throughout the remaining weeks of 1938; they were
accompanied by three major policy guidelines: the first on No-
vember 12, at the top-echelon conference convened by Goring;
the second on December 6, in Goring’s address to the Gauleiter;
the third on December 28, in a set of new rules also announced
by Goring. All of Goring’s initiatives and interpretations were
issued on Hitler’s explicit instructions.

The conference of high-ranking officials that Goring con-
vened on November 12 at the Air Transport Ministry has
become notorious. “Gentlemen,” Goring began, “today’s
meeting is of decisive importance. I received a letter that Bor-
mann, the Fithrer’s Deputy’s chief of staff, wrote to me on
instruction from the Fiihrer, according to which the Jewish
question should now be dealt with in a centralized way and
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settled in one form or another. In a telephone call which I re-
ceived from the Fiithrer yesterday, I was once again instructed
to centralize the decisive steps to be taken now.”*

The concrete discussions that took place on November 12
at Goring’s headquarters dealt not only with various additional
ways of harassing the Jews and further economic steps to be
taken against the Jews but also, and at length, with the im-
mediate problem of insurance compensation for the damages
inflicted on Jewish property during the pogrom. Goring issued
the orders secretly given by Hitler two days before: The Jews
would bear all the costs of repairing their businesses; the Reich
would confiscate all payments made by German insurance
companies. “The Jews of German citizenship will have to pay
as a whole a contribution of 1,000,000,000 RM to the German
Reich.””

On the same day Goring ordered the cessation of all Jewish
business activity as of January 1, 1939. The Jews had “to sell
their enterprises, as well as any land, stocks, jewels, and art
works. They could use the services of ‘trustees’ to complete
these transactions within the time limit. Registration and
deposit of all shares was compulsory.”’* Goring’s main policy
statement, again delivered after consultation with Hitler, was
yet to come, in a meeting with the Gauleiter on December 6.
But more than for its major executive decisions, the November
12 conference remains significant for its sadistic inventiveness
and for the spirit and tone of the exchanges.

Still carried away by the flurry of his activities during the
previous days, the propaganda minister had a whole list of pro-
posals: The Jews should be compelled to demolish the damaged
synagogues at their own expense; they should be forbidden
public entertainments. At that point a notorious debate arose
between Goebbels and Goring on how to segregate Jews on
trains. Both agreed on the necessity of separate compartments
for Jews but, Goebbels declared, there should be a law forbid-
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ding them to claim a seat even in a Jewish compartment before
all Germans had secured one. The mere existence of a separate
compartment would have the undesirable effect of allowing
some Jews to sit at their ease in an overcrowded train. Goring
had no patience for such formalities: “Should a case such as
you mention arise and the train be overcrowded, believe me,
we won't need a law. We will kick him [the Jew] out and he will
have to sit all alone in the toilet all the way!” Goebbels insisted
on a law, to no avail.’”

This minor setback did not paralyze Goebbels’s brain-
storming: the Jews, he demanded, should absolutely be for-
bidden to stay in German resorts. The propaganda minister
also wondered whether German forests should not be made
out of bounds for them. This gave Goéring an idea of his own:
Some sections of the forests should be open to Jews, and ani-
mals that resembled Jews—"the elk has a crooked nose like
theirs”—should be gathered in those sections. Goebbels con-
tinued; he demanded that parks should also be forbidden to
Jews, as Jewish women, for instance, might sit down with
German mothers and engage in hostile propaganda. There
should also be separate benches for Jews, with special signs:
For Jews Only! Finally, Jewish children should be excluded
from German schools.

At the end of the debate on the economic issues, Heydrich
reminded those present that the main problem was to get the
Jews out of Germany. The idea of setting up a central emigra-
tion agency in Berlin on the Viennese model was broached. But
in Heydrich’s opinion at the current rate it would take some
eight to ten years to achieve a solution of the problem. How,
then, should the Jews be isolated in the meantime from the
German population? Heydrich was in favor of a special badge
to be worn by all those defined as Jews by the Nuremberg laws.
Goring was skeptical: He was in favor of establishing ghettos
in the major cities. The difference of opinion remained unre-
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solved, and, three weeks later, Hitler was to reject both badges
and ghettos.

Like Goebbels earlier, Heydrich had more suggestions on
his list: no driver’s licenses, no car ownership, no access to
areas of national significance in the various cities, no access
to cultural institutions—along the lines of Goebbels’s sug-
gestion—none to resorts and not even to hospitals. When the
discussion moved to what the Jews could do to counter the fi-
nancial measures about to be taken against them, Goring was
sure that they would do nothing whatsoever. Goebbels con-
curred: “At the moment, the Jew is small and ugly and he will
remain at home.”® Shortly before the last exchange Goring
commented, as if an afterthought: “I would not like to be a Jew
in Germany.”

The Generalfeldmarschall then mentioned that on No-
vember 9 Hitler had told him of his intention to turn to the de-
mocracies that were raising the Jewish issue and to challenge
them to take the Jews; the Madagascar possibility would also
be brought up, as well as that of “some other territory in North
America, in Canada or anywhere else the rich Jews could buy
for their brethren.” Goring added: “If in some foreseeable
future an external conflict were to happen, it is obvious that
we in Germany would also think first and foremost of carrying
out a big settling of accounts with the Jews.”"

On the same day that Goebbels forbade Jews access to cul-
tural institutions, he also banned the Jewish press in Germany.
Shortly afterward, Erich Liepmann, director of the Jiidische
Rundschau, which by then had been closed down, was sum-
Is the Jew here?’
Goebbels yelled by way of greeting,” Liepmann recalled. “He

€ cc

moned to the propaganda minister’s office:

was sitting at his desk; I had to stand some eight meters away.
He yelled: ‘An informational paper must be published within
two days. Each issue will be submitted to me. Woe to you if
even one article is published without my having seen it. That’s
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it!””?° Thus the Jiidisches Nachrichtenblatt was born: It was de-
signed to inform the Jews of all the official measures taken to
seal their fate.

But sometimes, it seems, even Goebbels’s eye wasn’t sharp
enough. In early December, some six weeks after Kristallnacht,
the Nachrichtenblatt reviewed the American film Chicago: “A
city goes up in flames and the firefighters stand by without
taking any action. All the hoses are poised, the ladders have
been prepared . .. but no hand moves to use them. The men
wait for the command, but no command is heard. Only when
the city has burned down and is lying in cinders and ashes, an
order arrives; but the firefighters are already driving away. A
malicious invention? An ugly tale? No. The truth. And it was
revealed in Hollywood.””

The law of November 12 compelling the Jews to sell all their
enterprises and valuables, such as jewels and works of art, in-
augurated the wholesale confiscation of art objects belonging
to them. The robbery that had already taken place in Austria
now became common practice in the Reich. In Munich, for
example, the procedure was coordinated by Gauleiter Wagner
himself who, in the presence of the directors of state collec-
tions, gave the orders for “the safekeeping of works of art be-
longing to Jews.””* This “safekeeping” was implemented by the
Gestapo: An inventory was duly taken in the presence of the
owners and a receipt issued to them.

On November 15 all Jewish children still remaining in
German schools were expelled. They were henceforth allowed
to attend only Jewish schools. On November 19 Jews were ex-
cluded from the general welfare system. On November 28 the
minister of the interior informed all the state presidents that
some areas could be forbidden to Jews and that their right of
access to public places could also be limited to a few hours a
day. It did not take long for the Berlin police chief to move
ahead. On December 6 the city’s Jews were banned from all
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theaters, cinemas, cabarets, concert and conference halls, mu-
seums, fairs, exhibition halls, and sports facilities (including
ice-skating rinks), as well as from public and private bathing
facilities. Moreover Jews were banned from the city districts
where most government offices and major monuments and
cultural institutions were located.

On December 3, on Himmler’s orders, the Jews were de-
prived of their driver’s licenses. The access of Jewish scholars
who possessed a special authorization to university libraries
was canceled on December 8. On December 20 Jews were no
longer allowed to train as pharmacists, and a day later they
were excluded from midwifery. On the twenty-eighth, the first
indications of a potential physical concentration of the Jews ap-
peared (to be discussed later on). On November 29 the min-
ister of the interior forbade Jews to keep carrier pigeons.

Goring’s main policy statement was delivered on De-
cember 6 at a Gauleiter conference. What is striking in
Goring’s address is his constant reference to the fact that
these were Hitler’s orders, that all the steps mentioned had
been discussed with Hitler and had his complete backing.
The most likely reason for this repeated emphasis was that
some of the measures announced would not be popular with
the assembly, since they would put an end to the profits party
members of all ranks, including some Gauleiter, had derived
from their seizure of Jewish assets. It seems that this was
why Goring repeatedly linked the Jewish issue to the general
economic needs of the Reich. Party members were to be fully
aware that any transgression of the new orders was harmful
to the Reich’s economy and an outright violation of the fiih-
rer’s orders. In concrete terms, after stressing the fact that the
party and the Gaue (party districts) had taken Jewish assets,
Goring made it clear that, on Hitler’s orders, such unlawfully
acquired property would have to be transferred to the state.
It was not the fate of the Jews that mattered, Géring em-



A BROKEN REMNANT 123

phasized, but the reputation of the party inside and outside
Germany.

The other internal party issue dealt with at some length was
that of punishment for deeds committed on November 9 and 10:
Whatever was undertaken on purely ideological grounds, out of
a justified “hatred for the Jews,” should go unpunished; purely
criminal acts of various kinds were to be prosecuted as they
would be prosecuted under any other circumstances, but all
publicity liable to cause scandal was to be strictly avoided.”

As for the main policy matters regarding the Jews, the re-
curring two issues reappeared once again: measures intended
to further Jewish emigration, and those dealing with the Jews
remaining in the Reich. In essence the life of the Jews of Ger-
many was to be made so unpleasant that they would make
every effort to leave by any means. Forced emigration was to
have top priority. Apparently Goring was even willing to re-
frain from stamping Jewish passports with a recognizable sign
(the letter J) if a Jew had the means to emigrate but would be
hindered from doing so by such identification. Géring informed
the Gauleiter that the money needed to finance the emigration
would be raised by an international loan; Hitler, Goring stated,
was very much in favor of this idea. The guarantee for the loan,
presumably to be raised by “world Jewry” and by the Western
democracies, was to consist of the entire assets still belonging
to the Jews in Germany—one reason why Jewish houses were
not to be forcibly Aryanized at that stage, even though many
party members were particularly tempted by that prospect.

From world Jewry Goring demanded the bulk not only
of the loan but also the cessation of any economic boycott of
Germany, so that the Reich could obtain the foreign currency
needed to repay the principal and the interest on the interna-
tional loan. In the midst of these practical explanations, Géring
mentioned Hitler’s rejection of any special identifying signs,
and of excessively drastic travel and shopping restrictions.
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Hitler’s reasons were unexpected: Given the state of mind of
the populace in many Gaue, if Jews wore identifying signs they
would be beaten up or refused any food. The other limitations
would make their daily life so difficult that they would become
a burden on the state. In other words, the Gauleiter were in-
directly warned not to launch any new actions of their own
against the Jews in their Gaue. Jewish-owned houses, as has
been seen, were the last Jewish assets to be Aryanized. Indeed,
while discussing the measures that would induce the Jews to
leave Germany, Goring assured his listeners he would make
sure that the rich Jews would not be allowed to depart first,
leaving the mass of poor Jews behind.

One additional conference took place on December 16.
Convened by Frick, that meeting was held in the presence of
Funk, Lammers, Heydrich, Gauleiter, and various other party
and state representatives. In the main Frick and Funk took up
Goring’s explanations, exhortations, and orders. Yet it also
became apparent that throughout the Reich, party organiza-
tions such as the German Labor Front had put pressure on
shopkeepers not to sell to Jews. And, mainly in the Ostmark,
Mischlinge were being treated as Jews, both in terms of their
employment and of their business activities. Such initiatives
were unacceptable in Hitler’s eyes. Soon no Jewish businesses
would be left, and the Jews would have to be allowed to buy in
German stores. As for the Mischlinge, the policy, according to
Frick, was to absorb them gradually into the nation (strangely
enough Frick did not distinguish the half- from the quarter-
Jews), and the current discrimination against them contra-
vened the distinctions established by the Nuremberg laws. On
the whole, however, the main policy goal was emphasized over
and over again: Everything had to contribute to expedite the
emigration of the Jews.

Yet another set of measures descended on the Jews toward
the end of December. On the twenty-eighth Goéring, again re-
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ferring to orders explicitly given by Hitler, established the rules
for dealing with dwellings belonging to Jews (they should not
be Aryanized at this stage, but Jewish occupants should gradu-
ally move to houses owned and inhabited only by Jews) and
defined the distinction between two categories of “mixed mar-
riages.” Marriages in which the husband was Aryan were to be
treated more or less as regular German families, whether or
not they had children. The fate of mixed marriages in which
the husband was Jewish depended on whether there were chil-
dren. The childless couples were eventually to be transferred
to houses occupied by Jewish tenants and were to be treated as
full Jewish couples. Couples with children were temporarily
shielded from persecution.

On January 17, 1939, the eighth supplementary decree to
the Reich citizenship law forbade Jews to exercise any para-
medical and health-related activities, particularly pharmacy,
dentistry, and veterinary medicine. On February 15 members
of the Wehrmacht, the Labor Service, party functionaries, and
members of the SD were forbidden to marry “Mischlinge of the
second degree,” and on March 7, in answer to a query from
the justice minister, Hess decided that Germans who were con-
sidered as such under the Nuremberg laws but who had some
Jewish blood were not to be hired as state employees.

During the crucial weeks from November 1938 to January
1939, the measures decided upon by Hitler, Géring, and their
associates entirely destroyed any remaining possibility for
Jewish life in Germany or for the life of Jews in Germany. The
demolition of the synagogues’ burned-out remains symbolized
an end; the herding of the Jews into “Jewish houses” intimated
a yet unperceived beginning.

The regime’s anti-Jewish fury, culminating in the Kristall-
nacht pogrom, was not shared by the majority of Germans.
On November 10 a clear difference emerged from the outset
between activists and onlookers on the streets of the large
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cities. SD reports show widespread popular criticism of the
violence and the damage caused during the pogrom. Some of
the criticism, expressed even by people usually favorable to the
regime, was motivated by practical considerations: the wanton
destruction of property and the losses thus incurred not only
by all Germans but also by the state. When news of the bil-
lion-mark fine imposed on the Jews was announced, and when
official propaganda stressed the immense wealth still pos-
sessed by the Jews, the general mood improved. Sometimes,
however, the reactions of the population were not negative at
all. Thus, according to a Sozialdemokratische Partei, Deutsch-
lands (SOPADE) report of December 1938, “the broad mass of
people has not condoned the destruction, but we should nev-
ertheless not overlook the fact that there are people among the
working class who do not defend the Jews. There are certain
circles where you are not very popular if you speak disparag-
ingly about the recent incidents. The anger was not, therefore,
as unanimous as all that.”**

No criticism of the pogrom was publicly expressed by the
churches. Only a month after the events, in a message to the
congregations, did the Confessing Church make an oblique
reference to the most recent persecutions: “We exhort all
members of our congregations to concern themselves with the
material and spiritual distress of our Christian brothers and
sisters of the Jewish race, and to intercede for them in their
prayers to God.” The Jews as such were excluded from the
message of compassion.

The overall attitude of the Catholic Church was no dif-
ferent. Apart from Provost Bernhard Lichtenberg of Berlin’s
Saint Hedwig Cathedral, who declared on November 10 that
“the temple which was burnt down outside is also the House
of God,” and who later was to pay with his life for his public
prayers for the Jews deported to the East,” no powerful voice
was raised.
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No open criticism (or even indirect protest) came from the
universities. Some strong condemnations of the pogrom were
committed to private correspondence and, probably, to the pri-
vacy of diaries. On November 24, 1938, the historian Gerhard
Ritter wrote to his mother: “What we have experienced over
the last two weeks all over the country is the most shameful and
the most dreadful thing that has happened for a long time.™*
Ritter’s indignation, however, and the initiative that followed,
paradoxically shed some light on the anti-Semitism that un-
derlay the attitudes of the churches and the universities.

Following the pogrom, and certainly in part as a result of
it, an opposition group was formed at Freiburg University.
The Freiburg Circle was composed mainly of university mem-
bers close to the Confessing Church. The group’s discussions
resulted in the drafting of the “Great Memorandum,” which
offered a social, political, and moral basis for a post—National
Socialist Germany. The fifth and last appendix to the memo-
randum, completed in late 1942 when the group members were
fully aware of the extermination of the Jews, listed “Proposals
for a Solution of the Jewish Question in Germany.”” The group
suggested that after the war the Jews be internationally sub-
jected to a special status. Moreover, although the “Proposals”
rejected the Nazis’ racial theories, they recommended caution
regarding close contacts and intermarriage between German
Christians and other races—the allusion to the Jews is clear.
It seems that even in one of the most articulate groups of anti-
Nazi academics, there was explicit and deep-seated anti-Jewish
prejudice. The logical corollary is obvious: If a university resis-
tance group, consisting mostly of members of the Confessing
Church or the Catholic Church, could come up with such pro-
posals even though they had knowledge of the extermination,
the evidence of prevalent anti-Semitism among Germany’s
elites must be taken into account as a major explanation of
their attitudes during the Third Reich.
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In an indirect way, however, the pogrom created further
tension between the German Catholic Church and the state.
On November 10 the National Socialist Association of Teachers
decided not only to expel all remaining Jewish students from
German schools but also to stop providing (Christian) religious
education—as had been the rule until then—under the pretext
that “a glorification of the Jewish murderers’ nation could no
longer be tolerated in German schools.” Cardinal Bertram sent
a vigorous protest to Rust in which he stated that “whoever has
the least familiarity with the Catholic faith and certainly every
believing teacher knows that this assertion is false and that the
contrary is true.””®

“The foreign press is very bad,” Goebbels noted on November 12.
“Mainly the American.”” Indeed, “in the weeks following
Kristallnacht, close to 1,000 different editorials were published
on the topic. . . .”** Moreover President Roosevelt recalled Am-
bassador Hugh Wilson for consultation.

But despite such emotional outpourings, basic attitudes and
policies did not change. In the spring of 1939 Great Britain, in-
creasingly worried by the pro-Axis shift in the Arab world—a
trend with possibly dire consequences for Britain in case of
war—reneged on its commitments and for all practical pur-
poses closed the doors of Palestine to Jewish immigration.
And, after slightly liberalizing its immigration policy in 1937,
the United States did not even fill the quotas for Germany and
Austria in 1938. In July 1939 the Wagner-Rogers Child Ref-
ugee Bill, which would have allowed twenty thousand Jewish
refugee children to enter the country, was not passed by the
Senate, and, at the same time, despite all entreaties, the 936
hapless Jewish emigrants from Germany who had sailed on the
soon-to-become-notorious St. Louis, after being denied entry
to Cuba, their destination, were not admitted into the United
States. Their voyage back to Europe became a vivid illustration
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of the overall situation of Jewish refugees from Germany. After
Belgium, France, and England finally agreed to give asylum
to the passengers, the London Daily Express echoed the preva-
lent opinion in no uncertain terms: “This example must not
set a precedent. There is no room for any more refugees in this
country. . . . They become a burden and a grievance.”'

France was neither more nor less inhospitable than other
countries, but it did not volunteer even a symbolic gesture of
protest against the anti-Jewish pogrom. It was the only major
democratic country that did not react. Most newspapers ex-
pressed their outrage, but neither Prime Minister Edouard
Daladier nor Foreign Minister Georges Bonnet did so. On the
contrary, Bonnet continued with the planning for Ribben-
trop’s visit to Paris, which was to lead to a Franco-German
agreement.

In a way the official French attitude demonstrated that
Hitler did not have to worry too much about international re-
actions when he unleashed the pogrom. But the outcry that im-
mediately followed the events of November and the criticism
now directed at the French attitude confirmed that the Munich
atmosphere was quickly dissipating. No less a supporter of ap-
peasement than the London Times was taken aback by Bonnet’s
eagerness to go ahead with the agreement, the pogrom not-
withstanding. Even the Italian government expressed surprise
that “the recrudescence of anti-Semitic persecutions in Ger-
many did not lead to the ruin of the project of Franco-German
declaration.™?

Yet another sequel to the events of November took place in
the French capital: preparations for the trial of Herschel Gryn-
szpan. The forthcoming event attracted worldwide attention.
Hitler dispatched international law professor Friedrich Grimm
to Paris in order to follow the work of the prosecution, while
an international committee headed by the American journalist
Dorothy Thompson collected money to pay for Grynszpan’s
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defense. The beginning of the war interrupted the prepara-
tions of both prosecution and defense. When the Germans oc-
cupied France, the Vichy government duly delivered to them
the young Jew they were searching for.

During these early months of 1939, the expulsion of the Jews
from the Reich continued to follow the pattern inaugurated in
1938; the Jews were sent over the borders, but usually to no
avail. On December 23, 1938, very strict orders had been issued
by Gestapo headquarters to all stations on the western borders
of the Reich to prevent illegal crossings of Jews into neigh-
boring countries, due to increasing complaints. However, as a
further Gestapo order of March 15, 1939, confirms, such illegal
crossings continued well into the spring of that year.

One escape route was still open, but only for a very short
time. An interministerial conference held in Tokyo on De-
cember 6, 1938, decided on a lenient policy toward Jewish refu-
gees, making Japanese-occupied Shanghai accessible to them
and even permitting prolonged transit stays in Japan itself. The
Japanese seem to have been moved by their distrust of Ger-
many and possibly by humane considerations, but undoubt-
edly too, as accounts of the conference show, by their belief in
Jewish power—a belief reinforced by Nazi propaganda and by
study of the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion"—and its possible
impact on Japanese interests in Great Britain and the United
States. Be that as it may, Shanghai, where no visa was required,
became an asylum for desperate German and Austrian Jews.
On the eve of the war, around eighteen thousand Jews had
reached the safe shores of the China Sea, mainly via Lithuania
and the USSR.

Thus some tens of thousands of Jews managed to leave Ger-
many for neighboring European countries, North, Central,
and South America, and remote Shanghai. Tiny groups were
driven over Germany’s borders. And finally, despite British
policy, Jewish emigrants managed to reach Palestine by way
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of illegal transports organized secretly both by the majority
Zionist leadership and by its right-wing rivals, the Revision-
ists. These illegal operations were backed by Heydrich and
all branches of the SD and the Gestapo, with the full knowl-
edge of the Wilhelmstrasse. The illegal road first led through
Yugoslavia, then down the Danube to the Romanian port
of Constantata. The main problem was not for the emigrants
to leave the Greater Reich, but for the Zionist organizations
to find the money to bribe officials and buy ships, and then to
avoid the British patrols along the Palestine coast. Some seven-
teen thousand illegal immigrants reached Palestine from early
1939 to the outbreak of the war.

On March 15, 1939, the Wehrmacht occupied Prague; Czecho-
Slovakia ceased to exist. Slovakia became a German satellite;
Bohemia-Moravia was turned into a protectorate of the Reich.
The crisis had started in the early days of the month. Enticed
and supported by the Germans, the Slovaks seceded from
the already truncated Czecho-Slovakia. The elderly Czech
president, Emil Hacha, was summoned to Berlin, threatened
with the bombing of Prague and bullied into acceptance of all
German demands. But before he even signed the document of
his country’s submission, the first German units had crossed
the border.

Some 118,000 more Jews were now under German domi-
nation. Stahlecker was transferred from Vienna to Prague to
become inspector of the Security Police and the SD in the new
protectorate, and Eichmann soon followed; imitating the Vi-
ennese model, he set up a Central Office for Jewish Emigration
in Prague.

“At home for breakfast, I found that I myself had a refugee,
a Jewish acquaintance who had worked many years for Amer-
ican interests,” the American diplomat George F. Kennan, who
had been posted to the Prague legation a few months earlier,
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wrote in a March 15 memorandum. “T told him that I could
not give him asylum, but that as long as he was not demanded
by the authorities he was welcome to stay here and to make
himself at home. For twenty-four hours he haunted the house,
a pitiful figure of horror and despair, moving uneasily around
the drawing room, smoking one cigarette after another, too
unstrung to eat or think of anything but his plight. His brother
and sister-in-law had committed suicide together after Munich,
and he had a strong inclination to follow suit. Annelise [Ken-
nan’s wife] pleaded with him atintervals throughout the coming
hours not to choose this way out, not because she or I had any
great optimism with respect to his chances for future happi-
ness but partly on general Anglo-Saxon principles and partly to
preserve our home from this sort of unpleasantness.”*

As in every year since 1933, the Reichstag was convened in fes-
tive session on January 30, 1939, to mark the anniversary of
Hitler’s accession to power. Hitler’s speech started at 8:15 in
the evening and lasted for more than two and a halfhours. The
first part of the speech dealt with the history of the Nazi move-
ment and the development of the Reich. Hitler then castigated
some of the main British critics of appeasement, whom he ac-
cused of calling for a war against Germany. Behind the British
opponents of Munich, the fithrer pointed to “the Jewish and
non-Jewish instigators” of that campaign. He promised that
when National Socialist propaganda went on the offensive, it
would be as successful as it had been within Germany, where
“we knocked down the Jewish world enemy . . . with the com-
pelling strength of our propaganda.™*

After referring to the American intervention against Ger-
many during the Great War, which, according to him, had
been determined by purely capitalistic motives, Hitler—prob-
ably infuriated by the American reactions to the November
pogrom and to other Nazi measures against the Jews—thun-
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dered that nobody would be able to influence Germany in its
solution of the Jewish problem. He sarcastically pointed to
the pity expressed for the Jews by the democracies, but also
to the refusal of those same democracies to help and to their
unwillingness to take in the Jews to whom they were so sym-
pathetic. Hitler then abruptly turned to the principle of abso-
lute national sovereignty: “France to the French, England to
the English, America to the Americans, and Germany to the
Germans.” This allowed for a renewed anti-Jewish tirade: The
Jews had attempted to control all dominant positions within
Germany, particularly in culture. In foreign countries there
was criticism of the harsh treatment of such highly cultured
people. Why then weren’t the others grateful for the gift Ger-
many was giving to the world? Why didn't they take in these
“magnificent people”?

After rehashing an array of anti-Jewish themes that had
become a known part of his repertory, Hitler’s tone changed,
and threats as yet unheard in the public pronouncements of
a head of state resonated in the Reichstag: “In my life I have
often been a prophet, and I have mostly been laughed at. At the
time of my struggle for power, it was mostly the Jewish people
who laughed at the prophecy that one day I would attain in
Germany the leadership of the state and therewith of the entire
nation, and that among other problems I would also solve the
Jewish one. I think that the uproarious laughter of that time has
in the meantime remained stuck in German Jewry’s throat.”
Then came the explicit menace: “Today I want to be a prophet
again: If international finance Jewry inside and outside Europe
again succeeds in precipitating the nations into a world war,
the result will not be the Bolshevization of the earth and with
it the victory of Jewry, but the annihilation of the Jewish race
in Europe.”™

Over the preceding weeks and months Hitler had men-
tioned any number of possibilities regarding the ultimate fate
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of the German Jews. On September 20, 1938, he had told the
Polish ambassador to Berlin, Josef Lipski, that he was consid-
ering sending the Jews to some colony in cooperation with
Poland and Romania. The same idea, specifying Madagascar,
had come up in the Bonnet-Ribbentrop talks and, earlier, in
Goring’s addresses of November 12 and December 6. To South
African defense minister Oswald Pirow, Hitler declared on No-
vember 24, 1938, that “some day, the Jews will disappear from
Europe.” On January 5, 1939, Hitler stated to Polish foreign
minister Jozef Beck that had the Western democracies had a
better understanding of his colonial aims, he would have allo-
cated an African territory for the settlement of the Jews; in any
case, he made it clear once more that he was in favor of sending
the Jews to some distant country. Finally, on January 21, a few
days before his speech, Hitler told Czech foreign minister
Frantisek Chvalkovsky that the Jews of Germany would be
“annihilated,” which in the context of his declaration seemed
to mean their disappearance as a community; he added again
that the Jews should be shipped off to some distant place. A
more ominous tone appeared in this conversation when Hitler
mentioned to Chvalkovsky that if the Anglo-Saxon countries
did not cooperate in shipping out the Jews and taking care of
them, they would have their deaths on their consciences.’ If
Hitler was mainly thinking in terms of deporting the Jews
from Europe to some distant colony, which at this stage was
clearly a vague plan, then the threats of extermination uttered
in the January 30 speech at first appear unrelated. But the back-
ground needs to be considered once more.

On the face of it Hitler’s speech seems to have had a two-
fold context. First—as mentioned—British opposition to the
appeasement policy and the strong American reactions to
Kristallnacht would have sufficed to explain his multiple refer-
ences to Jewish-capitalist warmongering. Second, it is highly
probable that in view of his project of dismembering what re-
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mained of Czecho-Slovakia, and of the demands he was now
making on Poland, Hitler was aware of the possibility that
the new international crisis could lead to war. Thus Hitler’s
threats of extermination, accompanied by the argument that
his past record proved that his prophecies were not to be made
light of, may have been aimed in general terms at weakening
anti-Nazi reactions at a time when he was preparing for his
most risky military-diplomatic gamble. More precisely he may
have expected that these murderous threats would impress the
Jews active in European and American public life sufficiently
to reduce what he considered to be their warmongering propa-
ganda.

It was precisely because Hitler believed in Jewish influence
in the capitalist world that, in its immediate context, his speech
may be considered as yet another exercise in blackmail. The
Jews of Germany were to be held hostage in case their warmon-
gering brethren and assorted governments were to instigate a
general war. The idea of holding the Jews hostage did not nec-
essarily contradict the urgent desire to expel them from Ger-
many. As has been seen, Hitler himself evoked this idea in his
conversation with Goebbels on July 24, 1938. In his December
6 address to the Gauleiter, Goring returned to it as part of his
emigration plan. Moreover, during the negotiations between
Schacht and Rublee, which will be discussed below, the plan
submitted by the Reichsbank president foresaw the departure
of 150,000 Jews with their dependents over the following three
years, whereas some 200,000 Jews, mainly the elderly, would
stay behind in order to ensure international Jewry’s positive
behavior toward the Reich.

It would be a mistake, however, to consider Hitler’s Jan-
uary 30 speech merely in its short-term, tactical context. The
wider vistas may have been part calculated pressure, part un-
controlled fury, but they may well have reflected a process
consistent with his other projects regarding the Jews, such as
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their transfer to some remote African territory. This was, in
fact, tantamount to a search for radical solutions, a scanning
of extreme possibilities. Perceived in such a framework, the
prophecy about extermination becomes one possibility among
others, neither more nor less real than others.

Throughout the weeks during which Hitler was hinting
at the dire fate in store for the Jews and publicly threatening
them with extermination, he was kept informed of the ne-
gotiations taking place between German representatives
and the Intergovernmental Committee for Refugees set up
at Evian to formulate an overall plan for the emigration of
the Jews from Germany. An agreement in principle had been
achieved on February 2. As has been seen, it envisaged that
some 200,000 Jews over the age of forty-five would be al-
lowed to stay in the Greater German Reich, whereas some
125,000 Jews belonging to the younger male population
would emigrate, with their dependents. The emigration
process was to be spread over a period of three to five years,
with its financing to be ensured by an international loan
mainly taken out by Jews all over the world and secured by
the assets still belonging to the Jews of Germany. As in the
Haavarah Agreement, the Germans made sure that various
arrangements included in the plan would enhance the export
of German goods and thus ensure a steady flow of foreign
currency into the Reich. The agreement was nothing less
than Germany’s use of hostages in order to extort financial
advantages in return for their release.

The concrete significance of the agreement depended on
the successful floating of the loan and, in particular on the des-
ignation of the countries or areas to which the Jews leaving
Germany were to emigrate. Each of the Western powers in-
volved had its preferred territorial solution, usually involving
some other country’s colony or semicolony: Angola, Abyssinia,
Haiti, the Guianas, Madagascar, and so on. In each case some
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obstacle arose or, more precisely, was raised as a pretext; even
on paper no refuge zone was agreed upon before the outbreak
of the war put an end to all such pseudoplanning.

According to the German census of May 1939, 213,000 full
Jews were living in the Altreich at the time of the census. By the
end of 1939, the number had been reduced to 190,000. Strangely
enough, a June 15, 1939, SD report indicated that at the end of
December 1938, 320,000 full Jews were still living in the Altreich.
Whatever the reasons for these discrepancies, the demographic
data provided by the Jewish Section of the SD are nonetheless
significant. Only 16 percent of the Jewish population were under
age twenty; 25.93 percent were between twenty and forty-five,
and 57.97 percent over forty-five. These indications correspond
to other known estimates: The Jewish population in Germany
was rapidly becoming a community of elderly people. And it was
also becoming hopelessly impoverished.

For some time the Nazis had been aware that, in order to
expedite the emigration of the Jews, they had to hold them in
an even tighter organizational grip than before, and that they
themselves also needed to set up a centralized emigration
agency on the Viennese model, so as to coordinate all the emi-
gration measures in the Reich. Heydrich appointed the head
of the Gestapo, SS-Standartenfithrer Heinrich Miiller, chief
of the new Reich Central Office. To further that aim it was
necessary to bring together in one single organization for the
whole Reich the means dispersed among the various Jewish
organizations. “To further that aim,” a Gestapo memorandum
explained, “the Reichsvertretung has therefore been given the
task of building a so-called Reich Association of the Jews in
Germany (Reichsvereinigung) and of ensuring that all existing
Jewish organizations disappear and put all their installations at
the disposal of the Reichsvereinigung.”’

The association was finally established on July 4, 1939,
by the tenth supplementary decree to the Reich citizenship
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law. Its main function was clearly defined in Article 2: “The
purpose of the Association is to further the emigration of
the Jews.”® But despite the Nazis™ clear priorities, the bulk
of the decree dealt with the other functions, such as educa-
tion, health, and especially welfare. Thus the structure of the
decree conveyed the impression that the Nazis themselves
did not believe in the success of the emigration drive. For all
practical purposes the association was becoming the first of
the “Jewish Councils,” the Nazi-controlled Jewish organiza-
tions that in most parts of occupied Europe were to carry out
the orders of their German masters regarding life and death
in their respective communities.

The Jews of Germany who had not managed to flee were
increasingly dependent on public welfare. As noted before,
from November 19, 1938, on, Jews were excluded from the
general welfare system: They had to apply to special offices,
and they were subjected to different and far more stringent
assessment criteria than was the general population. The
German welfare authorities attempted to shift the burden
onto the Jewish welfare services, but there too the available
means were overstrained by the increasing need. The solution
to the problem soon became evident, and on December 20,
1938, the Reich Labor Exchange and Unemployment Insur-
ance issued a decree ordering all unemployed Jews who were
fit for work to register for compulsory labor. “It was obvious
that only carefully chosen hard and difficult work was to
be assigned to the Jews. Building sites, road and motorway
work, rubbish disposal, public toilets and sewage plants,
quarries and gravel pits, coal merchants and rag and bone
works were regarded as suitable.”*

As a whole, German society did not oppose the regime’s
anti-Jewish initiatives. Hitler’s identification with the anti-
Jewish drive may have reinforced the inertia or perhaps the pas-
sive complicity of the vast majority about a matter that most,
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in any event, considered peripheral to their main interests. It
has been seen that economic and religious interests triggered
some measure of dissent. Such dissent did not, however, except
in some individual instances, lead to open questioning of the
policies. Yet, during the thirties, the German population, the
great majority of which espoused traditional anti-Semitism in
one form or another, did not demand anti-Jewish measures, nor
did it clamor for their most extreme implementation. Among
most “ordinary Germans~ there was acquiescence regarding
the segregation and dismissal from civil and public service of
the Jews; there were individual initiatives to benefit from their
expropriation; and there was some glee in witnessing their deg-
radation. But outside party ranks there was no massive popular
agitation to expel them from Germany or to unleash violence
against them. The majority of Germans simply chose to look
the other way. Moreover, Hitler’s accession to power would be
remembered by a majority of Germans as the beginning of a
period of “good times.”

“People experienced the breakneck speed of the economic
and foreign resurgence of Germany as a sort of frenzy—as the
common expression has it,” writes the German historian Nor-
bert Frei. “With astonishing rapidity, many identified them-
selves with the social will to construct a Volksgemeinschaft that
kept any thoughtful or critical stance at arm’s length. . . . They
were beguiled by the esthetics of the Nuremberg rallies and
enraptured by the victories of German athletes at the Berlin
Olympic Games. Hitler’s achievements in foreign affairs trig-
gered storms of enthusiasm.... In the brief moments left
between the demands of a profession and those of the ever-
growing jungle of Nazi organizations, they enjoyed modest

well-being and private happiness.™’

The Polish crisis had unfolded throughout the spring and
summer of 1939. This time, however, the German demands
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were met by an adamant Polish stand and, after the occupation
of Bohemia and Moravia, by new British resolve. On March 17,
in Birmingham, Chamberlain publicly vowed that his gov-
ernment would not allow any further German conquests. On
March 31 Great Britain guaranteed the borders of Poland, as
well as those of a series of other European countries. On April 11
Hitler gave orders to the Wehrmacht to be ready for “Opera-
tion White,” the code name for the attack on Poland.

On May 22 Germany and Italy signed a defense treaty. Si-
multaneously, while Great Britain and France were conducting
hesitant and noncommittal negotiations with the Soviet Union,
Hitler made an astounding political move and opened negotia-
tions of his own with Stalin. The German-Soviet Nonaggres-
sion Pact was signed on August 23; an attached secret protocol
divided a great part of Eastern Europe into areas to be eventu-
ally occupied and controlled by the two countries in case of
war. Hitler was now convinced that, as a result of this coup,
Great Britain and France would be deterred from any military
intervention. On September 1 the German attack on Poland
started. After some hesitation the two democracies decided
to stand by their ally, and on September 3, France and Great
Britain were at war with Germany. World War II had begun.



PART II

TERROR

September 1939—December 1941

The proportions of life and death have radically changed. Times
were, when life occupied the primary place, when it was the
main and central concern, while death was a side phenomenon,
secondary to life, its termination. Nowadays, death rules in all
its majesty; while life hardly glows under a thick layer of ashes.
Ewven this faint glow of life is feeble, miserable and weak, poor,
devoid of any free breath, deprived of any spark of spiritual
content. The very soul, both in the individual and in the
community, seems to have starved and perished, to have dulled
and atrophied. There remain only the needs of the body; and it
leads merely an organic-physiological existence.
—ABRAHAM LEWIN,

“EULOGY IN HONOR OF YITSHAK MEIR WEISSENBERG,

SEPTEMBER 13, 1941, IN A CUP OF TEARS:
A DIARY OF THE WARSAW GHETTO






CHAPTER 6

Poland Under German Rule

September 1939—-April 1940

N FRIDAY MORNING, September 1, the young butcher’s
Olad came and told us: There has been a radio announce-
ment, we already held Danzig and the Corridor, the war with
Poland was under way, England and France remained neutral,”
Victor Klemperer wrote in his diary, on September 3. “I said to
Eva [that] a morphine injection or something similar was the
best thing for us; our life was over.™

Klemperer was of Jewish origin; in his youth he converted to
Protestantism and later on married Eva, a Protestant “Aryan.”
On April 30, 1935, he was dismissed from the Technical Uni-
versity in Dresden, where he taught Romance languages and
literature; yet he went on living in the city with his Protes-
tant wife, painstakingly recording what happened to him and
around him. The British and French responses to the German
attack remained uncertain for two days. “Annemarie brought
two bottles of sparkling wine for Eva’s birthday,” Klemperer
reported on September 4. “We drank one and decided to save
the other for the day of the English declaration of war. So today
it’s the turn of the second one.™

In Warsaw, Chaim Kaplan, the director of a Hebrew school,
was confident that this time Britain and France would not
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betray their ally as they had betrayed Czechoslovakia in 1938.
On day one of the war Kaplan also sensed the apocalyptic
nature of the new conflict: “We are witnessing the dawn of a
new era in the history of the world. This war will indeed bring
destruction upon human civilization but this is a civilization
that merits annihilation and destruction.” The Hebrew school
director also grasped the peculiar threat that the outbreak of
the war represented for the Jews. “As for the Jews, their danger
is seven times greater. Wherever Hitler’s foot treads there is no
hope for the Jewish people.”

On September 8, the Wehrmacht occupied Lodz, the
second largest Polish city: “All of a sudden the terrifying news:
Lodz has been surrendered!” Dawid Sierakowiak, a Jewish
youngster, barely fifteen, recorded. "All conversation stops;
the streets grow deserted; faces and hearts are covered with
gloom, cold severity and hostility. Mr. Grabinski comes back
from downtown and tells how the local Germans greeted their
countrymen. The Grand Hotel where the General Staff is ex-
pected to stay is bedecked with garlands of flowers: [ethnic
German] civilians—boys, girls—jump into the passing mili-
tary cars with happy cries of Heil Hitler! . . . Everything patri-
otically and nationalistically [German] that was hidden in the
past now shows its true face. ...™

And, in Warsaw again, Adam Czerniakow, an employee of
the Polish foreign-trade clearing house and an active member
of the Jewish community, was organizing a Jewish Citizens
Committee to work with the Polish authorities: “The Jewish
Citizens Committee of the capital city of Warsaw,” he wrote on
September 13, “received legal recognition and was established
in the Community building.” On September 23 he further
noted: “Mayor Starzynski named me Chairman of the Jewish
Community in Warsaw. A historic role in a besieged city. I will
try to live up to it.”” Four days later Poland surrendered.

On the edge of destruction, European Jewry was character-
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ized mainly by its extraordinary diversity. After a steady decline
of religious observance and the uncertainties of cultural-ethnic
Jewishness, no obvious common denominator fitted a maze
of parties, associations, groups, and some nine million indi-
viduals, spread all over the Continent, who nonetheless con-
sidered themselves as Jews (or were considered as such). This
diversity resulted from the impact of distinct national histo-
ries, the dynamics of large-scale migrations, a predominantly
urban-centered life, a constant economic and social mobility
driven by any number of individual strategies in the face of sur-
rounding hostility and prejudice or, obversely, by the opportu-
nities offered in liberal surroundings. These constant changes
contributed to ever greater fragmentation within “the disper-
sion,” mainly during the chaotic decades that separated the late
nineteenth century from the eve of World War II.

Some basic distinctions nonetheless structured the Euro-
pean Jewish scene between the two world wars. The main
dividing line ran between Eastern European and Western Jew-
ries; it was geographic to a point, but its manifest expression
was cultural. Eastern European Jewry (excluding after 1918
the Jews of Soviet Russia, who were developing according to
the rules and opportunities offered by the new regime) encom-
passed in principle the communities of the Baltic countries,
Poland, the eastern part of Czechoslovakia, Hungary (except
for the large cities) and the eastern provinces of post-1918 Ro-
mania. The largely “Spanish” (Sephardi) Jews of Bulgaria,
Greece, and parts of Yugoslavia represented a distinct world
of their own. Eastern European Jewry was less integrated into
surrounding society, more religiously observant—at times
still strictly Orthodox—often Yiddish-speaking, occasionally
fluent in Hebrew. In short, it was more traditionally “Jewish”
than its Western counterpart (although many Jews in Vilna,
Warsaw, Lodz, and Iasi were no less “Western” than those of
Vienna, Berlin, Prague, and Paris). Economically the majority
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of Eastern Jewry often hovered on the edge of poverty, but,
nonetheless it nurtured a distinct, vibrant, and multifaceted
Jewish life.

Despite growing difficulties, mainly from the early 1930s
onward, Jewish emigration from Eastern and Central Europe
to the West went on. By dint of deep-seated cultural and social
differences, estrangement between Western and Eastern Jews
grew—both ways. For Eastern Jews, the Westerners lacked
Yiddishkeit (Jewishness), while for the Westerners, notwith-
standing some idealization of an “authentic” Jewish life, the

2«

Eastern European Jews appeared “backward,” “primitive,” and
increasingly a source of embarrassment and shame.

Whatever the degree of estrangement between Western
and Eastern Jews may have been on the eve of the war in
various Western European countries, there is little doubt that
the stream of Jewish immigrants and refugees contributed
to the surge of anti-Semitism. But as we shall see, Jewish
immigration was but one aspect of the darkening scene. In
most general terms the crisis of Jewry in the Western world
was the direct outcome and expression of the crisis of lib-
eral society as such and the rise of antidemocratic forces
throughout the West. Needless to say, Nazi propaganda had
found an ideal terrain for its anti-Semitic invectives: The Jews
were profiteers, plutocrats, and mainly warmongers intent on
dragging the European nations into another world conflict to
further their own interests and, eventually, to achieve world
domination.

Notwithstanding the political, economic, or cultural
achievement of some individuals, however, European Jews
were devoid of any significant collective political influence.
Thispowerlessness was not recognized by the environment and
individual success was often interpreted as a collective Jewish
drive to undermine and dominate surrounding society. No less
blatant than their powerlessness was the inability of most Eu-
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ropean Jews to assess the seriousness of the threats that they
faced; notwithstanding all warning signals, notwithstanding
Hitler’s furious anti-Jewish threats and the steep increase of
local hostility, the trickle of Jewish emigration from Eastern
and Central Europe did not grow significantly nor did almost
any Jews leave Western Europe before the German onslaught.
In the West the misperception was more extreme, as we shall
see. Moreover, mainly in Western Europe, the Jews believed in
the validity of abstract principles and universal values; in other
words they believed in the rule of law. Law offered a stable
framework for facing ordeals, planning everyday life, and long-
term survival.

Hitler’s views about the newly conquered populations and ter-
ritories in the East were tentatively outlined on September 29
in a conversation with Rosenberg: “The Poles,” the Nazi
leader declared, “a thin Germanic layer, underneath frightful
material. The Jews, the most appalling people one can
imagine. . . . What was needed now was a determined and mas-
terful hand to rule. He [Hitler] wanted to split the territory into
three strips: (1) Between the [river] Vistula and the [river] Bug:
this would be for the whole of Jewry, as well as all other unreli-
able elements. . . . (2) Create a broad cordon of territory along
the previous frontier to be Germanized and colonized. . ..
(3) In between, a form of Polish state. The future would show
whether after a few decades the cordon of settlement would
have to be pushed further forward.™

At this stage Hitler’s plans included only half of former
Poland, as the eastern part of the country had been invaded
by the Soviet Union on September 17, in accordance with the
secret protocol added to the German-Soviet pact of August 23,
1939. Moreover, the Germans had recognized Soviet “special
interests” in the Baltic countries, in Finland, in Bulgaria, and in
regard to two Romanian provinces. For both sides the August
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treaty and a further secret arrangement signed on September 27
were tactical moves. Both Hitler and Stalin knew that a con-
frontation would ultimately come.

In a festive Reichstag speech on October 6, in a so-called
peace offer, Hitler indeed spoke of a territorial reorganization
of those areas of Eastern Europe lying between the German
border and the Soviet-German demarcation line. His settle-
ment idea was to be based on the principle of nationalities
and to solve the problem of national minorities, including the
Jewish problem. Reestablishing a Polish state was mentioned
as a possibility. By then, however, Great Britain and France had
become familiar with Hitler’s tactics; the “peace offer” was re-
jected.

As the idea of some form of Polish sovereignty disappeared,
German-occupied Poland was further divided. The Reich an-
nexed several areas along its eastern borders: A large region
along the Warta River (Warthegau), Eastern Upper Silesia,
the Polish corridor with the city of Danzig, and a small stretch
of territory south of East Prussia. A population of 10 million
people was thus added to Germany, around 750,000 of whom
were Germans. The remaining Polish territory, which in-
cluded the cities of Warsaw, Krakéw, and Lublin, became the
“General Government,” an administrative unit of around 12
million people, governed by German officials and occupied
by German troops. The General Government itself was sub-
divided into four districts: Warsaw, Radom, Krakow, and
Lublin. The district of Galicia would be added in August 1941,
after the German attack against the Soviet Union.

On October 17, freed from the peace proposal gimmick, the
Nazi leader was back on track. In a meeting with a group of
military commanders and some high-ranking party members,
Hitler remarked about what was to be achieved in Poland:
“The hard struggle of nationalities does not allow for any legal
constraints.” Two groups in particular would be targeted: Jews
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and “Polish elites.”” The murder of Jews was haphazard at this
stage, that of Polish elites more systematic.

Some sixty thousand Poles whose names had been collected
over the prewar years were to be eliminated; the operation was
partly camouflaged under directives for ensuring the security
of the troops and, more generally, of the occupied territory. SS
Chief Heinrich Himmler chose the code name “Tannenberg”
for the terror campaign; it evoked the victory of the German
armies against the Russian forces at Tannenberg in East Prussia
in 1914, and a symbolic retaliation against the Poles for the re-
sounding defeat they had inflicted upon the Teutonic Knights
at that same place in the early fifteenth century.

On-the-spot executions were the most common prac-
tice, in retaliation against Polish civilians for attacks against
German troops and as revenge for Polish murders of ethnic
Germans in the initial stages of the war. For the elimina-
tion of the local elites, however, other methods were also
used. Thus, on November 3, 1939, 183 faculty members of
the Jagiellonian University in Krakéw were summoned by
the Gestapo, arrested, and deported to the Sachsenhausen
concentration camp near Berlin. A few months later the older
scholars were released and the younger ones sent to Dachau.
By that time thirteen of the imprisoned scholars had already
died; none of the Jews was set free.

Although in Hitler’s view the Jews were first and foremost
an active (eventually deadly) threat, in the wake of the Polish
campaign, primary German reactions to the sight of the Ost-
juden were more immediately dominated by disgust and utter
contempt. On September 10, Hitler toured the Jewish quarter
of Kielce; his press chief, Otto Dietrich, described the impres-
sion of the visit in a pamphlet published at the end of that year:
“If we had once believed we knew the Jews, we were quickly
taught otherwise here. ... The appearance of these human
beings is unimaginable. . .. Physical repulsion hindered us
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from carrying out our journalistic research. ... The Jews in
Poland are in no way poor, but they live in such inconceivable
dirt, in huts in which no vagrant in Germany would spend the
night.”

On October 7, referring to Hitler’s description of his impres-
sions from Poland, Goebbels added: “The Jewish problem will
be the most difficult to solve. These Jews are not human beings
anymore. [They are] predators equipped with a cold intellect
which has to be rendered harmless.” In Nazi parlance “to
render harmless” meant to kill. There was no such concrete
plan in the fall of 1939, but murderous thoughts regarding the
Jews were certainly swirling around.

Victory in the racial struggle would be attained not only
through unbridled ruthlessness against non-Germanic races
but, simultaneously, by an equally ruthless cleansing of the
German racial community inside the Germanic space. In line
for eradication were the mentally ill, the Gypsies, and various
“racially foreign” elements still mingling with the Volk (homo-
sexuals, “asocials,” criminals, and the like) although many of
them had already been shipped to concentration camps.

Thousands of mental patients from asylums in Pomerania,
East Prussia, and the Posen region in the Warthegau were
eliminated soon after the German attack in Poland. They were
murdered without any medical cover-up, independently of the
“euthanasia” operation. On orders from Himmler these pa-
tients were to be killed so that the buildings they lived in could
be used for billeting Waffen SS soldiers and accommodating
military casualties, possibly also in order to help in the resettle-
ment of ethnic Germans from neighboring Eastern countries.
As we have seen, newborn children with serious defects had
already been targeted on the eve of the war. The “euthanasia”
program as such (identified by its code name, T4), which also
extended to the adult population, did secretly start in October
1939 on Hitler’s order. It was established under the direct au-



POLAND UNDER GERMAN RULE 151

thority of “the Chancellory of the Fiihrer of the National So-
cialist Party,” headed by Philipp Bouhler. In the framework of
T4, some seventy thousand mental patients were assembled
and murdered in six mental institutions between the beginning
of the war and August 1941, when the framework of the exter-
mination system changed. In each of the medical institutions
turned into killing centers, physicians and police officers were
jointly in charge. The exterminations followed a standardized
routine: The chief physician checked the paperwork; photos
of the victims were taken; the inmates were then led to a gas
chamber fed by containers of carbon monoxide and asphyxi-
ated. Gold teeth were torn out and the bodies cremated.

The killing of Jewish patients started in June 1940; they had
previously been moved to a few institutions destined only for
them. They were killed without any formalities; their med-
ical record was of no interest. Their death was camouflaged
nonetheless: the Reichsvereinigung had to pay the costs of the
victims’ hospitalization in a fictitious institution: the “Cholm
State Hospital,” near Lublin. In August 1940 identical letters
were sent from Cholm to the families of the patients, informing
them of the sudden death of their relatives, all on the same
date. The cause of death was left unspecified.

While in his conversations with Goebbels, Rosenberg, or
other party subordinates, Hitler’s anti-Semitic harangues went
on unabated, his only public anti-Jewish outbursts throughout
a period of several months came at the beginning of the war,
on the day Great Britain and France joined the conflict. On
the afternoon of September 3 German radio broadcast four
proclamations by Adolf Hitler: the first to the German people;
the second and third to the armed forces on the Eastern and
Westernfronts;thelastand mostimportantone, tothe National-
Socialist Party. In the first proclamation the Nazi leader lashed
out at those who had initiated this war: “that Jewish-plutocratic
and democratic ruling class that wanted to turn all the nations
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of the earth into its obedient slaves.”’* Whereas in the proc-
lamation to the German people the attack against “Jewish
plutocracy” came only in the middle of the address, it opened
the proclamation to the party: “Our Jewish-democratic world
enemy has succeeded in pulling the English people into a state
of war with Germany.” The real “world enemy” was clearly
identified once again: Party and state would have to act. “This
time,” Hitler darkly warned, “those who hoped to sabotage
the common effort would be exterminated without any pity.”"
Whether these dire threats were signals of steps to come or, at
this point, merely ritualized outbursts remains an open question.

Hitler’s subsequent public restraint derived from obvious
political reasons (the hope of an arrangement with France and
Great Britain). Nothing was said about the Jews, either in the
annual address to the party “old fighters” on November 8, 1939,
or in the official announcement that followed the attempt on
Hitler’s life on that same evening. In his 1940 New Year’s mes-
sage to the party, Hitler merely hinted that the Jews were not
forgotten: “Jewish-international capitalism, in alliance with re-
actionary forces, incited the democracies against Germany”;
the same “Jewish-capitalist world enemy” had only one goal,
“to destroy the German people,” but, Hitler announced, “the
Jewish capitalist world would not survive the twentieth cen-
tury.”” On January 30, in the annual speech commemorating
the “seizure of power,” the same restraint was even more no-
ticeable; the Jews were not mentioned at all.

Notwithstanding Hitler’s public restraint, Goebbels never
forgot the potential impact of Nazi anti-Jewish propaganda
beyond the Reich’s borders, mainly among Germany’s ene-
mies. By endlessly repeating that the war was a “Jewish war,”
prepared and instigated by the Jews for their own profit and
their ultimate goal—world domination—Goebbels hoped to
weaken enemy resolve and foster a growing demand for an ar-
rangement with Germany.
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Immediately after the beginning of the war, Goebbels or-
dered the production of three major anti-Jewish films: The Roth-
schilds, Jud Siiss (Jew Siiss), and The Eternal Jew. Throughout the
end of 1939 and the beginning of 1940, the minister devoted
constant attention to the “Jew film,” as he called The Eternal
Jew. Synagogue scenes had been filmed at the Vilker synagogue
in Lodz. The Germans assembled the congregation, ordered it
to put on tallithim and tefillin and to stage a full-scale service.
Shimon Huberband later recorded the details of the event for
the underground historical archives kept in Warsaw (to which
we will return). “A large number of high-ranking German of-
ficers came,” Huberband noted, “and filmed the entire course
of the service, immortalizing it on film!!” Then, the order
was given to take out the Torah scroll and read from it: “The
Torah-reader, a clever Jew, called out in Hebrew before begin-
ning to read the scroll: “Today is Tuesday.” This was meant as a
statement for posterity that they were forced to read the Torah,
since the Torah is usually not read on Tuesdays.”

The Germans repeated the operation in the Jewish slaugh-
terhouse: “The kosher meat slaughterers, dressed in yarmulkes
[skullcaps] and gartlekh [sashes], were ordered to slaughter a
number of cattle and recite the blessings, while squeezing their
eyes shut and rocking with religious fervor. They were also
required to examine the animals’ lungs and remove the ad-
hesions to the lungs.”"” Over the following days the Germans
burned down one synagogue, then another, and announced
that it was Polish revenge for the destruction by the Jews of
the monument to the national hero and anti-Russian freedom
fighter Tadeusz Kociuszko.

The SS Einsatzgruppen (SS “Operational Groups” set up
by Heydrich, since mid-September 1939 chief of the SS Main
Office for the Security of the Reich, or RSHA) were in charge
of murdering Poles and of terrorizing the Jewish populations.
Regarding the Jews, their wanton murder and destruction



154 NAZI GERMANY AND THE JEWS, 1933-1945

campaign was both a manifestation of generalized Nazi anti-
Jewish hatred and a show of violence meant to incite the Jewish
populations to flee from regions about to be incorporated in
the Reich. More generally the Einsatzgruppen had probably re-
ceived the instruction to drive as many Jews as possible beyond
the San River to what was to become the Soviet-occupied area
of Poland.

Men of SS General Udo von Woyrsch’s mixed Einsatzgruppe
of SD and Order Police excelled. In Dynow, near the San River,
Order Police detachments belonging to the group burned a
dozen Jews in the local synagogue, then shot some further sixty
of them in the nearby forest. Such murder operations were re-
peated in several neighboring villages and towns. Overall the
unit had murdered five to six hundred Jews by September 20. For
the Wehrmacht, Woyrsch had transgressed all tolerable limits.
Several army commanding officers demanded the withdrawal
of the Einsatzgruppe and, atypically, Gestapo headquarters im-
mediately complied. Woyrsch’s case, however, was extreme;
usually, the tension between the Wehrmacht and the SS did not
lead to any measures against the SS units as such but rather to
army complaints about the lack of discipline of Heydrich’s men.

Massacring Jews may have been considered by the Wehr-
macht as demanding disciplinary action, but torturing them
was welcome enjoyment for both the soldiers and SS personnel.
The choice victims were Orthodox Jews, given their distinc-
tive looks and attire. They were shot at; they were compelled
to smear feces on one another; they had to jump, crawl, sing,
clean excrement with prayer shawls, and dance around bon-
fires of burning Torah scrolls. They were whipped, forced to eat
pork, or had Jewish stars carved on their foreheads. The “beard
game” was the most popular entertainment of all: Beards and
sidelocks were shorn, plucked, torn, set afire, hacked off with
or without parts of skin, cheeks, or jaws, to the amusement of
a usually large audience of cheering soldiers.
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Part of the invasion army itself was highly ideologized, even
at that early stage of the war. In a “Leaflet for the Conduct of
German Soldiers in the Occupied Territory of Poland,” issued
by the commander in chief of the army, Gen. Walther von
Brauchitsch, on September 19, 1939, the soldiers were warned
of the “inner enmity” of “all civilians that were not ‘members
of the German race.”” Furthermore the leaflet stated: “The be-
havior toward Jews needs no special mention for the soldiers of
the National-Socialist Reich.” It was therefore within the range
of accepted thinking that a soldier noted in his diary, during
these same days: “Here we recognize the necessity for a radical
solution to the Jewish question. Here one sees houses occu-
pied by beasts in human form. In their beards and kaftans, with
their devilishly grotesque faces, they make a dreadful impres-
sion. Anyone who was not yet a radical opponent of the Jews
must become one here.”"

Looting, however, did not demand any ideological passion:
“They knock at eleven in the morning,” Sierakowiak noted on
October 22. “A German army officer, two policemen and the
superintendent came in. The officer asks how many persons
are in the apartment, looks at the beds, asks about the bedbugs,
and if we have a radio. He doesn't find anything worthy of
taking and finally leaves disappointed. At the neighbors’ (natu-
rally they go only to Jews), he took away radios, mattresses,
comforters, carpets, etc. They took away the Grabinski’s only
down quilt.”™”

All incentives were mixed, in fact: ideology, looting, and
fun. ... On October 13, 1939, the Polish physician and long-
time director of the hospital in Szczebrzeszyn, near Zamos¢,
Dr. Zygmunt Klukowski, recorded in his diary: “The Ger-
mans posted several new regulations. I am noting only a few:
‘All men of Jewish religion between the ages of fifteen and
sixty must report at 8 a.m. on the morning of October 14,
at city hall with brooms, shovels, and buckets. They will
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be cleaning city streets.” On the next day he added: “The
Germans are treating the Jews very brutally. They cut their
beards; sometimes they pull the hair out.” On the fifteenth
the Germans added more of the same, yet with a slightly dif-
ferent emphasis: “A German major, now town commandant,
told the new “police’ [an auxiliary Polish police unit] that all
brutalities against Jews have to be tolerated since it is in line
with German anti-Semitic policies and that this brutality has
been ordered from above. The Germans are always trying to
find new work for the Jews. They order the Jews to take at
least a half hour of exhaustive gymnastics before any work,
which can be fatal, particularly for older people. When the
Jews are marched to any assignment, they must loudly sing
Polish national songs.”

On September 21, 1939, Heydrich had issued the fol-
lowing guidelines to the commanders of the Einsatzgruppen:
(1) rounding up and concentration of Jews in large communities
in cities close to railway lines, “in view of the end goal”;
(2) establishment of Jewish Councils in each Jewish commu-
nity to serve as administrative links between the German au-
thorities and the Jewish population; (3) cooperation with the
military command and the civil administration in all matters
relating to the Jewish population.”

The “end goal” in this context probably meant the deporta-
tion of the Jewish population of the Warthegau and later of the
western and central parts of former Poland to the easternmost
area of the General Government, the Lublin district. A few days
later Heydrich announced that the fithrer had authorized the
expulsion of Jews over the demarcation line [between German
occupied Poland and the Soviet occupation area]. Such an au-
thorization meant that at this early stage the Germans had
no clear plans yet. Their anti-Jewish policies seemed to be in
line with the measures they had elaborated before the war re-
garding the Jews of the Reich—now applied with much greater
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violence: identification, segregation, expropriation, concentra-
tion, emigration or expulsion.

By then, however, a new element had become part of the
picture and considerably influenced the measures taken against
Jews and Poles: the mass ingathering of ethnic Germans from
Eastern and Southeastern Europe. Jews and Poles would be ex-
pelled and “ethnic Germans” would move in. On October 7,
1939, Himmler was appointed head of the new agency in charge
of these population transfers: the Reich Commissariat for the
Strengthening of Germandom (Reichskommissariat fiir die
Festigung deutschen Volkstums, or RKFDV).

In recent years many historians have sought a link between
these plans and the onset of the “Final Solution.” Yet, as we
shall see, these operations appear to have been distinct and to
have stemmed from different motives and plans. Nonetheless,
between 1939 and 1942, Himmler’s population transfers led di-
rectly to the expulsions and deportations of hundreds of thou-
sands of Poles and Jews, mainly but not exclusively from the
Warthegau into the General Government.

In October 1939 the deportations of Jews from Vienna,
Mihrisch Ostrau, and Katowice to Nisko (a small town on the
San, in the Lublin district) started. These deportations, agreed
to by Hitler, had been demanded by local Gauleiter mainly to
seize Jewish homes. Moreover, as far as Vienna was concerned,
the city would thus recover its pristine Aryan nature. A few
thousand Jews were deported, but within days the operation
came to a halt, as the Wehrmacht needed the railway lines for
transporting troops from Poland to the West.

Two other transfers were simultaneous and identical in
their goals. The one, small in scale (by Nazi standards), was
the deportation in February 1940 of some eighteen hundred
Jews from the German towns of Stettin and Schneidemiihl on
the coast of the Baltic Sea to Lublin. The second operation was
a formidable exercise in utter brutality: It aimed at the just-
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mentioned expulsion of hundreds of thousands of Jews and
Poles from the annexed Warthegau into the General Govern-
ment, over a period of several months. The abandoned homes
and farms of the deportees were to be distributed to ethnic Ger-
mans from the Baltic countries, whose departure and ingath-
ering into the Reich the Germans had negotiated with the USSR.

Nothing was ready for the Jews of Stettin and Schneidemiihl
in the snow-covered Lublin area, and they were either housed
in temporary barracks or taken in by local Jewish communi-
ties. For the newly appointed SS and Police Leader (SSPF) of
the Lublin District, Odilo Globocnik, there was no particular
problem. On February 16, 1940, he declared that “the evacu-
ated Jews should feed themselves and be supported by their
countrymen, as these Jews had enough [food]. If this did not
succeed, one should let them starve.”'®

The deportations from the Warthegau into the Gen-
eral Government soon became mired in total chaos, with
overfilled trains blocked for days in freezing weather or
maneuvering aimlessly to and fro. The ruthlessness of these
deportations, mainly organized by Eichmann, now the
RSHA specialist on the emigration and evacuation of Jews,
in coordination with the newly established RKFDV, did not
compensate for the complete lack of planning and of even
minimal preparation of reception areas for the deportees.
During the first weeks of the transfers, Governor-General
Hans Frank seemed rather unconcerned about the sudden
influx. But in early February 1940, after some two hundred
thousand new arrivals into his domain had been counted, he
traveled to Berlin and extracted an order to halt the transfers
from Goring. Encouraged by this success, Frank took an ini-
tiative of his own: On April 12 he announced his intention
to empty Krakow of its Jews. By the end of the year 43,000
Jewish inhabitants of the city had been expelled and those
who remained were concentrated in the district of Podgorce,
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the ghetto. As for the Jews who had been ousted, they could
not go very far. They settled mostly in the surroundings of
Frank’s capital, but at least the governor-general and the
German civil and military administration in Krakéw had
chased most of the Jews out of their sight.

Although Frank was directly subordinate to Hitler him-
self, his own authority and that of his administration were
constantly undermined by Himmler, in charge of all internal
security matters also in the General Government. Moreover,
as chief of the newly established RKFDV, Himmler took over
the dumping of Poles and Jews into Frank’s kingdom until the
operation was temporarily stopped, as we saw. De facto, then,
as 1940 began a dual administration was being put in place:
Frank’s civilian administration and Himmler’s security and
RKFDV administration. The tension between both rapidly
grew, mainly at the district level and particularly in the Lublin
district, where Himmler’s appointee and protégé, the SS and
police leader, the notorious Globocnik, established a quasi-in-
dependent administration, in direct defiance to the authority
of District Governor Ernst Zorner.

Unexpectedly the first round in this ongoing power struggle
was won by Frank. Not only did the governor-general succeed
in halting the deportations into his domain but, in the Lublin
district, he compelled Globocnik to disband his private police,
the “Self-Defense,” recruited among local ethnic Germans.
This, however, was but round one; soon Globocnik would
resume his terror activities on a far wider scale.

In the meantime, in accordance with Heydrich’s guidelines,
the Jews were increasingly concentrated in specific areas of
cities and towns, although neither Heydrich nor Frank gave an
overall order to establish closed ghettos. The initial marking
and segregation of Jews began on December 1, when the Jews
of the General Government above age ten were ordered to
wear a white armband with a blue Star of David on their right
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arm. The armband was rapidly followed by a prohibition to
change residence, the exclusion from a long list of professions,
a ban on the use of public transportation, and barring from
restaurants, parks, and the like. Expropriation and confisca-
tion followed: On January 24, 1940, Jewish enterprises in the
General Government were set under “trusteeship”; they could
also be confiscated if “public interest” demanded it. On the
same day Frank ordered the registration of all Jewish property:
nonregistered property would be confiscated as “ownerless.”
Further expropriation measures followed and finally, on Sep-
tember 17, 1940, Goring would order the confiscation of all
Jewish property and assets except for personal belongings and
one thousand reichsmarks in cash.

Steps toward ghettoization were initiated locally and
stemmed from different circumstances from place to place.
It extended from October 1939 (Piotrkow Trybunalski) to
March 1941 (Lublin and Krakéw), to 1942, and even 1943
(Upper Silesia); in some cases no ghettos were established
before the beginning of deportations to the extermination
camps. The Lodz ghetto was established in April 1940 and
the Warsaw ghetto in November 1940. Whereas in Warsaw
the pretext for sealing the ghetto was mainly sanitary (the
Germans’ fear of epidemics), in Lodz it was linked to the
resettlement of ethnic Germans from the Baltic countries in
the homes vacated by the Jews.

From the outset the ghettos were considered temporary
means of segregating the Jewish population before its expul-
sion. Once they acquired a measure of permanence, however,
one of their functions became the ruthless and systematic ex-
ploitation of part of the imprisoned Jewish population for the
benefit of the Reich (mainly for the needs of the Wehrmacht).
Moreover, by squeezing the food supply and, in Lodz, by re-
placing regular money with a special ghetto currency as the
only legal tender, the Germans put their hands on most of the
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cash and valuables that the Jews had taken along when driven
into their miserable quarters.

The ghettos also fulfilled a useful psychological and “edu-
cational” function in the Nazi order of things: They rapidly
became the showplace of Jewish misery and destitution, of-
fering German viewers newsreel sequences that fed existing
revulsion and hatred; a constant procession of German tour-
ists (soldiers and some civilians) were presented with the same
heady mix. “What you see,” Fraulein Greiser, the Warthegau
Gauleiter’s daughter, wrote after touring the Lodz ghetto in
mid-April 1940, “is mainly rabble, all of which is just hanging
around. . . . Epidemics are spreading and the air smells dis-
gustingly, as everything is poured into the drainpipes. There
is no water either and the Jews have to buy it for 10 Pfen-
nigs the bucket; they surely wash themselves even less than
usually. . .. You know, one can really feel no pity for these
people; I think that their feelings are completely different from
ours and therefore they do not feel this humiliation and every-
thing else.” In the evening the young woman was back in the
city and attended a big rally. “This contrast, in the afternoon
the ghetto and in the evening the rally, which could not have
been more German anywhere else, in one and the same city,
that was absolutely unreal. . .. You know, I was again really
happy and terribly proud of being a German.””

The most effective instrument of German control over the
concentrated Jewish populations were the Jewish Councils
(Judenrite), established in all Jewish communities. Of course,
the councils were established by the Germans for their own
purposes, but even during the early days of the war, communal
activities were organized by the Jews themselves in order to
cater to the basic needs of the population. In principle the twelve
or twenty-four council members (according to the size of the
community) were to be chosen from the traditional Jewish
elites, the recognized community leadership. In fact, however,
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in many instances the council members did not belong to the
foremost leadership of their communities but had mostly been
previously active in public life.

Some of the councils’ earliest German-ordered tasks ac-
quired an ominous significance only when considered in hind-
sight; the potentially most fateful one was the census. The
Judenrat itself needed the census to identify the pool of laborers
at its disposal, for housing, welfare, food distribution, and
the like; the immediate needs seemed more demanding and
urgent than any long-term consequences. Nonetheless Kaplan,
usually more farsighted than any other diarist and suspicious
of German intentions on principle, sensed that the registra-
tion carried threatening possibilities: “Today, notices inform
the Jewish population of Warsaw,” he wrote on October 25,
“that next Saturday [October 29] there will be a census of the
Jewish inhabitants. The Judenrat under the leadership of En-
gineer Czerniakow is required to carry it out. Our hearts tell
us evil—some catastrophe for the Jews of Warsaw lies in this
census. Otherwise there would be no need for it.”*

Bribery became an integral part of the relations between
the Germans and the councils. In the words of historian Isaiah
Trunk, “the Councils constantly had to satisty all kinds of
demands to remodel and equip German office premises, ca-
sinos and private apartments for various functionaries, as
well as to provide expensive gifts. In dealing with a ghetto,
each functionary considered himself entitled to be rewarded
by its Council. On the other hand, the Councils themselves
implemented an intricate system of bribes in an effort to try
and ‘soften the hearts’ of the ghetto bosses or to win favors for
the ghetto inmates from the ‘good Germans.” This in turn en-
hanced the pauperization of the Jews.”” The bribes may have
briefly delayed some threats or saved some individuals; but, as
the coming months would show, they never changed German
policies. Additionally, bribing the Germans or their auxiliaries
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led to the spreading of corruption among the victims: a “new
class” of Jewish profiteers and black marketeers was arising
above the miserable majority of the population.

One of the immediate advantages that money could buy
was exemption from forced labor. From mid-October 1939
on, the councils, mainly in Warsaw and Lodz, took it upon
themselves to deliver the required numbers of laborers to the
Germans in order to put an end to the brutal manhunt and
the constant roundups that had been standard procedure. As
could have been expected, the poorest part of the population
bore the brunt of the new arrangement; the wealthier seg-
ments of the community either paid the councils or bribed
the Germans.

While the German grip over the Jewish population of the
Warthegau and the General Government was tightening, in the
Soviet-occupied zone of Poland, the 1.2 million local Jews and
the approximately 300,000 to 350,000 Jewish refugees from the
western part of the country were getting acquainted with the
heavy hand of Stalinism. There is little doubt that many local
and refugee Jews in eastern Poland, threatened by the Germans
and long-suffering victims of the Poles, welcomed the Soviet
troops. Soon, however, many Jews became disenchanted with
the new rulers: Economic hardship spread, Jewish religious,
educational, and political institutions were disbanded, the
Soviet secret police (NKVD) surveillance became all-intrusive
and, in the spring of 1940, mass deportations, which had al-
ready targeted other so-called hostile groups, began to include
segments of the Jewish population, such as the wealthier Jews,
those who hesitated to accept Soviet citizenship, those who
declared that after the war they wanted to return home. In
view of these worsening conditions, thousands of Jews even at-
tempted to return to the German occupied areas. Moshe Gross-
man’s memoirs tell of a train filled with Jews going east that,
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at a border station, met a train moving west. When the Jews
coming from Brisk [the Soviet zone] saw Jews going there, they
shouted: “You are mad, where are you going?” Those coming
from Warsaw answered with equal astonishment: “You are
mad, where are you going?”** The story is obviously apocry-
phal, but it vividly illustrates the plight and the confusion of
the Jews in both zones of Poland and, beyond it, the disarray
spreading among the Jews of Europe.

In its great majority the Polish population under German
occupation remained hostile toward the Jews and expressed
fury at “Jewish behavior” in the Soviet-occupied part of the
country. According to a comprehensive report written for
the Polish government-in-exile in February 1940 by a young
courier from Poland, Jan Karski, the Germans were striving
to gain submission and collaboration from the Polish popula-
tion by exploiting anti-Semitism. The concluding lines of the
report were ominous: “The Jews have created here a situation
in which the Poles regard them as devoted to the Bolsheviks
and—one can safely say—wait for the moment when they
will be able simply to take revenge upon the Jews. ... The
overwhelming majority (first among them of course the
youth) literally look forward to an opportunity for ‘repay-
ment in blood.” "’

Already during the interwar period, the cultural separatism
of the Jews—not different from that of other minorities living
in the new Polish state—exacerbated the deep-rooted native
anti-Semitism. This hostile attitude was nurtured by tradi-
tional Catholic anti-Judaism, by an increasingly fierce Polish
economic drive to force the Jews out of their trades and profes-
sions, as well as by mythical stories of Jewish subversive activi-
ties against Polish national claims and rights.

In this fervently Catholic country, the role of the church
was decisive. A study of the Catholic press between the wars
opened with a resolutely unambiguous statement: “All Catholic
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journalists agreed . . . that there was indeed a Jewish question’
and that the Jewish minority in Poland posed a threat to the
identity of the Polish nation and the independence of the Polish
state.””* The general tenor of the articles published in the Cath-
olic press was that all attempts to ease the conflict between
Poles and Jews were unrealistic. There were even proposals to
abandon the existing policy that acknowledged Jews as having
the same rights as Poles and recognized them as equal citizens.
The only diverging views dealt with the methods to be used
in the anti-Jewish struggle. While part of the Catholic press
(and hierarchy) advocated fighting “Jewish ideas,” rather than
the Jews as human beings, others went further and advocated
“self-defense” even if it resulted in Jewish loss of life.*

The Polish government-in-exile was certainly aware of the
anti-Jewish attitude of the devout Catholic Polish population; it
was thus facing a quandary that was to grow with time. On the
one hand, Prime Minister Wladystaw Sikorski’s group knew
that it could not denounce anti-Semitism in the home country
without losing its influence on the population; on the other
hand, abetting Polish hatred of the Jews meant incurring criti-
cism in Paris, London, and particularly in the United States,
where, the Polish government believed, the Jews were all-pow-
erful. As for the future of Polish-Jewish relations it seems that
Sikorski’s men were giving up the hope, in 1940, that the Jews
would help them in reclaiming the territories occupied by the
Soviets. Some of them, moreover, hardly rejected the attitudes

reported in the Karski memorandum.

In the meantime the social and economic situation of the ap-
proximately 250,000 Jews still living in Germany and annexed
Austria was rapidly deteriorating. As we saw, already at the
outbreak of the war, it was an impoverished, predominantly
middle-aged or elderly community. Part of the male popula-
tion had been drafted into compulsory labor and a growing
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number of families depended on welfare. Throughout the
country the number of “Jew houses” was growing, as were the
areas off-limits for Jews. The Jews of the Greater Reich were
entirely segregated pariahs among some 80 million Germans
and Austrians. Emigrating was their ever-present but rapidly
dwindling hope.

On the first day of the war the Jews of Germany were for-
bidden to leave their homes after eight o’clock in the evening.
“All police authorities in the Reich have taken this measure,” a
confidential instruction to the press explained, “because it has
frequently happened that the Jews used the blackout to harass
Aryan women.””* On September 12 the Jews were ordered to
shop only in special stores belonging to “reliable Aryans.”
Some of the store owners refused to cater to Jews, the SD
reported from Cologne on September 29, until they were in-
formed that they would not suffer any disadvantage from it.
In that same city Jews could shop only from 8:00 to 9:30 a.m.
“The mere presence of Jews in queues was felt as a provo-
cation,” the Bielefeld Gestapo explained on September 13:
“One could not demand of any German to stand in front
of a shop together with a Jew.”” Five days later the Jews
were ordered to build their own air-raid shelters. On Yom
Kippur (September 23), the Jews had to hand in their radios.
In November, after it occurred to the RSHA that Jews who
had their radios confiscated could simply buy new ones, the
names and addresses of all purchasers of new radios were
registered. The radio issue was in and of itself the source of
intense bureaucratic turmoil: How did the ruling apply to
the non-Jewish spouses in a mixed marriage? What should be
done about radios in a house still inhabited by both Jews and
non-Jews? And what about the rights of Jewish wives whose
Aryan husbands were fighting for the fatherland: Should they
keep their radios or not? As for the distribution of the confis-
cated radios, elaborate hierarchies and priorities were estab-
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lished that had to take into account the rights of army units,
party authorities, local grandees, and the like.

Jewish child nurses who still kept an office had to indicate
on their doorplates that they were nurses for Jewish infants and
children. From mid-December 1939 to mid-January 1940, Jews
were deprived of the special food allocations for the holidays, re-
ceiving less meat and butter and no cocoa or rice. On January 3
they were forbidden to buy any meat or vegetables at all until
February 4. A few weeks beforehand the food and agriculture
ministers of all regions decreed that the Jews were not allowed
to purchase any chocolate products or gingerbread.

Some anti-Jewish measures showed true creative “thinking.”
Thus the Reich Ministry of Education and Science announced
on October 20, 1939, that, “in doctoral dissertations, Jewish au-
thors may be quoted only when such quoting is unavoidable
on scientific grounds; in such a case, however, the fact that
the author is Jewish must be mentioned. In the bibliographies,
Jewish and German authors are to be listed separately.”” On
February 17, 1940, a decree of the Ministry of the Interior au-
thorized the training of Jewish female medical technicians or
assistants, but only for Jewish institutions. However, they were
not allowed to deal with [laboratory] cultures of live germs.

Full Jews were of course the prime targets of the regime’s
persecution policies. More complex was the situation of spouses
and children in mixed marriages. Once the war started, the
guidelines regarding mixed breeds of the first and second de-
grees were more confusing than ever: These mixed breeds
were allowed to serve in the Wehrmacht and could even be
decorated for bravery, but they were not allowed to fill posi-
tions of authority. As for the Jewish members of their families,
they were not spared any of the usual indignities.

The Reich Association of the Jews in Germany remained
in place as the war started. From the outset, however, its ac-
tivities were entirely controlled by the Gestapo, particularly
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by Eichmann’s Jewish Section. For all intents and purposes it
was a Jewish Council on a national scale. It was the association
which had to inform the Jewish communities of all Gestapo in-
structions, usually by way of the only authorized Jewish news-
paper, the Jiidisches Nachrichtenblatt. The prime function of
the association, until October 1941, was to foster and organize
the emigration of Jews from Germany. But, as we saw, from the
outset it was no less involved in welfare and education. After
the beginning of the war state welfare allocations for needy
Jews dropped sharply and most of the support had to be raised
by the association. The pitiful “wages” paid to the tens of thou-
sands of Jewish forced laborers could not alleviate the growing
material distress. Furthermore, because Jewish students had
been excluded from all German schools since November 1938,
the association became solely in charge of the education of
some 9,500 children and youngsters in the Old Reich.

On December 9, 1939, Klemperer recorded: “I was in the
Jewish Community House, 3 Zeughausstrasse, beside the
burned down and leveled synagogue, to pay my tax and Winter
Aid. Considerable activity: the coupons for gingerbread and
chocolate were being cut from the food ration cards. . .. The
clothing cards had to be surrendered as well: Jews receive
clothing only on special application to the Community. Those
were the kind of small unpleasantnesses that no longer count.
Then the Party official present wanted to talk to me: . .. You
must leave your house by April 1; you can sell it, rent it out,
leave it empty: that’s your business, only you have to be out;
you are entitled to a room. Since your wife is Aryan, you will
be allocated two rooms if possible. The man was not at all un-
civil, he also completely appreciated the difficulties we shall
face, without anyone at all benefiting as a result—the sadistic
machine simply rolls over us.”?

While in Germany there was a continuity of Jewish lead-
ership, in former Poland much of the prewar leadership was
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replaced, as we saw, when the Germans occupied the country
and many Jewish community leaders fled. Both Chaim Rum-
kowski in Lodz and Adam Czerniakoéw in Warsaw were new
to top leadership positions, and both were now appointed
chairmen of the councils of their cities.

Mordechai Chaim Rumkowski’s life to age sixty-two had
been undistinguished: In business he apparently failed several
times, in the Zionist politics of Lodz he did not leave much
of an impact, and even his stewardship of several orphanages
was criticized by some contemporaries. When the head of the
prewar Lodz community, Leon Minzberg, fled, he was re-
placed by his deputy, and Rumkowski was elevated to the vice
presidency of the community. It was Rumkowski, however,
whom the Germans chose to lead the Jews of Lodz. The new
“elder” appointed a council of thirty-one members. Within
less than a month these council members were arrested by the
Gestapo and shot. The hatred Rumkowski still inspired years
after his death finds a telling expression in the insinuations of
one of the earliest and most distinguished historians of the Ho-
locaust, Philip Friedman, regarding this episode: “What was
Rumkowski’s part in the fate of the original council? Had he
complained to the Germans about the intransigence of the
council members? If so, did he know what was in store for
them? These are grave questions, which we cannot answer on
the basis of the evidence at our disposal.”® A second council
was set in place in February 1940.

Most contemporaries agree about Rumkowski’s ambi-
tion, despotic behavior toward his fellow Jews, and his weird
megalomania. These traits were vividly described by the dia-
rist Emanuel Ringelblum (to whom we shall return), who re-
corded Rumkowski’s visit to Warsaw on September 7, 1940:
“Today there arrived from Lodz, Chaim, or, as he is called,
‘King Chaim’” Rumkowski, an old man of seventy, extraordi-
narily ambitious and pretty nutty. He recited the marvels of
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his ghetto. He has a Jewish kingdom there with 400 policemen,
three jails. He has a foreign ministry and all other ministries
too. When asked why, if things were so good there, the mor-
tality is so high, he did not answer. He considers himself God
anointed.”

In stark contrast to Rumkowski, Czerniakéw’s ordinariness
was his most notable characteristic. Yet, his diary shows him
to be anything but ordinary. His basic decency is striking in a
time of unbridled ruthlessness. Not only did he devote every
single day to his community, but he particularly cared for the
humblest and the weakest among his four hundred thousand
wards: the children, the beggars, the insane. An engineer by
training, Czerniakow filled a variety of rather obscure posi-
tions and, over the years, also dabbled in city politics and in the
Jewish politics of Warsaw. He was a member of the Warsaw
City Council and of the Jewish Community City Council. As in
Lodz, the chairman of the community fled at the outbreak of
the war; Mayor Stefan Starzynski then nominated Czerniakow
in his stead. On October 4, 1939, the fifty-nine-year-old Czerni-
akow was appointed head of the Warsaw Jewish Council.

Czerniakoéw could have left, but he stayed. In October 1939
he obviously could not foresee what would happen less than
three years later, yet some of his witticisms have a premonitory
tone: “Expulsions from Krakow,” he writes on May 22, 1940.
“The optimists, the pessimists and the sophists.”” In Hebrew
soph means “end.” A witness tells that when the council con-
vened for the first time, Czerniakdéw showed several members
a drawer in his desk where he had put “a small bottle with 24
cyanide tablets, one for each of us, and he showed us where the
key to the drawer could be found, should the need arise.””



CHAPTER 7

A New European Order

May 1940-December 1940

N OCTOBER 22, 1940, the 6,500 Jews of the German
Oprovinces of Baden and the Saar-Palatinate were sud-
denly deported into nonoccupied France. According to a report
from the prosecutor’s office in Mannheim, on the morning of
that day, eight local Jews committed suicide: Gustav Israel Lefo
(age 74) and his wife, Sara Lefo (65), gas; Klara Sara Schorff (64)
and her brother Otto Israel Strauss (54), gas; Olga Sara Strauss
(61), sleeping pills; Jenny Sara Dreyfuss (47), sleeping pills;
Nanette Sara Feitler (73), by hanging herself on the door of her
bathroom; Alfred Israel Bodenheimer (69), sleeping pills.’

No major military operations had taken place from the end
of the Polish campaign until early April 1940. The “winter
war,” which started with the Soviet attack against Finland
in December 1939, ended in March 1940 after the Finns gave
in to Soviet territorial demands in Karelia. This conflict in
northern Europe had no direct impact on the major confronta-
tion except possibly for strengthening Hitler’s low opinion of
the Red Army. During these same months of military inaction
on the western front (the “phony war”) optimism was rife in
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London and in Paris, and consequently among Jewish officials
who kept in touch with Western governments.

On April 9, in a sudden swoop, German troops occupied
Denmark and landed in Norway. On May 10 the Wehrmacht
attacked in the west. On the fifteenth the Dutch surrendered;
on the eighteenth Belgium followed. On May 13 the Germans
had crossed the Meuse River and, on May 20, they were in sight
of the Channel coast, near Dunkirk. Some 340,000 British and
French soldiers were evacuated back to England, thanks in
part to Hitler’s order to stop for three days before attacking
and taking Dunkirk. At the time the decision appeared of “sec-
ondary importance,” in German terms. In hindsight, it may
have been one of the turning points of the war.

In early June the Wehrmacht moved south. On the tenth
Benito Mussolini joined the war on Hitler’s side. On the four-
teenth German troops entered Paris. On the seventeenth
French Prime Minister Paul Reynaud resigned and was re-
placed by his deputy, the elderly hero of World War I, Marshal
Philippe Pétain. Without consulting his British ally, Pétain
asked for an armistice. The German and Italian conditions
were accepted, and on June 25, shortly after midnight, the ar-
mistice took effect. In the meantime the British government
had been reshuffled. On May 10, the day of the German attack
on the western front, Neville Chamberlain had been forced to
resign; the new prime minister was Winston Churchill.

On July 19, in a triumphal address to the Reichstag, Hitler
taunted England with a “peace offer.” Three days later, in a
radio broadcast, the foreign secretary, Lord Halifax (who a
month beforehand had still been a supporter of a “peace of
compromise”), rejected the German proposal and vowed that
his country would continue to fight, whatever the cost. But did
England have the military resources and did its population and
its leadership have the resolve to pursue the war alone? None
of this was obvious in the early summer of 1940. The appease-
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ment camp remained vocal, and some highly visible person-
alities, the Duke of Windsor in particular, did not hide their
desire to come to terms with Hitler’s Germany.

Stalin, who within days of the French collapse had occupied
the Baltic countries and wrung Bessarabia and northern Bu-
kovina from Romania, snubbed Churchill’s carefully worded
query about a possible rapprochement. The American scene
was contradictory. Roosevelt, an uncompromising “inter-
ventionist,” had been nominated again as Democratic candi-
date at the Chicago convention on July 19. But in Congress
and among the American population, isolationism remained
strong; soon the America First Committee would give ita firm
political basis and a framework for militant propaganda. At
this stage even Roosevelt’s reelection would be no guarantee
that the United States could move closer to war.

Throughout Europe, in occupied countries and among neu-
trals, a majority of the political elite and possibly a majority of
the populations did not doubt that Germany would soon pre-
vail. Moreover many aspired to a “new order” and were open
to the “temptation of fascism.”

The wide array of movements that came under the tag of
anew “Revolutionary Right” (as opposed to the traditional es-
sentially conservative Right) did not spring only from a narrow
social background (the lower middle classes); inspired mainly
by fear of the mounting force of the organized Left on the one
hand and of the brutal and unaccountable ups and downs of
unrestrained capitalism on the other, the social background
of the New Right was wider and extended to parts of a disen-
chanted working class as well as to the upper middle classes
and to elements of the former aristocracy. It expressed violent
opposition to liberalism and to “the ideas of 1789,” to social de-
mocracy and mainly to Marxism (later communism or bolshe-
vism), as well as to conservative policies of compromise with
the democratic status quo; it searched for a “third way” that
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would overcome the threats both of proletarian revolution and
capitalist takeover. Such a “third way” had to be authoritarian
in the eyes of the new revolutionaries; it carried a mystique of
its own, usually an extreme brand of nationalism and a vague
aspiration for an antimaterialist regeneration of society.

Whereas the antimaterialist, antibourgeois spirit surfaced
both on the Right and among segments of the Left in pre-World
War I Europe, and found strong support among Catholics and
Protestants alike, its fusion with exacerbated nationalism, and
the related cult of camaraderie, heroism, and death in the af-
termath of the war, became standard fare of the New Right and
of early fascism. Following the Russian Revolution of 1917, the
fear of bolshevism added an apocalyptic dimension to the sense
of looming catastrophe. It is in this context that the attraction
of a “new order” (as the political expression of the “third way”),
under the leadership of a political savior who could rescue a
world adrift from the weak and corrupt paralysis of liberal de-
mocracy, grew in the minds of many.

The world economic crisis of the thirties merely brought
the fears and the urges of earlier decades to a head: The Fascist
regime in Italy, inaugurated by Mussolini’s so-called march on
Rome in October 1922, was outdistanced by the considerably
more powerful and impressive Nazi phenomenon; the “new
order” was becoming a formidable political and military re-
ality. The defeat of France seemed to confirm the superiority
of the new world over the old, of the new values over those that
had so utterly failed.

The Danish government, kept in place by the Germans,
issued a statement in July 1940 expressing its “admiration” for
the “great German victories [that] have brought about a new
era in Europe, which will result in a new order in a political
and economic sense, under the leadership of Germany.”* For
several months the Belgian government, which had taken
refuge in London, considered the possibility of rejoining King
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Leopold IIT (who had stayed) and accepting German domina-
tion; in October 1940 it finally chose opposition and exile. By
then Pétain’s government had openly taken the path of col-
laboration with the Reich. As for the populations in most of
Western Europe, they soon accommodated to the presence of
an occupation army widely praised for its correct, even polite
behavior.

Significant for the ready acceptance of a “new order” was the
coalition between its carrier and most of the right-wing author-
itarian regimes on the Continent. Common enemies, mainly
communism, liberalism, and “materialism,” superseded the
social (and ideological) antagonisms existing between the tra-
ditional elites and the extremism inherent in Nazism or even
Italian fascism. This alliance included, to various degrees, the
main ingredients of modern anti-Jewish hostility; the “new
order” was also becoming an intrinsically anti-Jewish new
order.

Within this momentous ideological evolution, the influence
of the churches and particularly that of the pope came to play
a distinctive role. As mentioned, a few months before his death
Pius XI requested the preparation of an encyclical against Nazi
racism and anti-Semitism. He was presented with a draft of the
encyclical Humani Generis Unitas as he lay dying. His successor
must have known of the existence of the document and prob-
ably decided to shelve it.

Pius XII's attitude toward Germany and mainly toward
the Jews has often been contrasted with that of his prede-
cessor. The impression created was that Pius XII's policy was
unusual, even aberrant. But in fact, Pius XI, as legate nuncio
to Poland in the immediate aftermath of World War I, and
during most of his pontificate, expressed unconcealed anti-
Jewish attitudes, as had been the case among most of his pre-
decessors in the modern era. The change that led to Humani
Generis Unitas occurred during the last years of Pius XI's life
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and created a growing rift with the Curia, the Roman Jesuits
of Civilta Cattolica, the Vatican daily, Osservatore Romano, and
possibly his secretary of state, Eugenio Pacelli, the future
Pius XII. Thus it can safely be said that Pacelli himself, as
secretary of state and later as pope, merely followed a well-
established path.

The new pontiff, however, added a personal imprint and
initiatives of his own to a well-honed tradition. Distant, auto-
cratic, and imbued with the sense of his own intellectual and
spiritual superiority, Pacelli was as fiercely conservative in pol-
itics as in church matters. Nonetheless he was considered an
able diplomat during his tenure as nuncio in Munich (1916-20)
and then in Berlin in the 1920s. His drive for centralization and
for the control of the Vatican bureaucracy over the national
churches led him to strive for a concordat with Germany, even
at the cost of sacrificing the German Catholic Party in the pro-
cess. The Concordat, as we have seen, was signed in July 1933
and ratified in September. The German signature was Adolf
Hitler’s.

Once Pacelli was elected pope, some of his first initiatives
confirmed the persistence of an ultraconservative stance and
showed an unmistakable desire to placate Germany. Thus in
a radio broadcast in mid-April 1939, the pontiff congratulated
the Spanish people on the return of peace and the achievement
of victory (that of Franco). A few months later he rescinded his
predecessor’s excommunication of the French antirepublican,
monarchist, furiously nationalist, and anti-Semitic Action
Francaise. And on April 20, 1939, as a mark of special esteem,
the pope congratulated Hitler on his fiftieth birthday in a mes-
sage sent in German, a very unusual step.

The Nazi-Soviet pact, on the other hand, must have rein-
forced Pius XII's personal lack of confidence in the Nazi leader;
it may explain why the pontiff maintained brief contacts with
German opposition groups planning an anti-Hitler coup in the
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fall of 1939. From the outset, however, the pope was faced with
a very different and no less pressing issue: What should his dip-
lomatic and public reaction be in the face of ever more massive
Nazi crimes?

Pius XII made it clear to his entourage that he would be
personally in charge of the relations with Hitler’s Germany.
Intentionally, no doubt, the pro-Nazi and anti-Semitic Cesare
Orsenigo was kept as nuncio in Berlin. Regarding the entire
gamut of Nazi crimes, Pius’s policy during the first phase of
the war may be defined as an exercise in selective appease-
ment. The pope did not take a public stand about the murder
of the mentally ill, but he made a plea for the “beloved Polish
people” in his encyclical Summi Pontificatus of October 20,
1939. Concerning both euthanasia and the fate of the Catholics
in Poland, the Vatican also appealed to Berlin via the nuncio
(mainly about Poland) or in urgent pleas to the German
bishops. In letters of December 1940 to both Cardinal Adolf
Bertram of Breslau and Bishop Konrad Preysing of Berlin, Pius
XII expressed his shock at the killing of the mentally ill. In
both cases and otherwise, nothing was said about the persecu-
tion of the Jews.

Nazi domination over the newly conquered European ter-
ritories was further facilitated by its rather pragmatic modes
of control, which differed from country to country. Thus
Denmark kept a semblance of freedom until the summer of
1943. Hitler had decided on this peculiar course to avoid un-
necessary difficulties in a country strategically important (the
passage to Norway and Sweden and the proximity of the En-
glish coast), “racially related,” and mainly an essential supplier
of agricultural products (more than 15 percent of Germany’s
needs by 1941). Norway and Holland—although also countries
of “related racial stock”—were governed by Nazi Party ap-
pointees, Reichskommissare, who were both satraps and ideo-
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logical envoys. Belgium and northern France remained under
the authority of the Wehrmacht. The central and southern
parts of France, on the other hand, were granted a measure
of autonomy under Marshal Pétain’s leadership; they became
“Vichy France.” Germany de facto annexed Luxembourg and
kept the fate of the French provinces of Alsace and Lorraine in
abeyance. A southeastern part of France was occupied by the
Italian army, as a reward for Mussolini.

The Nazi terror system now controlled directly (or with
the assistance of its satellites) around 250,000 to 280,000 Jews
remaining in the Greater Reich, 90,000 in the Protectorate,
90,000 in Slovakia, 2.2 million in the German-occupied or
-annexed parts of ex-Poland, 140,000 in Holland, 65,000 in
Belgium, about 330,000 in both French zones, between 7,000
and 8,000 in Denmark, and 1,700 in Norway. Thus, at the be-
ginning of the summer of 1940, a total population of almost
3,200,000 Jews was for all intents and purposes already caught
in Hitler’s clutches.

Germany’s new victories triggered a wave of fear among
the Jews of Europe. “On the Eiffel Tower, the swastika,” the
Romanian Jewish writer Mihail Sebastian noted in his diary
two days after the fall of Paris. “At Versailles, German sentries.
At the Arc de Triomphe, the “unknown soldier’ with a German
‘guard of honor.” But the terrible things are not the trophies or
the acts of provocation: they could even arouse and maintain
a will to survive among the French population. What scares
me more is the harmony’ operation that is about to follow.
There will be newspapers, declarations and political parties
that present Hitler as a friend and sincere protector of France.
When that time comes, all the panic and all the resentments
will find release in one long pogrom. Where can Poldy [Sebas-
tian’s brother who lived in Paris] be? What will he do? What
will become of him? And what of us here?””’

In 1940 the thirty-three-year-old Sebastian was already a
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well-known novelist and playwright on the Romanian literary
stage. He lived in Bucharest, in close touch with the local intel-
lectual elite—some of whose members, such as E. M. Cioran
and Mircea Eliade, were to achieve world fame in the postwar
years—an elite massively drawn to fascism in Romanian garb
and to the most vulgar and violent anti-Semitism. Yet Sebas-
tian, strangely enough, tried to find excuses and rationaliza-
tions for the behavior and insulting outpourings of his former
friends and, in fact, ongoing acquaintances. Whatever the pe-
culiarity of Sebastian’s forgiveness, his diary offers the faithful
image of a society that was to support Nazi-like measures, in-
cluding mass murder.

In Warsaw, Czerniakéw noted the rapidly changing situ-
ation without adding comments. While Sierakowiak did not
leave any notes for these months, Kaplan moved from wrath
to despair and from despair to very-short-lived hope. Wrath at
Mussolini’s move, on June 11: “The second hooligan has dared,
as well! Whether voluntarily or by compulsion it is difficult
to say, but the fact remains that Benito Mussolini, the classic
traitor, the Fiihrer’'s minion, the monkey-leader of the Italian
nation, has gone to war against England and France.™

Then came the dreadful news of Paris’s fall and of the
French demand for an armistice: “Even the most extreme pes-
simists,” Kaplan noted on June 17, “among whom I include
myself, never expected such terrible tidings.” The unavoidable
question followed: “Will England keep fighting?” Kaplan was
doubtful at first, then again, three days later, filled with intense
hope: “The war is not over yet! England is continuing to fight,
and even France will henceforth carry on her battle from the
soil of her empire, her colonies in all parts of the world.” There-
upon Kaplan added an astute insight: “The Germans are, of
course, the heroes of the war, but they require a short war; as
they say in their language, a Blitzkrieg. They could not survive
a long war. Time is their greatest enemy.”
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As among Jews everywhere, Klemperer’s mood switched
from hope to despair and from despair to hope again with
every bit of news, every rumor, even every chance remark.
After England’s rejection of Hitler’s “peace offer,” there was
widespread belief that England was doomed among Ger-
mans—and among many Jews: “In the Jews” House,” he noted
on July 24, “T always play the role of the optimist. But I am not
quite sure of my position at all.” In the same entry Klemperer
went on: “Peculiarity of the Jews” House that each one of us
wants to fathom the mood of the people and is dependent on
the last remark picked from the barber or butcher, etc. (I am
too!). Yesterday a philosophical piano tuner was here doing his
job: It will not last a long time, England is a world empire—
even if there were to be a landing . . . immediately my heart
felt lighter.™

Although throughout 1940 Hitler continued to maintain
public restraint regarding the Jews, the Jewish issue was far
from forgotten. As Himmler was busying himself with re-
settlement plans, Hitler acquiesced in his henchman’s mem-
orandum of May 27, 1940, entitled “Some Thoughts on the
Treatment of the Alien Populations in the East.” The “ethnic
mush” under German control would be deported to the Gen-
eral Government and the Jews would be shipped off to some
colony “in Africa or elsewhere.”” The island of Madagascar,
which belonged to defeated France, seemed to be an obvious
destination; such a deportation had for decades been a pet plan
of anti-Semites of all hues (including French foreign minister
Georges Bonnet).

For a short while, preparations moved into high gear, at
least on paper. One of the main “planners” was the second-
in-command to Martin Luther, chief of “Division Germany”
of the Wilhelmstrasse, the fanatical anti-Semite Ernst Rade-
macher. One sentence in his lengthy memorandum of July 3
should be kept in mind: “The Jews [in Madagascar] will remain
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in German hands as a pledge for the future good conduct of the
members of their race in America.” The Madagascar fiction
was abandoned over the next months, as the defeat of Great
Britain was nowhere in sight.

At the same time Jewish emigration from the Reich and from
occupied countries continued. As mentioned, Eichmann
became the “chief of operations,” in charge of both the depor-
tations and the emigration of Jews (in Nazi eyes the two were
identical at this stage). It is in line with the overall policy of
expulsion that, particularly in the fall of 1939, Jews deported to
the Lublin area were often driven by the SS over the Soviet de-
marcation line or were allowed to flee into Soviet-occupied ter-
ritory. By mid-October 1939, however, this possibility tapered
off, mainly due to a change in Soviet asylum policy. There also
was a semiclandestine route out of Poland over the border into
Hungary; it allowed for the flight of several thousand Jews
but, as we shall see, not to lasting safety. During the first few
months of the war Jews from Poland or Polish areas annexed to
the Reich could also leave by applying for visas, as was the case
in the Reich and the Protectorate.

The Germans soon established their priorities. In April
1940, as departures and border crossings became increasingly
difficult, Heydrich issued a first set of guidelines: intensifica-
tion of Jewish emigration from the Reich, except for men of
military age; limitation and control of the emigration to Pal-
estine; no emigration of Polish or ex-Polish Jews in concentra-
tion camps; no further deportation of Jews into the General
Government. On October 25, 1940, Jewish emigration from
the General Government was forbidden, mainly to keep the
emigration possibilities from the Reich as open as possible.

In most cases, in that summer of 1940, immigration to the
United States became a hopeless quest. It seems that the fear
of enemy agents infiltrating the country as refugees had a sig-
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nificant influence on American decisions. No clash of policies
existed between the bureaucratic level and the political level.
Roosevelt’s advisers believed in the “fifth column” threat as in-
tensely as did the majority of the population swayed by a hys-
terical press campaign.

The stringent restrictions on entry to the United States had
ripple effects on the policies of other states in the hemisphere.
Jews intent on fleeing Germany after the beginning of the war
often tried to obtain visas for Latin American countries, such
as Chile, Brazil, Mexico, and Cuba. The end result was usually
a matter of bribes and sheer luck. But in 1940 Chile and Brazil
closed their doors, in part as a result of internal political pres-
sures, also, however, because the United States had warned
both governments that German agents could enter under the
guise of Jewish refugees. The desperate candidates for emigra-
tion now helplessly watched the Western Hemisphere turn in-
creasingly off-limits, except for a happy few.

Three routes remained available: illegal immigration
to Palestine; semilegal transit via Spain and Portugal; or, as
mentioned before, via Lithuania and the USSR to Japan and
Shanghai, from where these Jews tried to reach overseas desti-
nations, with the United States or some other countries of the
Western Hemisphere still remaining the ultimate goal.

The unsavory but necessary cooperation between the
leaders of the Yishuv and the Nazis (in the form of the Haa-
varah Agreement) took an unusual turn after Great Britain had
closed the doors of Palestine to mass Jewish immigration for
fear of pushing the Arab world toward the Axis: Heydrich and
emissaries from the Yishuv joined forces to organize the illegal
departure of Jews from Europe to Palestine. On the German
side Eichmann was in charge of the practical aspects of the
operation, including the negotiations with Jewish organiza-
tions: the Mossad L'Aliyah Beth (the agency for illegal immi-
gration of the Jewish authorities in Palestine), the right-wing
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Revisionist Zionists, or the American Jewish Joint Distribution
Committee (JDC, or “Joint”), which financed a major part of
the rescue effort.

For the Mossad and for the political leadership in Palestine, the
outbreak of the war created an insoluble dilemma: Help Jews to
flee Europe to Palestine in direct opposition to the British, while
helping the British in their struggle against Germany and Italy. No
clear priorities were set and, more often than not, the Mossad’s
operations were ill prepared almost to the point of recklessness.
All in all, after the beginning of the war, less than thirteen thou-
sand Jews managed to leave the Reich and the Protectorate for
Palestine, and only part reached their destination. In March 1941
the Germans put an end to the common venture.

From the outset the British authorities were determined to
foil any such illegal immigration attempts, in view of potential
Arab reactions. That a number of high officials, particularly in
the Colonial Office, were far from being philo-Semitic added
an element of harshness to British policy. Measures aimed at
deterring refugee ships from running the navy’s blockade of
the coast of Palestine became even more determined once
Britain stood alone. In the fall of 1940 the Colonial Office de-
cided that the illegal immigrants who succeeded in reaching
Palestine would be deported to the island of Mauritius in the
Indian Ocean and put in barrack camps surrounded by barbed
wire. In response the Yishuv leadership hoped to arouse public
opinion, mainly in the United States, by an act of defiance.
In November 1940 explosives were affixed to the hull of the
Patria, about to sail to Mauritius with its cargo of illegal im-
migrants, in order to disable it and prevent its departure. The
ship sank and 267 refugees drowned; the remaining passengers
were allowed to stay in Palestine, the only exception to the
deportation policy.

For Jews another route to safety was over the Pyrenees.
During the days just preceding and following the armistice
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this route was the easiest way to leave France. Approximately
twenty-five to fifty refugees per day were allowed to cross
the Spanish border if they carried valid passports and a visa
to a country of final destination. Soon, however, the passage
through Spain became conditional on French exit visas that
could take months to obtain, due to a peculiar twist of French
administrative sadism. Other restrictions followed: From
November 1940, each Spanish transit visa needed permission
from Madrid; the authorization from the American consulate
in Marseille, for example, was not sufficient anymore. These
Spanish regulations lasted throughout the war and did not dis-
criminate between Jews and non-Jews. Ultimately the passage
through Spain meant salvation for tens of thousands of Jews.

Portugal was even more restrictive. But while the Portu-
guese dictator Antonio del Oliveira Salazar ordered stringent
anti-immigration measures, Portugal’s consuls in several Euro-
pean countries delivered thousands of visas, notwithstanding
Lisbon’s explicit instructions. Some, like the consul general
in Bordeaux, Aristides de Sousa Mendes, were to pay for their
courage with their careers.

While Jews from the Reich and Western Europe were
desperately trying to leave the Continent, as we saw, an un-
expected and sudden deportation of 6,500 Jews from two
German provinces, Baden and the Saar-Palatinate, was ordered
by Hitler in October 1940. The operation, organized by the
RSHA, ran smoothly and was hardly noticed by the popula-
tion. Without any consultation with Vichy, the deportees were
shipped to French camps in the nonoccupied zone (to which
we shall return); there the cold weather, the lack of food,
and the absence of the most elementary hygienic conditions
took a growing toll. To the French authorities the Germans
explained that these Jews would be sent to Madagascar in the
near future.

It seems that Hitler had decided to take advantage of a clause
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in the armistice agreement with France that foresaw the expul-
sion of the Jews of Alsace-Lorraine into the unoccupied zone.
The October 1940 expulsion was an “extension” of that clause,
as Baden, the Palatinate, and the Saar, adjacent to the annexed
French provinces, were meant to become part of the same Gau.
The Jews of Alsace-Lorraine had already been expelled on July 16,
1940. Thus the new Gau Baden-Alsace would be entirely “free
of Jews.” On April 4, 1941, on Himmler’s order, the property
and assets belonging to the Jews deported from the two prov-
inces were impounded.

Two days after the beginning of the deportations, Conrad
Grober, the Archbishop of Freiburg, wrote to the papal nuncio
in Berlin, Cesare Orsenigo: “Your Excellency will have heard
of the events of the last days concerning the Jews. What pained
me most as Catholic bishop is that a great number of Catholic
Jews were compelled to abandon home and work and to face
an uncertain future far away, with only 50 pounds of movable
property and 100 RM. In most cases, these are praiseworthy
Catholics who appeal by way of my letter to the Holy Father
to ask him . . . to change their lot or at least to improve it. . . . I
urgently ask your Excellency to inform the Holy See of the fate
of these Catholic Christians [sic]. I also ask your Excellency to
use personally your diplomatic influence.” No answer is on
record, either from the nuncio or from the pope.

While considering the deportation of all European Jews to
Madagascar and ordering the expulsion of Jews from two
German provinces to Vichy France, the supreme leader of the
Greater German Reich did not miss any detail regarding the
fate of the Jews living in his own backyard. On April 8, 1940,
Hitler ordered that half-Jews—even men married to Jewish
or half-Jewish spouses—be transferred from active service to
Wehrmacht reserve units. Quarter-Jews could be maintained
in active service and even promoted. Yet before the order could
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be implemented, the western campaign transformed the situ-
ation: Many Jewish soldiers received citations for courage.
The Nazi leader had no choice and, in October 1940, had them
turned into “full-blooded Germans,” set on a par with their
fellow German soldiers. The status of their Jewish relatives,
however, would remain unchanged.

During the same weeks and months, most German state
and party agencies were competing to make life ever harder
for the Jews of the Reich. On July 7, 1940, the Reich minister of
postal services and communications forbade Jews to keep tele-

G

phones, “with the exception of ‘consultants,” ‘caretakers of the
sick,” and persons belonging to privileged mixed marriages.”"
On October 4 the remaining rights of Jews as creditors in ju-
dicial proceedings were canceled. On October 7 Géring, as
commander of the Luftwaffe, ordered that in air-raid shelters
“the separation [of the Jews] from the other inhabitants be en-
sured either by setting aside a special area, or by a separation
within the same area.”™ On November 13, 1940, Jewish shoe-
makers were allowed to work again in order to take some of
the pressure off German shoemakers, but they could cater to
Jewish clients only. As for German shoemakers who belonged
to the party or affiliated organizations, they were not allowed
to repair the shoes of Jews. Those who were not party mem-
bers, “were to decide according to their conscience.” On the
fifteenth of the same month, Himmler instructed all members
of the German police to see Jew Siiss during the winter. On De-
cember 12 the minister of the interior ordered that all mentally
ill Jewish patients should henceforth be confined to one institu-
tion, Sayn-Bensdorf, in the Koblenz district, which belonged to
the Reich Association of Jews in Germany. This was becoming
technically possible as, since June, a great number of Jewish
mental patients were being sent to their death.

On July 4, 1940, the police president of Berlin issued an order
limiting the shopping time for Jews to one hour per day, from
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4:00 to 5:00 p.m. “In regard to this police order,” the decree in-
dicated, “Jews are persons whose food cards are marked with a
J or with the word * “Jew.” " In Dresden the shopping hours for
Jews were not yet restricted at the beginning of the summer of
1940, but the J card was a constant problem. On July 6 Klem-
perer noted: “It is always horrible for me to show the J card.
There are shops . . . that refuse to accept the cards. There are
always people standing beside me who see the J. If possible I
use Eva’s ‘Aryan’ card. . . . We go for short walks after our eve-
ning meal and utilize every minute until exactly 9 p.m. [the
summer curfew hour for Jews]. How anxious I was, in case we
got home too late! . . . No one knows exactly what is allowed,
one feels threatened everywhere. Every animal is more free
and has more protection from the law.”

Under the hail of new regulations Jews in the Reich did
not know exactly what was allowed and what was forbidden.
Even the “Jewish Cultural Association” (Kulturbund) was
often at a loss regarding what could be included in its pro-
grams. Thus, in mid-September 1939, after his first meeting
with the overseer of the Kulturbund’s activities, Erich Ko-
chanowski from the Propaganda Ministry, the new artistic
director of the association, Fritz Wisten, wrote in mock con-
fusion about the contradictory and absurd instructions im-
parted to him. The performance of Ferenc Molnar’s play The
Pastry Chef’s Wife was forbidden, as all plays with an “assimi-
latory” tendency (“assimilatory” meaning here encourage-
ment for Jews to stay in Germany and assimilate to its society
and culture). “I cannot see,” Wisten wrote, “any assimilatory
aims in “The Pastry Chef’s Wife.” "

Although the ubiquitous propaganda minister was prob-
ably the source of the ever changing directives given to the
Kulturbund, throughout the first half of 1940 Goebbels’s atten-
tion seems to have been strongly focused, as it had been since
October 1939, upon the production of his three anti-Semitic
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films. Hitler was regularly consulted and regularly demanded
changes.

The premiere of The Rothschilds had taken place in July.
Within two weeks, however, it became clear that the film had
to be reworked and better focused. When it reappeared a year
later it had finally received its full designation: The Rothschilds:
Stocks at Waterloo. It was a story of Jewish world financial power
and profiteering by the exploitation of misery and war.

The most effective of all Nazi anti-Jewish productions was Jud
Siiss (Jew Siiss). In the film Siiss (in reality, Joseph Oppenheimer)
befriended a Hapsburg military hero who became Duke of
Wiirttemberg in 1772; the duke appointed Siiss his financial ad-
viser. Some of the most basic Nazi anti-Semitic themes were the
leitmotifs of the brilliantly directed and performed “historical”
fabrication. Siiss, played by Ferdinand Marian, opens the gates
of Stuttgart to hordes of Jews, extorts money from the duke’s
subjects by the most devious means and seduces any number
of beautiful German maidens. When the duke suddenly dies of
a stroke, Stiss is arrested, put on trial, sentenced to death, and
hung in a cage. The Jews are expelled from Wiirttemberg.

Jud Siiss was launched at the Venice Film Festival in Sep-
tember 1940 to extraordinary acclaim; it received the “Golden
Lion” award and garnered rave reviews. “We have no hesitation
in saying that if this is propaganda, then we welcome propa-
ganda,” wrote then-young film critic Michelangelo Antonioni.
“It is a powerful, incisive, extremely effective film. ... There
is not a single moment when the film slows, not one episode
in disharmony with another: it is a film of complete unity and
balance. . . . The episode in which Siiss violates the young girl
is done with astonishing skill.”¢ The popular success of the film
was overwhelming: By 1943, the number of German viewers
had reached 20.3 million.

Ten days after the Reichsfiihrer-SS had recognized the
outstanding educational value of Siiss, the third major screen
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production of the anti-Jewish campaign was completed: On
November 29 The Eternal Jew opened throughout the Reich.
The posters advertising the opening night in the capital car-
ried the following warning: “As in the 6.30 p.m. presentation
original images of Jewish animal slaughtering are shown, a
shortened version presented at 4.00 p.m. is recommended to
sensitive natures. Women are allowed only to the 4.00 p.m.
presentation.”’

In a particularly horrendous sequence of the film swarms of
rats scurried through cellars and sewers, and, in rapid alterna-
tion, hordes of Jews moved from Palestine to the most remote
corners of the world. The text was on a par: “Where rats turn
up,” the comment on that scene went, “they spread diseases
and carry extermination into the land. They are cunning, cow-
ardly and cruel; they mostly move in large packs, exactly as the
Jews among the people.””® Even worse was the ritual slaughter
scene depicting the slow death throes of cattle and sheep,
bathing in their own blood, heads partly severed, throats slit
open while the laughing faces of the Jewish ritual slaughterers
(filmed, let us remember, like the synagogue sequences, in the
Jewish quarter of Lodz) were set in repeated contrast to the
pitiful stares of the dying animals.

Notwithstanding dutifully positive press reviews, The
Eternal Jew was a commercial failure. The SD reports from
many regions of Germany and from Austria were unanimous:
The horror scenes disgusted the viewers; the documentary was
considered nerve racking; after having seen Jud Siiss shortly be-
forehand, most people were saturated with “Jewish filth.” Yet
the commercial success of Jud Siiss and the limited commercial
appeal of The Eternal Jew should not be viewed as contrary re-
sults in terms of Goebbels’s intentions. Images from both films
were endlessly replicated in Nazi anti-Semitic posters or publi-
cations, all over the Reich and occupied Europe. The scurrying
rats of The Eternal Jew or its hideously twisted Jewish faces may
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have ultimately settled in the “collective imagination” of Eu-
ropean audiences at greater depth than the plot of Jud Siiss. 