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Foreword to the English Edition

The Persecution and Murder of the European Jews by Nazi Germany, 1933-1945 presents a
broad range of primary sources in a scholarly edition. A total of sixteen English-language
volumes will be published in this series, organized chronologically and according to
region. The series places particular focus on the countries which had the highest Jewish
populations before the outbreak of the Second World War, above all Poland and the
occupied territories of the Soviet Union. The English-language edition reproduces all
the materials in the German edition and has been adapted for an English-speaking read-
ership. Apart from those originally written in English, all documents presented here
have been translated from the language of the original source.

This volume, the twelfth in the series, covers the persecution of Jews in Norway, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, and France from summer 1942 onwards. At that
time deportations from Luxembourg and France had already begun, and they were im-
minent in the Netherlands, Belgium, and Norway. The preceding developments in these
countries between 1940 and 1942 are covered in volume 5 of the series (published in
2021). The present volume additionally records the situation of the Jews in Denmark
after June 1939, and documents the onset of persecution by the German occupiers in
that country around August 1943. It covers developments across all these countries up
until the end of the war, also including responses to liberation as it occurred in different
parts of Western and Northern Europe.

The foreword to the first volume of the series details the criteria for the selection of
the documents. These criteria can be summarized as follows. First, the sources used
are written documents and, occasionally, transcribed audio recordings, dating from the
period of Nazi rule between 1933 and 1945. The decision was taken not to include mem-
oirs, reports, and judicial documents produced after 1945; however, the footnotes make
extensive reference to such retrospective testimonies and historical accounts. Second,
the documents shed light on the actions and reactions of people with differing back-
grounds and convictions and in different places, and indicate their intentions, as well as
the frequently limited options available to them. The volumes include a variety of docu-
ment types such as official correspondence, private letters, diary entries, legal texts,
newspaper articles, and the reports of foreign observers.

Key themes of this twelfth volume are the mass roundups of Jews, the seizure of
Jewish property, confinement and conditions in internment and transit camps, forced
labour, and the deportations to the East. The documents provide detailed insights into
the role and collaboration of local administrations and police forces in the implementa-
tion of antisemitic measures. They illustrate the reactions of the Jewish and non-Jewish
population to the escalating persecution, as well as actions taken by the resistance and
attempts to flee or go into hiding. The sources included range from a letter from a female
Nasjonal Samling activist to Vidkun Quisling calling for tougher antisemitic measures,
the report by Werner Best on the roundup of Danish Jews in October 1943, a French
Protestant pastor’s description of conditions in the internment camp in Gurs, and diary
entries by Jews imprisoned in Westerbork and facing deportation, to a report by a Jewish
resistance organization in Belgium on actions taken to hide Jewish children. Events and
developments are therefore presented from multiple perspectives. The arrangement of
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the documents by country highlights regional similarities and differences regarding the
situation of the Jews at the time. A detailed index makes it possible to locate documents
by theme.

The editors wish to thank the German Research Foundation (DFG) for its generous
funding of the German and English-language projects. The English-language volumes
are produced in cooperation with the Yad Vashem International Institute for Holocaust
Research. The editors are also grateful to the large number of specialists and private
individuals who provided the editors with advice and comments on sources and with
information for the annotations, including biographical details for the people featured
in the documents.

Kathleen Luft, Todd Brown, Simon Garnett, David Hill, Martin Pearce, and Allen G.
Blunden translated the German documents for this twelfth volume in the series. Cathy
Mulder translated the documents from Danish and Swedish, and the Norwegian transla-
tions were completed by John Kingmann. Rasmus Renn and Christian Schmittwilken
also worked on the translations from Scandinavian languages. The Dutch and Flemish
documents were translated by Hilde ten Hacken. Rick Tazelaar provided additional assist-
ance with these translations. Christine Baycroft, Daria Chernysheva, and Karine Zbinden
translated the French documents. Yad Vashem provided translations from Yiddish and
Hebrew: Rebecca Wolpe translated the Yiddish document and Naftali Greenwood trans-
lated the Hebrew documents. David Hill revised and adapted the texts of poems translated
from German and Dutch. Rona Johnston Gordon, Alissa Jones Nelson, and Merle Read
provided proofreading and copy-editing services. Peter Palm created and Giles Bennett
advised on the maps, and Frank Ortmann designed the book jacket. Nora Huberty, Lea
von der Hude, Ashley Kirspel, Priska Komaromi, Benedict Oldfield, Charlie Perris, Aliena
Stiirzer, Barbara Uchdorf, Lena Werner, and Max Zeterberg contributed to this volume as
student assistants. The following people contributed to the original German volume as
student assistants: Olav Bogen, Florian Brandenburg, Johannes Breit, Bjarte Bruland, Flo-
rian Danecke, Stefanie Haupt, Anne-Christin Klotz, Bernhard Liick, Anselm Meyer, Caro-
lin Raabe, Miriam Schelp, Sarah Scherzer, Remigius Stachowiak and Barbara Wiinnen-
berg. Romina Becker, Sarah Berger, Jean-Marc Dreyfus, Johannes Gamm, Ingo Loose,
Andrea Low, Sonja Schilcher, Gudrun Schroeter, and Maria Wilke worked on the original
German volume in their capacity as research fellows and associates.

Despite all the care taken, occasional inaccuracies cannot be entirely avoided in a
document collection on this scale. We would be grateful for any notifications to this
effect. The address of the editorial board is: Leibniz Institute for Contemporary History,
Edition ‘“The Persecution and Murder of the European Jews by Nazi Germany, 1933-1945’,
Finckensteinallee 85/87, 12205 Berlin, Germany.

Berlin/Munich/Freiburg/Klagenfurt/Jerusalem, May 2022



Editorial Preface

This document collection on the persecution and murder of the European Jews should
be cited using the abbreviation PMJ. This citation style is also used in the work itself
where there are cross references between the individual volumes. The documents are
consecutively numbered, beginning anew with each volume. Accordingly, ‘PM] 1/200’
refers to document number 200 in the first volume of this edition. The individual docu-
ments are presented as follows: title (in bold type), header, document, footnotes.

The titles have been formulated by the editor(s) of the respective volume and provide
information on the date of origin of the document, its core message, author, and recipi-
ent(s). The header, placed underneath the title, is part of the document itself. It specifies
the type of source (letter, draft law, minutes, and so on), the name of the author, the
place of origin, the file reference (where applicable), remarks indicating confidential or
classified status, and other special features of the document. The location of the minis-
tries or other central agencies in Berlin at the time, for instance the Reich Security Main
Office or the Chancellery of the Fiihrer, is not cited. The header also contains details
about the addressee and, where applicable, the date of the receipt stamp, and it concludes
with the date of origin and reference to the stage of processing of the source, for instance
‘draft’, ‘carbon copy’, or ‘copy’.

The header is followed by the document text. Salutations and valedictions are printed,
though signatures are only included once, in the header. Instances of emphasis by the
author in the original document are retained. Irrespective of the type of emphasis used in
the original source (for example, underlined, spaced, bold, capitalized, or italicized), they
always appear in italics in the printed version. Where necessary, additional particulars on
the document are to be found in the footnotes. In order to enhance readability, letters and
words are added in square brackets where they are missing in the original due to obvious
mistakes, or where the meaning would otherwise be unclear in the translation.

Abbreviations are explained in the List of Abbreviations. Uncommon abbreviations,
primarily from private correspondence, are explained in a footnote at the first mention
in a given document.

Handwritten additions in typewritten originals have been adopted by the editors
without further indication insofar as they are formal corrections and most probably in-
serted by the author. If the additions significantly alter the content - either by mitigating
or radicalizing it - this is mentioned in the footnotes, and, if known, the author of the
addition(s) is given.

As a rule, the documents are reproduced here in full. Documents are only abridged
in exceptional cases where the original source was overly long, or where, in the case of
the written records of meetings, Nazi policies relating to the persecution of Jews, or
reactions to these policies, were only addressed within a single part of the proceedings.
Any such abridgements are indicated by an ellipsis in square brackets; the contents of
the omitted text are outlined in a footnote.

Documents within each section are presented in chronological order, except for a
few cases where they are presented after the date of the event described. A number of
descriptive texts written soon after the period covered, but nonetheless retrospectively,
are classified according to the date of the events portrayed rather than the date of origin.
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Where there is any uncertainty regarding the date of the documents or whether they
constitute originals or copies, reference is made in the footnotes. The first footnote for
each document, which is linked to the title, contains the location of the source and,
insofar as it denotes an archive, the reference number, as well as the folio number(s) if
available. Reference to copies of archival documents in research institutions and in the
German Federal Archives in Berlin is always made if the original held at the location
first mentioned was not consulted there. In the case of printed sources, for instance
newspaper articles or legislative texts, this footnote contains standard bibliographical
information. The documents in this series have been translated from the original source.
If the source has already been published in a document collection on National Socialism
or on the persecution of the Jews, reference is made to its first publication, alongside the
original location of the source. The next footnote places the document into context and,
where appropriate, mentions related discussions, the specific role of authors and recipi-
ents, and activities accompanying or immediately following its genesis. Subsequent foot-
notes provide additional information related to the theme of the document and the per-
sons relevant to the content. They refer to other — published or unpublished - sources
that contribute to historical contextualization.

The footnotes also point out individual features of the documents, for instance hand-
written notes in the margin, underlining, or deletions, whether by the author or the
recipient(s). Annotations and instructions for submission are referred to in the footnotes
where the editors consider them to contain significant information. Where possible, the
locations of the treaties, laws, and decrees cited in the source text are provided in the
footnotes, while other documents are given with their archival reference number. If these
details could not be ascertained, this is also noted.

Where biographical information is available on the senders and recipients of the
documents, this is provided in the footnotes. The same applies to persons mentioned in
the text if they play an active role in the events described. As a general rule, this informa-
tion is given in the footnote inserted after the first mention of the name in question in
the volume. Biographical information on a particular person can thus be retrieved easily
via the index.

The short biographies draw on data found in reference works, scholarly literature, or
the Central Database of Shoah Victims’ Names established and run by Yad Vashem. In
many cases additional information was retrieved by consulting personnel files and in-
dexes, municipal and company archives, registry offices, restitution and denazification
files, or specialists in the field. Indexes and files on persons from the Nazi era held in
archives were also used, primarily those of the former Berlin Document Center and the
Central Office of the Judicial Authorities of the Federal States for the Investigation of
National Socialist Crimes (Zentrale Stelle der Landesjustizverwaltungen zur Aufkldrung
nationalsozialistischer Verbrechen) in Ludwigsburg, the latter now stored in the German
Federal Archives. National archives and special archives on the Second World War and
the persecution of the Jews in the respective countries were also consulted. Despite every
effort, it has not always been possible to obtain complete biographical information. In
such cases, the footnote in question contains only verified facts such as the year of birth.
Where a person could not be identified, there is no footnote reference.

As a rule, in the titles, footnotes, and introduction inverted commas are not placed
around terms that were commonplace in Nazi Germany, such as Fiihrer, Jewish Council,
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or Aryanization, but German-language terms expressing ideological concepts of race,
such as Mischling, are placed in italics. In line with the circumstances of the time, the
terms ‘Jew’ and ‘Jewish’ are used for people who did not regard themselves as Jewish but
were defined as such on the basis of racial legislation and thus subjected to persecution.
References in the documents to the ‘Gestapo’, an acronym of the German GEheime
STAatsPOlizei, and to the ‘State Police’ denote one and the same institution: the Secret
State Police.

The glossary contains concise descriptions of key terms and concepts that are repeat-
ed on multiple occasions or are related to the events and developments described in the
volume. All primary and secondary sources consulted are listed in the footnotes and
bibliography. Where English-language versions of these sources are available, these are
included. If a document has already been published in English translation but has been
newly translated for this volume, this is indicated in a footnote.

In this volume, following the re-dating of document 184, the numbering of docu-
ments in the sequence from document 184 to document 188 has been changed from the
original numbering in the German edition.

Note on the translation

British English is used in all translations into English. Where a document was originally
written in British or American English, the spelling, grammar, and punctuation of the
original have been retained, with silent correction of minor typographical or grammati-
cal errors and insertions in square brackets to clarify the meaning if necessary.

The spelling, grammar, and punctuation of the translated documents broadly con-
form to the guidelines in New Hart’s Rules: The Oxford Style Guide (2014). Accordingly,
the ending -ize rather than -ise is preferred throughout.

SS, Wehrmacht, and certain other ranks are given in the original German, as are titles
where there is no standard equivalent in English or where there may be confusion with
contemporary usage. A table of military and police ranks is included as an appendix,
along with English-language equivalents of these terms and an indication of their pos-
ition in the National Socialist hierarchy. Administrative ranks and other terms have been
left in the original language where there is no satisfactory equivalent in English. These
terms are either explained in a footnote or, if they appear on multiple occasions, in the
glossary.

After the Second World War, the Dutch language underwent a spelling reform to
make orthography closer to actual pronunciation. The names of Dutch organizations
and periodicals in this volume are spelt as they were prior to the spelling reform, for
example Joodsche Raad rather than Joodse Raad for Jewish Council.

In the Netherlands, qualified lawyers use the title ‘mr’ (meester der rechten). To avoid
confusion with the English word ‘Mr’, this term has not been included in the translated
documents or footnotes, but the individual’s status as a lawyer is noted. In Belgium,
physicians and lawyers are awarded the title ‘Dr’ upon qualifying, but the title is not
generally used for those holding a doctorate in another discipline. For this reason, ‘Dr’
is only used in the biographical footnotes if this is standard practice in the respective
country.

All laws and institutions are translated into English in the documents. In the intro-
duction and footnotes, foreign-language terms and expressions are added in brackets
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after the translation where this is considered important for understanding or context.
The original spelling of foreign organizations is retained in the footnotes. The titles of
published works not in the English language are not translated unless the work in ques-
tion is of contextual or substantial relevance. If a foreign-language word or phrase ap-
pears in a document, this is retained in the translated text and its meaning explained in
a footnote or, if necessary, the glossary.

Where the documents contain quotations from the Bible, the King James Version has
been preferred, especially where the context is religious or ecclesiastical.

In order to avoid confusion between British and American English, dates are spelt
out in the order day, month, and year. Foreign proper names are not italicized. Thus,
names of institutions, organizations, and places are written in roman type in the foot-
notes, but legislation and conceptual terms are in italics.

In the titles, footnotes, and translated documents, place names are generally written
according to the contemporary (English) name or the variant commonly used in schol-
arly literature on the period. This also applies to places that have since been renamed.
The seat of government of the Netherlands is known both as The Hague and ’s-Graven-
hage. The translated documents follow usage in the original document, while the indi-
vidual document titles and footnotes refer to The Hague. Belgian place names are given
according to the language divisions within the country or standard usage in English
(for example Brussels or Liege). The footnotes give place names in Flanders in Flemish
with French in brackets, and places in Wallonia are presented in French with the Flem-
ish name in brackets. Many places in Luxembourg have German, French, and/or Lux-
emburgish equivalents - for example, Esch a. d. Alzette (German); Esch-sur-Alzette
(French); Esch-Uelzecht (Luxemburgish). The translated documents follow usage in
the original. Alternative place names within each country are given in the index.

Diacritical marks in languages such as Czech and Polish are retained, with the excep-
tion of the names of the extermination camps in Eastern Europe, where they have been
removed in order to emphasize that these camps were established by the German Na-
tional Socialist regime. Language-specific characters such as the German £ (Eszett) for
ss have also been retained.

Hebrew and Yiddish terms are described in the footnotes or glossary, along with any
other words requiring explanation.

The term Israélite’ (in French) as a designation for ‘Jew’ originated in 1808 in Napo-
leonic France and spread from there to German- and Dutch-speaking countries (‘Israelit’
and ‘Tsraéliet’ respectively), based on the notion that Jews should be defined as belonging
to a faith — ‘Mosaic’ - rather than an ethnic entity, and intended as a means of integrating
Jews into West European societies. In contemporary discourse the term Jew’ often had a
negative overtone. In France the term Jew’ was reintroduced in official discourse after
1940, though the term ‘Israélite’ was not entirely abandoned - for instance, in the case of
the Union générale des Israélites de France (UGIF). In Belgium, usage of the term ‘Israél-
ite’/Israéliet’ ceased with the establishment of the Association of Jews in Belgium (AJB/
VJB) in 1941. In the Netherlands too, official usage of the term ‘Israéliet’ ceased shortly
after the occupation but remained in the titles of Jewish organizations. The translated
documents use the term ‘Israelite’ if this is in the original document. The exception is the
Union générale des Israélites de France, which has been translated as the General Union
of French Jews, as this has become the customary translation in scholarly literature.



Introduction

The yellow star worn to identify the Jewish population was introduced in Luxembourg
in the summer of 1941 and in the rest of occupied Western Europe in the spring of 1942.1
It not only made Jews immediately recognizable in public but also prepared the rest of
the population for further anti-Jewish measures and was intended to deter them from
approaching or assisting those who were marginalized in this way. From this perspective,
the yellow star was both a mark of shame and a token of warning and intimidation.
Moreover, for the German occupiers it served as a means of registering Jews and prepar-
ing for their deportation.

During the first eighteen months of the German occupation, policy towards the Jews
in Western and Northern Europe was mostly decided upon by the German occupation
administration in each country, which introduced the main elements of the policy that
had already been tried out in the preceding years in Germany, annexed Austria, the Pro-
tectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, and Poland. The implementation of the policy differed
depending on circumstances in each country. This situation began to change only as the
Final Solution began to take shape as a European-wide objective. At the so-called Wann-
see Conference on 20 January 1942, which was convened by Reinhard Heydrich, Chief of
the Security Police and the SS Security Service (SD), the relevant departments were in-
formed about the new direction adopted by the Reich Security Main Office (RSHA) with
respect to the European Jews. Forced emigration of the Jews had come to an end, Heyd-
rich explained in his introductory remarks, and was to be replaced by ‘evacuation to the
East’, which had the Fiithrer’s approval. The written record of the meeting (the so-called
Protocol) stated that ‘In the course of the practical execution of the final solution, Europe
will be combed through from west to east’.2 The systematic murder of the Jews in occu-
pied Eastern Europe had, however, already begun in the summer of 1941.

In the months following the Wannsee Conference, the German authorities in all the
occupied countries of Western Europe began to prepare for the deportation of the Jews.
An order issued in October 1941 had already banned Jews from emigrating from these
countries.? The German occupying forces set up several extermination camps in occupied
Poland from the end of 1941: after Kulmhof and Belzec followed Auschwitz, Sobibor, and
Treblinka. The representatives of the Security Police and the SD in France, Belgium, and
the Netherlands coordinated their actions at several meetings presided over by Adolf Eich-
mann, and on 11 June 1942 the decision was taken to begin the systematic deportation of

1 See PM]J 5/130, 193, 323, and 212.

2 The Protocol of the Wannsee Conference is published in Mark Roseman, The Villa, the Lake, the
Meeting: Wannsee and the Final Solution (London: Penguin Books, 2003); the quotation here is on
p. 129. See also Norbert Kampe and Peter Klein (eds.), Die “Wannsee-Konferenz” am 20. Januar
1942: Eine Einfiihrung (Berlin: Metropol, 2017); Elke Gryglewski, Hans-Christian Rasch, and David
Zolldan (eds.), The Meeting at Wannsee and the Murder of the European Jews: Exhibition Catalogue,
trans. Caroline Pearce (Berlin: House of the Wannsee Conference, 2020 [German edn, 2020]); Hans-
Christian Jasch and Christoph Kreutzmiiller, The Participants: The Men of the Wannsee Conference,
trans. Charlotte Kreutzmiiller and Jane Paulick (New York: Berghahn, 2017 [German edn, 2017]);
and Peter Longerich, Wannseekonferenz: Der Weg zur ‘Endlosung’ (Munich: Pantheon, 2016).
Letter from the Reich Security Main Office (Miiller) on 23 Oct. 1941 to the representative of the
Chief of the Security Police and the SD for Belgium and France: see PMJ 5/286.

w



14 Introduction

Jews from these countries. Some 15,000 Jews were to be deported from the Netherlands,
10,000 from Belgium, and 100,000 from France. Due to local factors the number was
subsequently reduced to 90,000: the number for France decreased to 40,000, the total for
the Netherlands increased to 40,000, and the number for Belgium remained the same.
The change in the number of deportations originally envisaged for France was a result of
problems with transportation, which meant that fewer Jews could be deported within the
intended time frame.

The Jews living in these three countries were successively concentrated in several
cities, called up for labour or rounded up, and afterwards interned in transit camps:
Drancy near Paris in France, the Dossin Barracks in the town of Mechelen in Belgium,
and Westerbork in the east of the Netherlands. The majority of those initially affected
were either stateless Jews or foreign nationals, including many who had fled from Ger-
many, Austria, or Czechoslovakia. In the following months, however, the German au-
thorities prevailed against the administrations in the Netherlands, Belgium, and France,
and Jewish nationals of these countries were gradually included in the deportations.
From the end of June 1942, transport trains ran regularly to the extermination camps.

The introduction to this volume provides separate accounts of developments in Norway,
the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, and France for the period from the summer of
1942 to the weeks during which these countries were liberated. The phase from the outbreak
of the war up until June 1942 is covered in the introduction to volume five of this series,
although as Denmark is touched on only briefly in that earlier volume, the account below
starts with a brief summary of the history of Jews in Denmark and an account of German
occupation policy following the invasion of Denmark in the spring of 1940.

Denmark

The history of the Jews in Denmark began with the first writ of protection issued in 1619
by King Christian IV for Samuel Jachia, a Sephardic Jew. The king encouraged additional
Sephardic Jews from Amsterdam and Hamburg to settle in Gliickstadt, a Danish town at
the time, and promised them freedom to practise their religion. For the time being, how-
ever, this dispensation applied solely to Gliickstadt; permission to stay elsewhere in the
country was given only to Jews who were in possession of a letter of safe conduct or had
been granted individual privileges by the monarch. It was not until 1673 that Christian V
gave a Jew from Hamburg the general entitlement to live in his kingdom,* with several
Jewish communities established subsequently. The Jewish community in Copenhagen grew
particularly rapidly and in the first half of the eighteenth century had some 2,500 members.

4 Per Katz, Joderne i Danmark i det 17. drhundrede (Copenhagen: Reitzel, 1981), pp. 16 and 70. On
the history of the Jews in Denmark in general: Harald Jorgensen (ed.), Indenfor murene: Jodisk liv
i Danmark 1684-1984 (Copenhagen: Reitzel, 1984); Martin Schwarz Lausten, Jews and Christians
in Denmark: From the Middle Ages to Recent Times, ca. 1100-1948, trans. Margaret Ryan Hellman
(Boston: Brill, 2015 [Danish edn, 2007]); on their persecution and wartime experiences: Leni Ya-
hil, The Rescue of Danish Jewry: Test of a Democracy (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of
America, 1969); Leo Goldberger (ed.), The Rescue of the Danish Jews: Moral Courage under Stress
(New York: New York University Press, 1987); Sofie Lene Bak, Nothing to Speak of: Wartime Expe-
riences of the Danish Jews, 1943-1945 (Copenhagen: Danish Jewish Museum, 2013).
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In 1814 Jews obtained the same civil rights as other Danes in most respects, although
full equality came only with the changes to the constitution made in 1849. For the Danish
population, and especially among the influential Lutheran clergy, the question of
whether non-Christians could be part of the Danish people remained contentious for
many years. Not least as a result of this controversy, Danish Jews felt significant pressure
to acculturate. However, in Denmark too, assimilation and acculturation provided no
protection from the so-called Hep-Hep riots, which spread from Germany in 1819. In
Copenhagen the rioting led to the destruction of Jewish shops.> Despite such violent
attacks, for a long time Denmark remained a relatively safe, if not particularly attractive,
country for Jews. Between 1881 and the beginning of the First World War, some 12,000
East European Jews fleeing pogroms in the Russian Empire sought shelter in Denmark.
Approximately 3,000 of them remained in Denmark permanently.® These new immi-
grants contributed significantly to the invigoration of Jewish religious and cultural life
and to the upsurge in Jewish institutions.

A restrictive Danish refugee policy after 1933 had ensured that only few Jewish refu-
gees from Germany and Austria found sanctuary in Denmark. An addendum made in
1934 to the Aliens Act of 1875 allowed the police to refuse entry to so-called undesirable
foreigners. After the ‘J-stamp’ was introduced for the passports of German Jews in
1938, Denmark, like many other countries, adopted a policy of denying entry to those
who could be assumed to have no intention of returning to their homeland. Despite
the palpable mistrust and fear of a possible mass immigration, some German Jews
were able to use Denmark as a stop on their journey into permanent exile.” There were
5,513 Jews living in Copenhagen on 1 January 1938.8 At the time of the German invasion
in the spring of 1940, approximately 1,000 German Jews were still in Denmark. In
addition, approximately 380 young Jews were in Denmark undertaking agricultural
training in preparation for emigration to Palestine, as well as approximately 250 chil-
dren who were to travel on to Palestine as part of the Youth Aliyah programme
(Doc. 1).2

On 9 April 1940 German troops crossed into Denmark and Norway. The primary
aim of this invasion, known as Operation Weseriibung, was to occupy the Norwegian
ports. Additionally, the Germans hoped to secure the supply of iron ore from the
Swedish town of Kiruna, which was shipped through the port of Narvik in Norway.

&}

Yahil, The Rescue of Danish Jewry, pp. 7-9. For a detailed account of the individual riots, see
Martin Schwarz Lausten, Folkekirken og joderne: Forholdet mellem kristne og joder i Danmark fra
1849 til begyndelsen af det 20. drhundrede (Copenhagen: Anis, 2007).

Morten Thing, De russiske joder i Kobenhavn 1882-1943 (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 2008), p. 33.
Sofie Lene Bak, Dansk antisemitisme 1930-1945 (Copenhagen: Aschehoug, 2004), pp. 310-322;
Hans Kirchhoff and Lone Riinitz, Udsendt til Tyskland: Dansk flygtningepolitik under bescettelsen
(Odense: Syddansk Universitetsforlag, 2007), pp. 41-43.

Lone Riinitz, Danmark og de jodiske flygtninge 1933-1940: En bog om flygtninge og menneskeret-
tigheder (Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum, 2000), p. 115.

Peretz Leshem, Strasse zur Rettung: 1933-1939 aus Deutschland vertrieben - bereitet sich jiidische
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Denmark’s principal significance for the German Reich was as a supply base for oper-
ations in Norway, which had greater strategic importance for the war against Britain.1°

Danish troops were powerless against the vastly superior Wehrmacht units. Military
resistance ceased after only a few hours, and the Danish government conceded defeat
on the day of the invasion. The so-called peaceful occupation meant that although Den-
mark was occupied, it was not officially at war with Germany.!! The country retained
its political institutions and a large degree of sovereignty. The Danish constitution re-
mained in force; the king, the government, and the administration stayed in office. Den-
mark was intended to become a showcase for the Reich, demonstrating that loyal co-
operation with the German occupiers could be beneficial for a country. In the spring of
1943, elections were even held to the national parliament, from which the Social Demo-
crats emerged victorious. It was envisaged that, after the expected total victory of the
German forces, Denmark might become part of the planned Greater Germanic Reich,
although at the time the Nazi leadership only had very vague notions about such an
entity.

The Reich Foreign Office handled Germany’s relations with Denmark through diplo-
matic channels. Germany’s interests were represented by the German envoy and career
diplomat Cécil von Renthe-Fink, who served as the Reich plenipotentiary in negoti-
ations with the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The four larger parties represented
in the Danish parliament had banded together at the beginning of the occupation to
form a national unity government, the political approach of which has been variously
characterized as one of ‘negotiation’, ‘adaptation, ‘cooperation’, or even ‘collaboration’.12
For most Danes, however, little changed in their daily life, which explains why the major-
ity of the Danish people supported their government’s policy over the next three years.13

Anti-Jewish sentiments and outright antisemitism were not widespread. They re-
mained limited even after the National Socialists seized power in Germany and spread
antisemitic propaganda via the Danish media. Most Jews living in Denmark initially
experienced no new restrictions after the German invasion. Fearing persecution, some
German émigrés fled from Denmark to Sweden before, during, or shortly after the Ger-
man invasion. Among them was the playwright Bertolt Brecht, who had been living with

10 Richard Petrow, The Bitter Years: The Invasion and Occupation of Denmark and Norway,
April 1940-May 1945 (New York: William Morrow & Company, 1974), p. 33; Hans-Martin Ottmer,
‘Wesertibung’: Der deutsche Angriff auf Ddnemark und Norwegen im April 1940 (Munich: Olden-
bourg, 1994); Jill Stephenson and John Gilmour (eds.), Hitler’s Scandinavian Legacy (London:
Bloomsbury, 2014).

11 Claus Bundgard Christensen et al., Danmark besat: Krig og hverdag 1940-45 (Copenhagen: Host,
2005), p. 111. For a summary of occupation policy in Denmark, see Therkel Straede, ‘Deutsche
Besatzungspolitik in Ddnemark 1940-1945’, in Oliver von Wrochem (ed.), Skandinavien im Zwei-
ten Weltkrieg und die Rettungsaktion Weifse Busse: Ereignisse und Erinnerung (Berlin: Metropol,
2012), pp. 21-30; and Ethan J. Hollander, Hegemony and the Holocaust: State Power and Jewish
Survival in Occupied Europe (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), p. 46.

12 Erich Thomsen, Deutsche Besatzungspolitik in Déinemark, 1940-1945 (Diisseldorf: Bertelsmann,
1971), pp. 11-12; Seren Helstrup, ‘Besettelsen 9. April 1940’, in Hans Kirchhoff, John T. Lauridsen,
and Aage Trommer (eds.), Gads leksikon om dansk bescettelsestid 1940-1945 (Copenhagen: GAD,
2002), pp. 42-47.

13 On Danish reactions to occupation and Jewish persecution, see Carsten Holbraad, Danish Reac-
tions to German Occupation: History and Historiography (London: UCL Press, 2017).
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his family in Svendborg, on the Danish coast, since 1933 and, despite the demands of the
Danish National Socialists, had not been extradited to Germany. For its part, the Ger-
man government demanded the extradition of a number of political refugees, some of
whom were Jewish. However, in the period up until the autumn of 1942, when he was
dismissed as plenipotentiary of the German Reich, Renthe-Fink did nothing that would
have extended persecution to Danish Jews. Officially, he had no instructions to do so,
although in January 1942 he had been advised verbally by Franz Rademacher, head of the
Reich Foreign Office’s section for Jewish affairs, that the German government wished to
see the introduction of laws pertaining to Jews in Denmark (Doc. 3). Shortly afterwards
Renthe-Fink expressed his disagreement, insisting that to do so would run counter to
German interests in Denmark.!# Unlike in Norway, where registration of the Jews had
begun as early as the spring of 1940 with the order that they hand in their radios, in
Denmark neither the occupiers nor the Danish authorities sought to register the Jews.
The leaders of Copenhagen’s Jewish Community were aware that the Danish policy of
cooperation was their most important protection against persecution by the Germans.
They therefore warned the members of the community against resistance or flight and
urged them to do nothing to provoke the occupying power.!> The Jewish Community
continued to pursue this policy until the end of September 1943.

From the summer of 1942, discontent with the German occupation and the policy
of cooperation adopted by the Danish government intensified noticeably. As a result
of the entry of the United States into the war, Denmark’s forced accession to the Anti-
Comintern Pact, and the escalating activities of British intelligence in Denmark, individ-
ual groups, both left-wing and right-wing, began to engage in active resistance against
the Germans. They distributed illegal newspapers and carried out the first acts of sabo-
tage. As a result, Renthe-Fink was recalled and on 5 November 1942 replaced by SS-
Obergruppenfithrer Werner Best. Best had earlier made his mark as Reinhard Heydrich’s
deputy during the setting up of the Security Police and the Reich Security Main Office,
and as a member of the Military Commander in France’s administrative staff during the
establishment of the German occupation regime. He could be expected to adopt an iron
fist in the model protectorate of Denmark as well. At the same time, Vilhelm Buhl, the
unpopular prime minister, was replaced with Erik Scavenius, former minister of foreign
affairs, from whom the Germans expected much smoother cooperation.16

14 Kirchhoff and Riinitz, Udsendt til Tyskland, pp. 73-81; Lone Riinitz, ‘Danish Refugee Policy,
1933-1939°, in Marc Dujardin (ed.), Refugees from Nazi-Germany in West-European Border
States, 1933-1939/1940: Similarities and Differences in Granting Asylum between European Liberal
States and Societies. Causes and Consequences of the Distinct Refugee Politics in Europe in the
1930s (Brussels: Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie van Belgié voor Wetenschappen en Kunsten,
2004), pp. 55-60; Eckart Conze et al., Das Amt und die Vergangenheit: Deutsche Diplomaten im
Dritten Reich und in der Bundesrepublik (Munich: Pantheon, 2010), p. 246.

15 Bent Bliidnikow, ‘Stille diplomati og flygtningehjelp: Den jodiske menigheds ledelse 1933-1943’,
in Hans Sode-Madsen, ‘Foreren har befalet!” Jodeaktionen oktober 1943 (Copenhagen: Samleren,
1993), pp. 137-173 and 155-156; Rasmus Jorgensen, Deporteret: Beretningen om de danske kz-fanger
(Copenhagen: Jyllands-Postens Forlag, 2005), pp. 40-41.

16 Hans Kirchhoff, Augustoproret 1943: Samarbejdspolitikkens fald - Forudseetninger og forlob: En
studie i kollaboration og modstand, vol. 1 (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1979), pp. 48-72; Ulrich Her-
bert, Best: Biographische Studien tiber Radikalismus, Weltanschauung und Vernunft 1903-1989
(Bonn: Dietz, 1996), pp. 323-342.
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In practice, however, Best continued the policy of his predecessor, Renthe-Fink. At
first, he too remained restrained in his approach to the Jews. Even as late as the begin-
ning of 1943, he responded to a query from the Reich Foreign Office by proposing that
the deportation of Jews from Denmark be ruled out for as long as its implementation
would jeopardize the ‘Danish model’ of occupation. However, should the policy of co-
operation come to an end for other reasons, Best noted, then one could also proceed with
the deportation of the Jews. Three months later, Best reasserted this position, pointing
to the Jews’ limited influence in Denmark (Doc. 5). Both the Reich Foreign Office and
Heinrich Himmler concurred. Mindful of Best’s policy, at the end of June 1943 Himmler
decided that ‘measures concerning Jews’ in Denmark should be avoided for the time
being.1”

However, the situation changed as a result of German military setbacks in the Soviet
Union and southern Italy in 1943. Supported by the British Secret Service, communist
resistance groups in particular intensified their activities in Denmark. Acts of sabotage
and bomb attacks became more frequent. When the occupying authorities responded to
a wave of strikes in August 19438 with calls for special courts and the death penalty, the
Danish government resigned. As a result, in the same month the German occupiers
declared a state of emergency and assumed complete control. Strikes were prohibited
and summary courts martial introduced. To avoid losing all influence over the running
of the country, the state secretaries in the various Danish ministries formed a provisional
leadership, under the direction of Nils Svenningsen, state secretary of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs. Although they continued to be informally advised by members of the
government that had resigned,!? essentially the policy of cooperation, with its fiction of
Danish sovereignty, had failed.

As a result, the main rationale for the earlier restraint towards the Jews also ceased
to apply. On 8 September 1943 Best proposed to the Reich Foreign Office that the state
of emergency be used as an opportunity to consider ‘a solution to the Jewish question
and Freemason question in Denmark’, for which the German police forces in Denmark
would need to be reinforced (Doc. 7). On 17 September, Hitler approved Best’s proposal.
The latter therefore requested that both Security Police and Order Police receive re-
inforcements, and also that ships be made available for the deportation of the Jews.20

The deportation did not proceed as planned. Rumours that anti-Jewish measures by
the Germans were imminent had been circulating for some time, especially in Copen-
hagen. They were fuelled by the arrest of prominent members of the Jewish Community
in late August 1943 (Doc. 6) and by the seizure of the community’s files on 17 September
1943 (Doc. 8). When the additional German police units arrived in Copenhagen and
made known the reason for their transfer from Norway;, little doubt remained that the

17 Best to the Reich Foreign Office, 13 Jan. 1943, PA AA, R 100 864, fols. 45-47. Himmler’s decision
was communicated to Kaltenbrunner in Wagner’s letter dated 30 June 1943, PA AA, R 100 864,
fol. 87: see Herbert, Best, p. 362.

18 In August 1943 strikes took place in Odense and Esbjerg, which then spread to many other towns.
The staff of large workplaces led the way, and soon there was large-scale unrest involving demon-
strations and street battles with the German and Danish authorities.

19 Jorgen Heestrup, ... til landets bedste: Hovedtreek af departementschefsstyrets virke 1943-1945, vol. 1
(Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1966), pp. 70-78.

20 Best to the Reich Foreign Office, no. 1094, 18 Sept. 1943, PA AA, R 100 864, fols. 101-102.



Introduction 19

long-feared deportation of the Danish Jews was looming. As early as mid September
some Jews began to prepare to flee and hid in the homes of non-Jewish friends, even
though it was still unclear just when the deportation would begin.2!

On his arrival in Copenhagen from Katowice on 20 September 1943, Rudolf Mildner,
the new Senior Commander of the Security Police and the SD in Denmark, realized that
word of the impending anti-Jewish measures had already spread throughout Denmark
and that those who would be affected were prepared. Furthermore, the newly deployed
German police forces lacked any local knowledge, while the Wehrmacht sought to avoid
being involved in the unpopular measures and left the deportation of Danish Jews to
the police and the SS (Doc. 9).

As a result, on 23 September the issue of the deportation was submitted to Hitler
again, along with an indication of the possible consequences: rioting or general strikes
could take place; a new constitutional government might not be viable; and the abdica-
tion of the king was a possibility. Hitler brushed aside these concerns and decided that,
despite all objections, the deportation as proposed by Best was to be carried out.22

On 28 September, Best notified one of his associates, maritime expert Georg Ferdi-
nand Duckwitz, of the date (1 October 1943) and time (10 p.m.) the arrests were to be
carried out. Duckwitz conveyed this information to several leading Danish politicians
with whom he was in contact. Hans Hedtoft Hansen, former chairman of the Social
Democratic Party, took the details to Carl Henriques, chairman of the Jewish Commu-
nity, who immediately spread the news to its members. In his sermon the next morning,
Rabbi Marcus Melchior openly alerted those attending the service and urged them to
go home and go into hiding.2? Herbert Pundik, a schoolboy at the time, reported that
he had been warned at school too: his headmaster had said to him and to several of his
classmates, “You had better hurry home. The Germans may be here at any moment.4
Pundik and his family escaped to Sweden. As rumours of impending arrests and the first
escape attempts spread, a willingness to provide help also grew, extending throughout
Danish society and into hospitals, municipal administrations, trade unions, and schools.

Already by this point the success of the planned mass arrests was uncertain, indeed
unlikely. Best alerted the Reich Foreign Office by telegram and referred specifically to
the ‘rumours concerning the impending anti-Jewish operation’, noting that these had
‘arisen here immediately after the imposition of the state of emergency and have escal-
ated to the point of panic’. He had tried to conceal the plan, he insisted, but without

21 Best to the Reich Foreign Office, no. 1162, 29 Sept. 1943, ibid., fols. 125-126; Yahil, The Rescue of
Danish Jewry, pp. 216-217.

22 Ribbentrop memorandum, 23 Sept. 1943, Akten zur deutschen auswirtigen Politik 1918-1945
[ADAP], series E: 1941-1945, vol. 6: 1. Mai bis 30. September 1943 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1974), no. 344.

23 Duckwitz was already aware of Best’s plan but only now learned of the actual date: Hans Kirch-
hoff, Den gode tysker: G. F. Duckwitz - De danske joders redningsmand (Copenhagen: Gyldendal,
2013), p. 171; Hans Kirchhoff, ‘Endlésung over Danmark’, in Hans Sode-Madsen (ed.), I Hitler-
Tysklands skygge: Dramaet om de danske joder 1933-1945 (Copenhagen: Aschehoug, 2003),
pp. 136-181, here p. 173.

24 Herbert Pundik, In Denmark It Could Not Happen: The Flight of the Jews to Sweden (Jerusalem:
Gefen Publishing, 1998), p. 12.
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success. Many Jews were no longer living in their homes, and, he warned, it was to be
expected that the plan would be at least a partial failure.2>

By the morning of 1 October, the preparations made by the occupiers were complete.
After the SS had cut the telephone lines, the arrests began at 9 p.m. In an act of despera-
tion, that same evening Svenningsen asked Best to at least refrain from deporting the
Jews and to intern them in Denmark instead. This approach had proved successful when
Danish communists were arrested — they had been taken to a Danish internment camp
rather than to a German concentration camp. The chairman of the Jewish Community
had acceded to this proposal, but Best refused. At the same time, the German Security
Police ordered that apartment doors were not to be forced should the inhabitants fail to
respond to ringing and knocking.26 This directive was not always obeyed. According to
their own records, the Germans arrested 284 persons in total (Doc. 18), although the
actual number of deportees was 281; they were deported the following morning on two
transports to Theresienstadt, where they arrived on 5 and 6 October 1943.27 With addi-
tional Danish Jews deported on 13 October and 23 November, 470 persons in all were
taken to Theresienstadt.28

Following the arrests, broad sections of the Danish population proved no longer will-
ing to cooperate with the occupiers - protests ensued from all social and political circles.
Trade unions and industrial associations wrote to Best, as did the student body of the
University of Copenhagen, which declared that the persecution of the Danish Jews was
‘utterly irreconcilable with the Danish way of thinking’ (Doc. 17).

Following the temporary detention of the leaders of the Jewish Community in late
August, a pastoral letter signed by the Bishop of Copenhagen on behalf of all bishops of
Denmark was read out from pulpits everywhere on 3 October 1943. The letter stated that
it was the ‘duty of the Christian Church to protest wherever the Jews are persecuted on
account of their race or religion’. It stated that Christians should not forget that Jesus
was a Jew, and referred to the Old Testament as a sign of common ground between
Christians and Jews. Moreover, it asserted that the persecution of the Jews was counter to
the concept of loving one’s neighbour and violated ‘the Danish people’s sense of justice’
(Doc. 11). The pastoral letter was of great importance, because with this statement the
church, the sole Danish authority still functioning nationwide, legitimated support for
the Jews. The Freedom Council, formed after the August strikes and ensuing riots as a
kind of coordinating committee for various resistance groups, also called upon Danes
to help those who had gone into hiding.2?

25 Best to the Reich Foreign Office, no. 1187, 1 Oct. 1943, PA AA, R 100 864, fol. 145. On the course
of the operation and the organization of the mass escape, see Yahil, The Rescue of Danish Jewry,
Pp- 147-195 and 223-282, and Rasmus Kreth and Michael Mogensen, Flugten til Sverige: Aktionen
mod de danske joder oktober 1943 (Copenhagen: Gyldendal, 1995).

26 Jorgensen, Deporteret, p. 42; Henrik Lundtofte, ‘Den store undtagelse — Gestapo og jedeaktionen’,
in Sode-Madsen (ed.), I Hitler-Tysklands skygge, pp. 182201, here p. 192.

27 For clarification of the figures, see Silvia Goldbaum Tarabini Fracapane, The Jews of Denmark in
the Holocaust: Life and Death in Theresienstadt Ghetto (London: Routledge, 2021), pp. 364-365.

28 Ibid., p. 81.

29 Palle Andersen, Det moralske dilemma: Den illegale presse og den tyske jodeaktion oktober 1943
(Esbjerg: Historisk Samling fra Besaettelsestiden 1940-1945, 2003), p. 12; Martin Schwarz Lausten,
Jodesympati og jodehad i Folkekirken: Forholdet mellem kristne og joder i Danmark fra begyndelsen
af det 20. drhundrede til 1948 (Copenhagen: Anis, 2007), pp. 382-386.
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Many Danes now became involved in organizing a mass escape across the Sound to
Sweden. The arrests and also the end of the policy of cooperation in August had trig-
gered considerable disquiet in neighbouring Sweden. On 31 August 1943 Gosta Engzell,
department head in the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, had authorized Gustaf von
Dardel, the Swedish representative in Copenhagen, to issue Swedish passports to Danish
Jews born in Sweden and to their families. A strategy already tested in Norway was
thereby extended to Denmark. Believing the arrest of Jews in Denmark to be imminent,
on 29 September the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs instructed the Swedish ambas-
sador in Berlin to inform the Germans of Sweden’s disapproval. In Copenhagen, von
Dardel informed Henriques, the chairman of the Jewish Community, that Jewish refu-
gees would be able to enter Sweden. On 2 October 1943 the Swedish government made
known via the news agency Tidningarnas Telegrambyra that Sweden would accept all
Danish Jews.3° Word spread quickly, not only in Denmark but also worldwide, passed
on by news correspondents (Doc. 16).

The first Jewish refugees had approached fishermen and organized their own escape,
but now groups offering assistance formed spontaneously at the ports and increasingly
banded together to manage the numbers seeking to flee. In Copenhagen many Jews were
initially hidden in hospitals. Before the wave of arrests began, approximately 500 refu-
gees had already reached Sweden. Between 1 and 10 October, more than 5,000 persons
were saved. The flood of refugees then abated.3!

Every trip across the Sound had to be paid for by the refugees or by those who helped
them. Money was received by drivers who brought people to the coast and by Danish
coastguard officials as protection money. Most of the money, however, went to fishermen,
compensating them for their loss of earnings and their fuel costs and offsetting the risk
that they might be arrested or have their ships confiscated. Some refugees found them-
selves required to pay the equivalent of a year’s salary for their rescue, a sum that not
everyone could afford. The first crossings therefore likely saved wealthier Jews, while
others had to wait. When the pressure of numbers was greatest, a crossing cost 2,000 kro-
ner; as the flood of refugees diminished, with more fishermen and helpers available and
fewer Jews waiting to flee, the cost fell to just 500 kroner.32

The costs faced by poorer Jews were often borne by more prosperous refugees. In add-
ition, many Danes contributed to collections in support of the refugees (Doc. 19). This
fundraising took place both within rescue groups that were formed spontaneously and

30 Paul A. Levine, From Indifference to Activism: Swedish Diplomacy and the Holocaust, 1938-1944
(Uppsala: Ubsaliensis S. Academiae, 1996), pp. 229 and 232-236; Kirchhoff, ‘Endlésung over Dan-
mark’, p. 174.

31 Kreth and Mogensen, Flugten til Sverige, p. 46.

32 Michael Mogensen, ‘October 1943 — The Rescue of the Danish Jews’, in Mette Bastholm Jensen
and Steven L. B. Jensen (eds.), Denmark and the Holocaust (Copenhagen: Danish Center for Holo-
caust and Genocide Studies, 2003), pp. 33-61, here p. 48; Kreth and Mogensen, Flugten til Sverige,
p. 91; for an introduction to the various organizations, see Hermann Weiss, ‘Die Rettung der Juden
in Danemark wéhrend der deutschen Besetzung 1940-1945’, in Wolfgang Benz and Juliane Wetzel
(eds.), Solidaritit und Hilfe fiir Juden wihrend der NS-Zeit, vol. 3: Ddnemark, Niederlande, Spani-
en, Portugal, Ungarn, Albanien, WeifsrufSland (Berlin: Metropol, 1996), pp. 11-86, here pp. 56-63
and 69-78.
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within the organized resistance movement. Belongings and assets that the refugees left
behind were quickly safeguarded by the Danish authorities and protected from looting. A
new service provided by the City of Copenhagen cooperated with the guarantors to whom
fleeing owners had managed to entrust their assets and possessions (Docs. 12 and 24). In
Sweden the refugees were looked after by the Danish embassy, state institutions, and, not
least, local Jews.33

The vast majority of the Danish Jews were carried to safety across the Sound in small
boats and ships; sometimes even rowing boats were put to use. In total some 600 to
700 crossings likely took place. The Swedish navy patrolled the coast in order to be able
to come to the aid of the refugees if necessary. The German navy and the Danish coast-
guard remained passive and did not obstruct the mass escape. On shore the Wehrmacht
and the Order Police took only limited action against those fleeing. Wehrmacht units
carried out only a few roundups, and only in response to demands by the Gestapo. The
German Security Police had to rely on their own personnel, who were in short supply
and whose enthusiasm for the pursuit varied. Much depended on the zeal of individual
Gestapo commanders. A disproportionately large number of Jews were arrested in the
area around Helsinger that was supervised by SS-Hauptscharfithrer Hans Juhl, also
known as ‘Gestapo-Juhl’. Juhl was responsible for the largest single roundup after the
wave of arrests on 1/2 October: during the night of 6/7 October, the Gestapo and Wehr-
macht soldiers who had received orders to participate arrested eighty-six Jews who had
hidden in a church in Gilleleje, north of Copenhagen.34

A combination of factors ensured that 95 per cent of the Jews living in Denmark were
rescued. First, because they had been warned, most Jews managed to go into hiding
before the arrests even began. Their numbers were not large, and as most of the Jews in
Denmark lived in Copenhagen, word of the impending arrests reached them in time.
Second, the moment was right for a mass flight. Part of the population had already been
mobilized by the strikes, and Sweden was willing to accept those who fled. Many Danes
viewed support for the rescue initiative as a way of demonstrating their hostility towards
the German occupation. The nature of the occupation regime, more lenient in Denmark
than in other occupied countries, also played a role, because the risk for those who pro-
vided help seemed smaller, and up to that point no member of the resistance movement
in Denmark had been executed. In addition, organizational and communication struc-
tures within Danish society were still largely intact.

By contrast, the motivation for the actions taken by the Germans, and by the Reich
plenipotentiary in particular, remains harder to construe. Since Mildner’s arrival, he
and Best had been convinced that the German police would only be able to catch a
small number of Jews. That failure would make it necessary to keep combing the coun-
try to round up Jews and to patrol the Danish coast for weeks, if not months. It would
thus be impossible to defuse the situation and to put an end to the state of emergency,

33 Per Moller and Knud Secher, De danske flygtninge i Sverige (Stockholm: Gyldendal, 1945), pp. 194-
196; Mogensen, ‘October 1943 — The Rescue of the Danish Jews’, p. 41; Svante Hansson, Flykt
och overlevnad: Flyktingverksamhet i Mosaiska forsamlingen i Stockholm 1933-1950 (Stockholm:
Hillelférlaget, 2004), pp. 254-262.

34 Mogensen, ‘October 1943 — The Rescue of the Danish Jews’, pp. 53-57.
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even in the longer term, which would run counter not only to Best’s own interests
but also to Hitler’s instructions. When Duckwitz (with or without Best’s knowledge)
informed the Danish resistance of the scheduled date for the arrests, the advance no-
tice heightened panic among Danish Jews and accelerated the flight from Denmark
that was already under way. As a result, the Jews left the country as soon as they pos-
sibly could. This, Best said later, had been his intention. During a confidential dis-
cussion on 2 October 1943, Best explained his actions to Franz-Alfred Six, a former
department head at the Reich Security Main Office. Knowledge of the upcoming ‘anti-
Jewish operation’ had led to outright panic in September, and therefore, he suggested,
simply giving notice of the deportation had caused the Jews to leave the country.3 In
his report to the Reich Foreign Office, Best also presented the nocturnal raid as a
success: ‘Because the actual aim of the Jew operation in Denmark was to de-Jewify the
country and not to carry out a headhunt that was as successful as possible, it must be
noted that the Jew operation did achieve its aim’ (Doc. 18). This assessment explains
why, with the exception of the Gestapo chief in Helsinger mentioned above, the Ger-
man occupying forces demonstrated little readiness to continue the pursuit of Jews
after 2 October. The single operation was intended to be sufficient, with calm expected
to return quickly thereafter.

Best continued to pursue this approach after the deportation. In a conversation
with Adolf Eichmann in early November 1943, he was able to insist that the Jews de-
ported from Denmark would remain in Theresienstadt and not be transported further,
for instance to Auschwitz. The prisoners themselves were unaware of this decision.
Johan Griin, 22 years old at the time, later reported: “We had no idea that we were
privileged and would not be put on a transport. We were perpetually nervous, especial-
ly when a new transport was being put together’3¢ In Theresienstadt the Jews were
separated according to gender, and families were thus torn apart. For the Danish Jews,
who had previously experienced few restrictions, the dreadful living conditions in the
ghetto came as a shock. From February 1944 parcels were sent to the inmates through
a private network working in close cooperation with the Danish Ministry for Social
Affairs and the friends and relatives of the deportees. However, the German authorities
had not granted permission for these shipments and rejected all requests for authoriza-
tion from the Danish administration. The organizers of the shipments repeatedly
wrote to sponsors stating that there was no guarantee that the parcels would arrive. It
was only during the visit by the delegation of the International Red Cross and the
Danish civil administration to Theresienstadt in June 1944 that the German authorities
authorized the shipment of parcels to the Danish inmates. Even if they did receive
parcels, the Danish prisoners still suffered from hunger, as Meier Munitz, one of the
Danish Jews in Theresienstadt, covertly informed his relatives in Sweden. On 17 July
1944 Munitz signed a postcard, which had to pass censorship, with the words “Your

35 Notes by Six for the state secretary, 25 Oct. 1943, PA AA, R 29 567, fols. 386-388.

36 Johan Griin, cited in Jorgensen, Deporteret, p. 53; Sode-Madsen, “Her er livets lov egoisme”: De
danske joder i Theresienstadt’, in Sode-Madsen, ‘Foreren har befalet!’, pp. 174-219, here p. 192;
corresponding telegram 1353 to the Reich Foreign Office, dated 3 Nov. 1943, with Best’s report on
the conversation the previous day, PA AA, R 100 865, fol. 26.
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son, brother and brother-in-law Madsult’.3” Mads is a common given name for Danish
men, but mad is the Danish word for food, and sult means ‘hunger’.

In February 1945 the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs informed the Germans that
Sweden was willing to admit Jewish prisoners from Germany.?® This gave rise to the
largest single relief effort for prisoners in German camps during the war, the Danish-
Swedish rescue operation known as “‘White Buses’. Approximately 15,000 people, includ-
ing Danish prisoners held in the Theresienstadt ghetto, were evacuated to Sweden on
buses during the final stages of the war and were thus saved from the death marches and
killing operations carried out by the SS. The buses were manned by Swedish and Danish
volunteers and operated under the auspices of the Red Cross (Doc. 27). Max Friediger,
chief rabbi of Copenhagen, who had been forced to join the Council of Elders (Altesten-
rat) in Theresienstadt, a body created by the SS, reported that at around 11 a.m. on
13 April a Czech office worker had rushed excitedly into his office to tell him that a
Danish motor car was parked in front of the commandant’s office. Friediger thought it
was a joke until he was brought to the commandant shortly afterwards: ‘He was sitting
in his office with some higher SS ranks and an unknown gentleman. It was Dr Holm
from Copenhagen! It was he who was the main speaker, and he informed me that the
Danes were to come to Sweden.” Friediger was then sent to let all the Danish Jews know
that they would be leaving that evening.3®

On 15 April 1945 the Danish prisoners, more than 400 in total, began their journey
from Theresienstadt through Denmark to Malmé. Of the Danish Jews who had been
deported, fifty-three adults died, along with two infants born in Theresienstadt. At the
end of May 1945, the first of the approximately 7,000 Jews who had been saved by fleeing
to Sweden returned to Denmark.

Norway

For the German troops the occupation of Norway proved considerably more complex
and involved much heavier losses than the occupation of Denmark. Attacks by the Brit-
ish navy sank many German warships, and in the first days after the German invasion,
which took place on 9 April 1940, Norwegian and Allied infantry forces drove the Ger-
man units into a substantial retreat. After the advance of the Wehrmacht into France,
however, the Allies were forced to withdraw their troops from Norway and redeploy
them to Western Europe. As a result the Norwegian armed forces capitulated, and Nor-
way was occupied. The German number of casualties was substantial: approximately
3,000 men were killed in action and 1,500 were wounded; almost one third of the entire
German navy was destroyed during the combat.

37 Postcards from Mendel Meier Munitz to Isak Notkin, dated 12 June 1944, and to Elieser Munitz,
dated 17 July 1944, YVA, O.27/22. On the food shortages faced by Danish prisoners, see Hans
Sode-Madsen, ‘The Perfect Deception: The Danish Jews and Theresienstadt, 1940-1945’, Leo
Baeck Institute Year Book, 38 (1993), pp. 263-290, here pp. 275-280.

38 Sune Persson, Vi dker till Sverige’: De vita bussarna 1945 (Rimbo: Fischer & Co, 2002), p. 123.

39 Max Friediger, Theresienstadt (Copenhagen: Clausen, 1946), pp. 135-137. For details of the negoti-
ations and the rescue operation, see Hans Sode-Madsen, Reddet fra Hitlers helvede: Danmark og
de Hvide Busser 1941-45 (Copenhagen: Aschehoug, 2005).



Introduction 25

After the Norwegian government and the king fled to Britain following the capitula-
tion, Josef Terboven, Gauleiter of Essen, was appointed Reich commissioner for the oc-
cupied Norwegian territories. Like Denmark, Norway was intended to remain an inde-
pendent state, with a view to its eventual inclusion in the Greater Germanic Reich.
Terboven began by banning all democratic parties and by designating the fascist Nasjon-
al Samling party as representative of the interests of the state.40

For the approximately 2,100 Jewish Norwegians and Jewish refugees from Central
Europe living in the country, little changed at first. That said, some Jews were prohibited
from practising their profession, as was the case for psychiatrist Leo Eitinger, who had
fled from Czechoslovakia to Norway in 1939 through Nansen Relief and now lost his
position at the hospital in Bodg, in northern Norway (Doc. 51). With the German inva-
sion of the Soviet Union in June 1941, however, the overall situation began to change
noticeably. In northern Norway the Germans arrested all Jewish men, but in southern
Norway only those who were stateless. In March 1942 Leo Eitinger, who was now living
in hiding on Norway’s western coast, was also arrested. Individual Jews fled across the
Norwegian-Swedish border, but their number remained small, as most hoped that no
additional persecution would follow or feared retaliatory measures against family mem-
bers.#! In addition, Norwegian Jewish refugees had occasionally been turned back at the
border by Swedish officials (PM] 5/17). From February 1942, on the orders of Heinrich
Fehlis, Senior Commander of the Security Police and the SD in Norway, the passports
and identity cards of Jews were marked with the word ‘Jew’. In addition, Nasjonal Sam-
ling’s Office for Statistics required all Jews to complete a questionnaire disclosing their
financial circumstances, in preparation for their dispossession. In total, 1,417 persons
provided the information requested; children were listed on their parents’ question-
naires. On 12 March 1942 the puppet government under Vidkun Quisling that had been
installed by Terboven restored the Norwegian Constitution’s ‘Jew clause’, a passage that
had been eliminated in 1851, forbidding Jews to enter the kingdom.42

At the Wannsee Conference in January 1942, the representative of the Reich Foreign
Office, Martin Luther, had spoken out against including the Scandinavian countries in
the policy of extermination. Over the course of the next few months, however, the atti-
tude of the German decision makers changed. Count Helmuth James von Moltke, who

40 On the German occupation of Norway, see Hans-Dietrich Loock, Quisling, Rosenberg und Ter-
boven: Zur Vorgeschichte und Geschichte der nationalsozialistischen Revolution in Norwegen (Stutt-
gart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1970); Ole Kristian Grimnes, Norge under okkupasjonen (Oslo:
Aschehoug, 1983); Robert Bohn, Reichskommissariat Norwegen: ‘Nationalsozialistische Neuord-
nung’ und Kriegswirtschaft (Munich: Oldenbourg, 2000); Johannes Andenaes, Olav Riste, and
Magne Skodvin, Norway and the Second World War (Oslo: Tanum, 1966); Erik J. Friis, ‘The Nor-
wegian Government-in-Exile, 1940-45’, in Carl F. Bayerschmidt and Erik J. Friis (eds.), Scandina-
vian Studies: Essays Presented to Dr. Henry Goddard Leach on the Occasion of His Eighty-fifth Birth-
day (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1965), pp. 422—-444; Hans Fredrik Dahl, Quisling: A
Study in Treachery (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Petrow, The Bitter Years.

41 Karin Kvist Geverts, ‘Ett frimmande element i nationen: Svensk flyktingpolitik och de judiska
flyktingarna 1938-1944’, Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Historica Upsaliensa, 233 (Uppsala:
Universitetsbiblioteket, 2008), pp. 184-194.

42 See PM]J 5/14, 20, 21, and 23; Oskar Mendelsohn, Jodenes historie i Norge gjennom 300 dr (Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget, 1987), p. 56; and Oskar Mendelsohn, The Persecution of the Norwegian Jews
in WW II (Oslo: Norges Hjemmefrontmuseum, 2000).
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visited Norway in September 1942 on behalf of the Amt Ausland/Abwehr, the military
intelligence agency of the Wehrmacht High Command (OKW), is said to have warned
the resistance movement during his stay about the forthcoming deportations of Jews,
although he could not give a specific date.#? Statements made by Gestapo official Wil-
helm Wagner after the war indicate that in the summer of 1942 the Reich Security Main
Office suggested that the Jewish problem’ in Norway also be addressed and resolved in
accordance with the wishes of the Norwegian government.** For its part, the govern-
ment was keen to show the Reich Commissioner that it was radically antisemitic. As
a result of its dwindling popularity among Norwegians, the Quisling government had
increasingly lost the confidence of the German authorities, and now it evidently sought
to regain favour by taking a tough approach to the Jews.*> From the beginning, the
Norwegian authorities and the population were involved in the disenfranchisement and
persecution of the Jews.

From late September 1942 there was an increase in the number of acts of sabotage
and attacks on German institutions in northern Norway. In reprisal, on 6 October 1942
the occupying forces had ten people shot, one of whom was a Norwegian Jew. Simultan-
eously, a state of emergency was declared in Trondheim and the surrounding area, and
by order of the Reich Commissioner the Norwegian police arrested thirty Jewish men,
who were taken, along with non-Jewish hostages, to the camp at Falstad, north-east of
Trondheim. While some Jews recognized that they were no longer safe and fled across
the border to Sweden, others expected that the state of emergency would soon be lifted
and hoped they would then cease to be in any immediate danger.4¢ Among Nasjonal
Samling supporters, however, the call for the ‘final settlement’ of the so-called Jewish
question, which was to be ‘radical and unsentimental’, became louder (Doc. 29).

On 22 October 1942 a group of fleeing Norwegian Jews, accompanied by a member
of the resistance who was helping with the escape, was travelling by train from Oslo to
Halden. At the Swedish border, while the Norwegian Border Police was conducting a
passenger check, shots were exchanged and a policeman was killed. The helper and two
Jewish refugees managed to get away, but the other members of the group were arrested
and taken to the prison camp at Grini. The Norwegian press, which had been brought
under Nazi control, reported at length on the events because a harsh reaction by the
Germans was anticipated. The New York Times also surmised as much (Doc. 30). On
25 October 1942 Gestapo official Wilhelm Wagner gave the order to have all male Jews
aged fifteen and over arrested the following day; the head of the Norwegian State Police

43 Christhard Hoffmann, ‘Fluchthilfe als Widerstand: Verfolgung und Rettung der Juden in Norwe-
gen’, in Wolfgang Benz and Juliane Wetzel (eds.), Solidaritit und Hilfe fiir Juden wihrend der NS-
Zeit, vol. 1: Polen, Rumdnien, Griechenland, Luxemburg, Norwegen, Schweiz (Berlin: Metropol,
1999), pp. 205-232, here p. 216; Klaus Alberts, Theodor Steltzer: Szenarien seines Lebens. Eine Bio-
graphie (Heide: Boyens, 2009), pp. 100-101.

44 Bjarte Bruland, Forsoket pd d tilintetgjore jodene i Norge (Bergen: B. Bruland, 1995), p. 58.

45 Hoffmann, ‘Fluchthilfe als Widerstand’, p. 209.

46 Mendelsohn, Jodenes historie i Norge, p. 74; Stein Ugelvik Larsen, Beatrice Sandberg and Volker
Dahm, Meldungen aus Norwegen 1940-1945: Die geheimen Lageberichte des Befehlshabers der
Sicherheitspolizei und des SD in Norwegen, vol. 1 (Munich: Oldenbourg, 2008), p. 846; Frode
Seeland, Herman Beckers krig: Historien om familien Becker og jedene i Rogaland under andre ver-
denskrig (Oslo: Aschehoug, 2009), p. 139.
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communicated the order to all police stations (Doc. 31). The Quisling government had
created a legal basis for this operation by passing the Law on Preventive Detention on
24 October 1942. Jews were not specifically mentioned in this law, but it regulated the
detention of persons accused of subversive activities. On the day the arrests were carried
out, the Norwegian government issued an additional law under which all the assets of
Norwegian and stateless Jews were expropriated and handed over to the public purse.
Gold and silver jewellery items were immediately confiscated by Norwegian officials
and placed at the disposal of the Reich Commissioner as a ‘voluntary contribution for
war-related expenditure’. Confiscated watches were handed over to the Wehrmacht.4”
The police delivered the confiscation orders to those they were arresting and their fam-
ilies. The eldest remaining member of each family had to report daily to the relevant
police station. Any attempt to withhold property or to circumvent the obligation to re-
port was subject to the severest penalties. The male Jews were first incarcerated in Bredt-
veit prison, and then in the internment camp at Berg, near Tonsberg.® Samuel Stein-
mann, nineteen years old at the time, described the camp, which was guarded by
Norwegians and known as ‘Quisling’s chicken yard’: “The Berg internment camp was a
brand new camp, which had not previously been used. We were housed in barracks that
had only floors, walls and ceilings, no furnishings, no beds, no mattresses.”

Reactions among Norwegians and the resistance movement to the actions taken
against the Jews were not unequivocal. Two weeks after the arrests, the Norwegian
bishops and the leaders of the sizeable Norwegian Free Church societies and organiza-
tions wrote a letter of protest to Quisling stating their opposition to the collaborationist
government’s law on the confiscation of property and to the discriminatory treatment
of Jews under the law. ‘By virtue of our calling’, they had written, ‘we thus exhort the
secular authorities and declare in the name of Jesus Christ: stop the persecution of Jews
and put a stop to the racial hatred which is being spread by the press in our country’
(Doc. 34). The Norwegian National Socialists were unmoved by this exhortation. Mem-
bers of the Nasjonal Samling party profited from the seizure of assets (Doc. 44). On
17 November 1942 the government issued the Law on the Compulsory Registration of
Jews (Doc. 35), which determined who in Norway was regarded as a Jew. The term ‘Jew’
was defined more broadly than in the Nuremberg Laws, for it included Mischlinge of the
second degree who belonged to a Jewish community.5°

In retrospect, the relative inaction on the part of Norwegian resistance groups is sur-
prising. Since the end of 1940 they had been organizing civil disobedience against the
German occupying forces and their Norwegian henchmen. Increasingly large sections
of the population had taken part in this struggle for hearts and minds, for example in
the protests against the Nazification of the state church and of schoolteachers. However,

47 ‘Inndragning av jedisk eiendom i Norge under den 2. verdenskrig’, Norges offentlige utredninger
[NOU] 1997: 22 (Oslo: Statens forvaltningstjeneste statens trykning, 1997) [hereafter NOU, 1997],
pp. 67-124, here p. 76.
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49 Samuel Steinmann, cited in Jakob Lothe and Anette Storeide (eds.), Tidsvitner: Fortellinger fra
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the leaders of the resistance movement passively acquiesced in the registration of Jews
in the spring of 1942 and in the arrests carried out that autumn.

On 25 November 1942 the Germans ordered the arrest of women and children as well
as hospital patients, who had all been spared thus far. The next day, members of the
Norwegian State Police, Criminal Police and riot police, together with Hird (the para-
military troops of Nasjonal Samling), and the Germanic SS removed people, who were
completely unprepared, from homes and hospitals and took them to the landing pier for
the troopship Donau at the port of Oslo. Fehlis reported that evening that the Donau
had put to sea, bound for Stettin, at 2.55 p.m. with 532 persons on board. Yet the perpetra-
tors were still not content. Karl Marthinsen, head of the Norwegian State Police, com-
plained in a report to Quisling that there had been too little time to arrest all the Jews.
And, he noted, the order from Germany that partners in so-called mixed marriages be
spared had meant extra effort and expense (Doc. 38).

The reason for the over-hasty nature of the operation may have been that shipping
space had unexpectedly become available, a possibility supported by the fact that the
Reich Security Main Office in Berlin was not informed of the deportations in advance.
Like the head office of the Stettin Gestapo, the Reich Security Main Office received no-
tice of the sudden availability of transport only a day before the Donau set sail (Doc. 36).
Eichmann’s section for Jewish affairs had very limited time to establish the rules for the
deportation. In contrast to the Norwegian government, however, Berlin insisted that
only Norwegian and stateless Jews be deported. Holders of British or American pass-
ports and citizens of countries that were neutral or allied with Germany were excluded,
as were Jews living in mixed marriages (Doc. 37).

The fact that Norwegian personnel had carried out the arrests and the deportation
gave hope to some of the prisoners, who, segregated by gender, were forced below deck
on the Donau. According to Samuel Steinmann, some of those on board thought that
things would turn out for them as they had for the Norwegian academics who had been
arrested after the large waves of protest in March and April 1942: ‘We sailed into the
fjord and hoped in our hearts that we would be sent to northern Norway, to the Finn-
mark. That was where the teachers and clerics who were arrested previously had been
sent, to labour camps.5! The next day, however, this hope foundered when the deportees
realized that the transport was heading for Germany. On 30 November the Donau ar-
rived in port at Stettin, from where the prisoners were taken by train directly to Ausch-
witz extermination camp. On 1 December 1942 the camp commandant, Rudolf Hoss,
confirmed the arrival of 532 Jews who had been deported from Norway on 25 November
(Docs. 36 and 37). Most of them, including all the women and children, were murdered
immediately.

Because the deportation was handled with unexpected speed, some deportees from
more remote regions did not reach Oslo in time. Employees of the Norwegian Red Cross
and railway staff may have deliberately delayed the transport. The detainees concerned
were initially confined in Bredtveit prison, north-east of Oslo, until the second deport-
ation of Norwegian Jews, which took 158 prisoners on the Gotenland to Stettin, departing
on 25 February 1943. From there, they were taken first to Berlin and after a brief stay in

51 Samuel Steinmann, cited in Lothe and Storeide (eds.), Tidsvitner: Fortellinger fra Auschwitz og
Sachsenhausen, p. 125.
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Levetzowstrafle assembly camp they were added to a transport to Auschwitz, which
reached the extermination camp on the night of 2/3 March 1943.52 Twenty-eight men
deemed fit for work were taken to Monowitz camps; all the others were murdered straight
away.53 The psychiatrist Leo Eitinger was among the few survivors (Doc. 51). He re-
turned to Norway after the war, undertook psychiatric work with concentration camp
prisoners, and gained an international reputation in the field of trauma research.

After the deportation of the Norwegian Jews, the distribution of their property began,
on the basis of the aforementioned law of 26 October 1942. Because the anti-Jewish regu-
lations could be traced back to the Quisling government rather than the occupiers and
because Norwegian officials had carried out the arrests, many Norwegians viewed the
confiscations as legal. The Norwegian government set up a separate authority, the Liqui-
dations Office, to administer the assets. The office appointed administrators for the
homes that had had to be abandoned.5* Household items and movable belongings were
either sold at public auction or offered for sale to Norwegian volunteers in the Waffen
SS (Doc. 44). Real estate, by contrast, was generally not sold, but instead managed by
the Ministry of Finance.

Those Jews who had avoided arrest were clearly in mortal danger. A few non-Jewish
Norwegians endeavoured to persuade the Norwegian authorities to defer action against
their Jewish friends and acquaintances, but usually without success (Doc. 48). As had
been the case during the first wave of arrests, in October 1942 a number of Norwegian
policemen succeeded in warning a few individuals, who with the help of fellow Norwe-
gians now went into hiding. Hospitals in particular came to the aid of many of those
fleeing and in the first few days also provided a place to hide.>5 Aiding an escape in this
way was dangerous, for on 12 October 1942 Reich Commissioner Terboven had threaten-
ed to impose the death penalty on those who were fleeing and their helpers. Nonetheless,
after the arrests in October 1942 and the deportation the following month, more and
more non-Jewish Norwegians attempted to save the remaining Jews and take them to
neighbouring Sweden. Most Jews came from the area in and around Oslo. The Swedish
border was only around 100 kilometres away, but it was guarded extremely closely. Until
an opportunity to smuggle people across the border arose it was necessary to find safe
places to hide and to procure food. However, the unexpected rush risked exposing the
escape routes which had been set up earlier by the resistance movement. Moreover, in
recent months roundups by the German authorities had markedly weakened the organ-
ized Norwegian resistance movement.56
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The most extensive rescue operation in Norway during the war was organized by a
married couple, Alf and Gerd Pettersen. Together with their friends Rolf Syversen and
Reidar Larsen, they took two truckloads of Jews to the border almost daily between De-
cember 1942 and February 1943, thereby saving the lives of several hundred people. The
code name of this resistance group, Carl Fredriksens Transport, was an allusion to King
Haakon VII of Norway, whose first names included ‘Carl’ and ‘Fredrik’. Among those
saved were fourteen children who had come to Norway from Czechoslovakia through
Nansen Relief and had been accommodated in a home in Holbergsgate in Oslo.57 On the
evening of 25 November 1942, Sigrid Helliesen Lund, who was involved in Nansen Relief
and refugee work, received a tip from an anonymous caller that there was to be another
‘party’ and ‘the small parcels’ were now also going to be picked up. Lund realized that
this had to be a reference to the arrest of the children. Together with Nina Hasvold, the
home’s director, Caroline ‘Nic’ Waal, who was a child psychiatrist, and a number of oth-
ers, she rescued the children by taking them to Sweden (Docs. 41 and 46).58

Most of those fleeing were first driven to the area near the border by helpers. Then,
in groups led by guides, they had to undertake lengthy treks through the snow-covered
mountain ranges and forests along the Swedish border, constantly at risk of falling into
the hands of German patrols. Those who were less robust, who were often not equal to
the exertions, were a particular hazard on these journeys, as were small children, whose
cries could put the entire group at risk. Anna Rothschild and her 18-month-old daughter,
Inger Lise, had remained in Norway after her husband managed to flee to Sweden during
the first arrests of Jewish men. The person helping her to escape demanded that she
leave her child behind. Looking back, she described her debilitation, fear, and weariness
and, above all, the difficult decision as to what was to become of Inger Lise: ‘Should I
rip out my heart and leave her behind in Norway? Should I wait with her? Wait to be
caught, deported, and possibly killed?’>® On 4 December 1942 she finally managed to
escape. Inger Lise was placed with a foster mother and smuggled into Sweden on 16 May
1943. In total, more than 1,000 Jews were saved by escape to neighbouring Sweden.

In Sweden, the ‘anti-Jewish operation” in Norway had attracted great attention. The
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs had been quickly and thoroughly briefed about the
events by its consul general in Oslo. Efforts were made in Stockholm to at least do some-
thing for Jews who had family connections with Sweden. At the same time, the Swedish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which thus far had maintained a certain distance from Jew-
ish refugees from Germany and Eastern Europe, came under public pressure as a result
of the large number of enquiries made by Swedish relatives of the persecuted (Doc. 39).
In early December 1942 Sweden offered to accept all Jews who had not yet been deported
from Norway, but the German government rejected this proposal. Claes Westring, the
Swedish consul general in Norway, attempted to save the remaining Jews there by issuing
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Swedish identity papers liberally.5° This course of action was supported by leading offi-
cials at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and also by the minister of foreign affairs himself.
However, by declining to recognize any citizenship acquired after 26 November 1942,
the Germans effectively rejected the intervention by the Swedish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs for those who had already been deported.®! In October 1944, shortly before the
end of the war, the fear that the Germans might still deport approximately sixty Jews in
so-called mixed marriages who had been arrested but not yet deported led the Swedish
consul general in Oslo to begin efforts to get these individuals to Sweden. After lengthy
negotiations, the individuals concerned were allowed to leave Norway for Sweden as of
21 April 1945, prior to Germany’s capitulation.62

In all, at least 772 Jews were deported from Norway, of whom just 34 survived. To-
gether with those who were murdered in Norway or took their own lives, 764 Jews from
Norway — almost half of the Jewish population - lost their lives.®3

Netherlands

At the Wannsee Conference on 20 January 1942, Heydrich and his expert on Jewish
affairs Adolf Eichmann estimated the number of Jews living in the Netherlands at
160,800. This number, based on the 1941 census of Jews in the Netherlands, also included
Mischlinge of the first and second degree.* Initial figures for deportation that were
agreed at meetings held up to 11 June 1942 set a total of 15,000, with deportations to start
in July 1942. That figure was then revised dramatically upwards: in a letter dated 22 June
1942 to the Reich Foreign Office, Eichmann was already writing of deporting 40,000
Jews from the Netherlands.65

A few days later, on 26 June, SS-Hauptsturmfithrer Ferdinand aus der Fiinten, head
of the Central Office for Jewish Emigration in Amsterdam, informed the Jewish Council
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(Joodsche Raad) that Jewish workers were to be called up for labour deployment in
Germany’. The Central Office was to be in charge of the call-ups, while the Jewish Coun-
cil was required to handle transport documentation and the declarations of assets sub-
mitted by those affected. After some hesitation and with grave reservations, the two
chairmen of the Jewish Council, David Cohen and Abraham Asscher, declared them-
selves willing to cooperate. They were given various promises, supposedly as conces-
sions: families would not be split up; only adults between eighteen and forty would be
affected; postal traffic would be possible; and members of certain professions as well as
employees of the Jewish Council would be exempt from labour deployment.©6

On 5 July 1942 and in the days that followed, 4,000 persons summoned for labour
deployment were told to report to the police-run transit camp at Westerbork, where they
were to undergo medical examination. Enclosed with the summons was a list of the items
of clothing allowed and a travel permit for the journey to Westerbork. Only a few people
actually turned up after receiving a summons. The fear was too great, not least as rumours
of a deportation to Poland had begun to circulate. When numbers at the assembly points
failed to increase even after the Amsterdam police delivered written summons, on 14 July
the German Order Police carried out raids in Amsterdam, taking more than 500 Jews
hostage and threatening to send them to Mauthausen concentration camp if those who
had been summoned continued to refuse to report. In the Netherlands, ‘Mauthausen’ had
become synonymous with death ever since, in retaliation for the February Strike in 1941,
Jewish men had been deported there and death notices for many of them were received
just a few months later. This threat and a renewed appeal by the Jewish Council had an
effect, and in the coming days many Amsterdam Jews obeyed the summons and were
taken to Westerbork. On 15 July 1942 the first deportation train left from there, bringing
1,135 Jews to Auschwitz.6” After a three-day train journey, several hundred deportees were
immediately led into the gas chambers and murdered; the others were placed in the con-
centration camp. From then until the end of November 1942, deportation trains departed
approximately twice a week and took a total of 36,084 Jews from Westerbork to Auschwitz.
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the Jewish Council, dated 26 June 1942. On the history of the persecution of the Jews in the Nether-
lands, see Jacques Presser, Ondergang: De vervolging en verdelging van het Nederlandse Jodendom
1940-1945 (The Hague: Staatsuitgeverij, 1965) (abridged English edn: Ashes in the Wind: The De-
struction of Dutch Jewry, trans. Arnold Pomerans [London: Souvenir Press, 2010]); Abel Herzberg,
Kroniek der Jodenvervolging, 1940-1945 (Amsterdam: Querido, 1985); Loe de Jong, Jodenvervolging
in Nederland 1940-1945, 2 vols. (Amsterdam: Verbum and NIOD, 2018); de Jong, Het Koninkrijk,
vols. 5-8; Bob Moore, Victims and Survivors: The Nazi Persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands,
1940-1945 (London: Arnold, 1997); Jozeph Michman, Hartog Beem, and Dan Michman, Pinkas:
Geschiedenis van de joodse gemeenschap in Nederland (Amsterdam: Contact, 1999); Peter Romijn et
al.,, The Persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands, 1940-1945: New Perspectives (Amsterdam: Vossius-
pers UVA, 2012); Frits Boterman, Duitse daders: De Jodenvervolging en de nazificatie van Nederland
(1940-1945) (Amsterdam and Antwerp: Arbeiderspers, 2015); Katja Happe, Viele falsche Hoffnungen:
Judenverfolgung in den Niederlanden 1940-1945 (Paderborn: Ferdinand Schéningh, 2017). For com-
parison with France and Belgium, see Pim Griffioen and Ron Zeller, Jodenvervolging in Nederland,
Frankrijk en Belgié: Overeenkomsten, verschillen, oorzaken (Amsterdam: Boom, 2010), and Pim Grif-
fioen and Ron Zeller, ‘Comparing the persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands, France and Bel-
gium, 1940-1945: Similarities, Differences, Causes’, in Romijn et al., The Persecution of the Jews in
the Netherlands, 1940-1945: New Perspectives, pp. 55-92.

67 NIOD, 182/1c. Minutes of the Jewish Council, 14 July 1942. The information on the deportation
numbers is based on Gerhard Hirschfeld, ‘Niederlande’, in Benz (ed.), Dimension des Volker-
mords, pp. 137-165. List of deportees’ names: In Memoriam (The Hague: Sdu Publishers, 1995).
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Some of the Jews (among them Christian Jews) deported from Westerbork had been trans-
ferred here from Amersfoort police transit camp. Of the approximately 42,000 Jews
deported to Auschwitz by February 1943, only a few dozen survived. However, some
3,400 Dutch (along with 1,200 Belgian and 5,000 French) Jews were taken off a few of the
transports in Kozle (Upper Silesia) to undertake forced labour in local camps; of these,
875 survived, 185 of them Dutch Jews.68

Otto Bene, Reich Foreign Office representative in The Hague, noted the start of the
deportations in his report to Berlin on 17 July 1942, in which he stated ‘that the first two
trains have set off without difficulties of any kind’ (Doc. 60). Only a few weeks later,
however, he was forced to concede that since learning what ‘is implied by transport or
labour deployment in the East’, large numbers of Jews were evading deportation. ‘Of the
2,000 summoned for this week’, he reported, ‘only around 400 turned up. Those who
were summoned are no longer to be found in their apartments. There are therefore diffi-
culties in filling the two trains’ (Doc. 71).°

To ensure full use was made of the trains’ capacity, the German authorities changed
their approach. After written summonses had failed to yield the desired result, units of
the German Order Police and Dutch police arrested Jews who had received these notifica-
tions at their homes and brought them, along with their luggage, to assembly points from
where they were to travel to Westerbork.”7? This measure was facilitated by a regulation
issued in late June 1942 by Hanns Albin Rauter, commissioner general for security, requir-
ing Jews to remain in their homes between 8 p.m. and 6 a.m. (Doc. 53). The collection of
people from their homes marked the beginning of a time of mounting anxiety for the
Jews. The Jewish writer Sam Goudsmit described such evenings in his diary:

So this evening again, thousands of Jews in Amsterdam, sitting together with nar-
rowed eyes and the blood drained from their faces, waiting to find out if they will
be allowed to sleep at home tonight or will be pounced upon at any moment, when
the sound of the bell will cut straight through their heart, and they will have to leave
their home behind forever. (Doc. 75)

68 The exact numbers have only recently been ascertained: see Herman van Rens and Annelies
Wilms, Tussenstation Cosel: Joodse mannen uit West-Europa naar dwangarbeiderskampen in Si-
lezié, 1942-1945 (Hilversum: Verloren, 2020). For earlier studies, see L. Landsberger, A. de Haas,
and K. Selowsky, Auschwitz, vol. 2: De deportatietransporten van 15 juli tot en met 24 augustus 1942
(The Hague: Nederlandsche Roode Kruis, 1948); Danuta Czech, Kalendarium der Ereignisse im
Konzentrationslager Auschwitz-Birkenau, 1939-1945 (Reinbek: Rowohlt, 1989); de Jong, Het Kon-
inkrijk, vol. 8/2: Gevangenen en gedeporteerden, p. 833.

69 For an attempt to assess the extent of the population’s awareness of the persecution of the Jews,
see Bart van der Boom, ‘We weten niets van hun lot’: Gewone Nederlanders en de Holocaust (Am-
sterdam: Boom, 2012), and ‘Ordinary Dutchmen and the Holocaust: A Summary of Findings’, in
Peter Romijn et al., The Persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands, 1940-1945: New Perspectives,
pp- 29-55. Van der Boom’s study and its methodology have been sharply criticized: see a summa-
rizing overview in Christina Morina, ‘The “bystander” in recent Dutch historiography’, German
History, 32:1 (2014), pp. 101-111.

70 Guus Meershoek, Dienaren van het gezag: De Amsterdamse politie tijdens de bezetting (Amsterdam:
Van Gennep, 1999); Ad van Liempt and Jan H. Kompagnie (eds.), Jodenjacht: De onthutsende rol
van de Nederlandse politie in de Tweede Wereldoorlog (Amsterdam: Balans, 2011); Marnix Croes,
‘The Dutch Police Force and the Persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands during the German
Occupation, 1940-1945’, in Bruno De Wever, Herman Van Goethem, and Nico Wouters (eds,), Local
Government in Occupied Europe (1939-1945) (Ghent: Academia Press, 2006), pp. 67-82.
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After months of fear, German refugee Gerhard Durlacher ultimately perceived his
arrest like ‘a menacing but inevitable natural disaster’.”!

The German authorities did not keep any of the promises they had made to the Jew-
ish Council. Young children and the elderly were summoned, and letters or cards from
Auschwitz forcibly written by the deportees upon arrival reached the Jewish Council
only after several weeks, if at all. Only exemptions - or ‘exemption stamps’ (Sperrstem-
pel) as they were termed in reference to the number stamped in the passport of the
person exempted — promised relative protection from deportation. Employees of the
Jewish Council and their families were exempt, as were members of certain occupational
groups, such as diamond merchants or metal dealers, who were considered important
to Germany’s wartime economy.”? In view of the opportunity for exemption, as well as
the increasing workload, the number of employees at the Jewish Council rose rapidly, at
times reaching 10,000. The council thus increasingly became a kind of ‘state within the
state’,” responsible for every sphere of Jewish life, from social welfare and hospitals and
schools to the cultural programme and efforts on behalf of those who had been selected
for labour deployment. David Cohen adopted the maxim ‘at least to retain the most
important people for as long as possible’ (Doc. 79). The scope for action by the Jewish
Council was restricted, however, by German directives and orders. The council therefore
no longer tended to lodge overarching protests and instead limited them to isolated
cases. Its role as an instrument or compliant helper of the occupying forces was the cause
of fierce controversy even during the occupation.”* Employees who survived for some
time under the protection of the Jewish Council, such as the writer Grete Weil, recalled
its role with ambivalence:

Today I feel guilt for having been part of the Jewish Council. No one knows what
would have happened if it had not existed. [...] But for me, it is not a guilt that casts
a cloud over my life. I can only say that I would feel easier in my mind if I had not
been a part of it.”>

71 Gerhard Durlacher, Stripes in the Sky (London: Serpent’s Tail, 1991), p. 28.

72 On the economic interests of the German occupiers in connection with the persecution of the
Jews, see Martin Dean, Robbing the Jews: The Confiscation of Jewish Property in the Holocaust,
1933-1945 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Gerard Aalders, Nazi Looting: The
Plunder of Dutch Jewry during the Second World War (Oxford: Berg, 2004); Christoph Kreutzmiil-
ler, Hindler und Handlungsgehilfen: Der Finanzplatz Amsterdam und die deutschen GrofSbanken
(1918-1945) (Stuttgart: Steiner, 2005); Christoph Kreutzmiiller, ‘Contested Dispossession: The
Netherlands’, in Christoph Kreutzmiiller and Jonathan R. Zatlin (eds.), Dispossession: Plundering
German Jewry, 1933-1953 (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2020), pp. 216-235.

The ‘state within the state’ was Presser’s heading for his chapter on the Jewish Council: see Presser,
Ondergang, vol. 1, p. 214. On the number of employees, see ibid., p. 290.

74 Hans Knoop, De Joodsche Raad: Het drama van Abraham Asscher en David Cohen (Amsterdam:
Elsevier, 1983); Willy Lindwer, Het fatale dilemma: De Joodsche Raad voor Amsterdam 1941-1943
(The Hague: Sdu Uitgeverij Koninginnegracht, 1995); Johannes Houwink ten Cate, ‘Die moral-
ische Debatte tiber den Amsterdamer Judenrat’, in Norbert Fasse, Johannes Houwink ten Cate,
and Horst Lademacher (eds.), Nationalsozialistische Herrschaft und Besatzungszeit: Historische Er-
fahrung und Verarbeitung aus niederlindischer und deutscher Sicht (Miinster: Waxmann, 2000),
pp. 211-216; Bernard Wasserstein, The Ambiguity of Virtue: Gertrude van Tijn and the Fate of the
Dutch Jews (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2014).

Grete Weil, cited in Dorlies Pollmann and Edith Laudowicz (eds.), Weil ich das Leben liebe: Person-
liches und Politisches aus dem Leben engagierter Frauen (Cologne: Pahl-Rugenstein, 1981), p. 176.
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The deportation of Jewish citizens, now a regular occurrence, provoked protest from
various quarters. On 11 July 1942 the Christian churches of the Netherlands appealed to
Reich Commissioner Arthur Seyss-Inquart in a telegram, requesting that the measure
be cancelled. In particular, the churches intervened on behalf of those who had been
baptized but were considered Jews according to National Socialist racial principles
(Doc. 65). The churches obtained an exemption from the Reich Commissioner for those
who had converted to Christianity and been baptized before January 1941. The telegram
of protest was to have been read aloud in every church in the Netherlands on 26 July
1942, but Seyss-Inquart made the exemption for those who had been baptized condition-
al on the telegram not being read out. The Dutch Reformed Church complied, but the
majority of the other churches did not. The Reich Commissioner now sought to under-
mine the solidarity of the Dutch churches by exempting Jews who had converted to
Protestantism, while those baptized in the Catholic Church were deported as punish-
ment for the reading out of the telegram. His attempts to play off the churches against
each other proved unsuccessful, but overall Catholics of Jewish origin still had a much
slighter chance of survival than non-Aryan Protestants (Doc. 69).

The illegal newspapers published in the Netherlands also took a stand against the
deportations. Het Parool and other newspapers repeatedly addressed the horrific fate of
the Jews and called upon the Dutch population to provide active help.”¢ In August 1942
they even published a joint ‘Manifesto on the Reintroduction of Slavery’, in which they
demanded: ‘Protect the Jews wherever you can. Hide them, give them shelter and food,
however hard it may be for you!” (Doc. 68). A two-page leaflet titled ‘Netherlands, Wake
Up’ (Nederland Ontwaakt), dated 24 July 1942, reacted to the first transport from Am-
sterdam, stating that at Westerbork ‘Jewish men were separated from their wives and
deported in German livestock wagons with an unknown destination to their mass grave
far beyond the German border ... It must never be allowed for 120,000 Dutch Jews to
be driven like animals to the slaughter.’7”

Nonetheless, many Jews felt helpless and exposed. Jules Schelvis, one of the few sur-
vivors, described this sentiment retrospectively:

What was most painful for us was the humiliation to which we were subjected. To
be completely defenceless and unable to do anything to end this degrading state of
affairs. Why was no one able to stop what happened to us? How could the world
allow us, upright Dutch citizens, to be treated like dirt?78

The Dutch government in exile in London spoke out when the deportations began.
On 25 July 1942 Prime Minister Gerbrandy declared on Radio Oranje, the Dutch-
language programme of the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), that the implemen-
tation of these measures was ‘in breach of the Dutch constitution, according to which all

76 See, for example, Het Parool, 14 July 1942, p. 1; no. 4, 25 July 1942, p. 3; and no. 42, 21 August
1942, p. 5; Madelon de Keizer, Het Parool 1940-1945: Verzetsblad in oorlogstijd (Amsterdam: Otto
Cramwinckel, 1991).

77 NIOD, collection 556, box no. 40; Jewish Historical Museum, Amsterdam.

78 Jules Schelvis, Er reed een trein naar Sobibor (Hooghalen: Herinneringscentrum Kamp Wester-
bork, 2012), p. 36.
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citizens are equal before the law’ (Doc. 64). Overall, however, the Dutch government in
exile did relatively little for the persecuted Jews in the Netherlands during the first few
months. When David Cohen was asked by his acquaintance Meyer Sluijser what the gov-
ernment in exile had done for the Jews, he replied: ‘My answer to that is short: Nothing.7®

By the beginning of 1942 the Germans had already interned more than 5,000 Jews
in Dutch labour camps,8® a measure that had originally been intended for the Dutch
unemployed. In so doing, the occupation authorities had brought a section of the Dutch
Jews under their control. At the end of September 1942 Rauter reported to Reichsfithrer-
SS Heinrich Himmler on his further plans: “‘We hope to reach a total of 8,000 Jews by
1 October. These 8,000 Jews have around 22,000 relatives throughout Holland. On 1 Oc-
tober the Werkverruiming [labour] camps will be occupied by me at a stroke, and on
the same day the relatives outside the camps will be arrested” (Doc. 81).

Westerbork transit camp had been established as a central refugee camp back in the
autumn of 1939. For this reason, Jewish refugees from Germany who had been interned
there since the creation of the camp were at the top of the Jewish prisoner hierarchy even
after Westerbork was taken over by the German occupation authorities in the summer
of 1942. Konrad Gemmeker, a former policeman and employee of the Security Police,
was in charge of the camp, which was guarded jointly by members of the German SS
and the Dutch military police. The internal organization, however, was largely in Jewish
hands. The long-term’ camp inmates, as they were known, often held key positions and
were able to make similarly favourable positions available to friends and acquaintances.
Sometimes they were even able to influence who was included on transport lists. That
ability fostered conflict within the camp between the German Jews and the Dutch Jews.
According to Aad van As, a non-Jewish administrative official from the Westerbork mu-
nicipality who dealt with both groups: ‘The Jewish population in the camp resisted the
idea that they should follow orders given by German Jewish émigrés on Dutch soil. For
that is how it was seen. They were regarded as Germans, not as fellow Jews who suffered
under the occupying forces in the same way.'8!

The constant fear of deportation dominated life in Westerbork more than such inter-
nal conflict and all the hardships in the camp. Advantageous positions in the camp ad-
ministration, at the hospital, or with the ‘Westerbork Revue’, the camp cabaret featuring
well-known Jewish performers and musicians, provided only a temporary reprieve. In-
mates repeatedly had to bid farewell to friends and relatives who were deported. As a
nurse in Westerbork, Jeanne van den Berg-van Cleeff witnessed many transports: ‘I had
to take the people to the train, all the way to the railway wagon. Adults, children, and
babies. The wagons were simply loaded up with those who were there’82

79 David Cohen, Voorzitter van de Joodse Raad: De herinneringen van David Cohen (1941-1943), ed.
Erik Sommers (Zutphen: Walburg Pers, 2010), p. 205. On the role of the government in exile, see
also Jord Schaap, Het recht om te waarschuwen: Jodenvervolging en vernieuwing in de Radio Oranje-
toespraken van Wilhelmina (Groningen: Wolters-Noordhoff, 2005), and Onno Sinke, Verzet vanuit
de verte: De behoedzame koers van Radio Oranje (Amsterdam: Augustus, 2009).

80 PM] s, p. 45.

81 Aad van As, In het hol van de leeuw (Hooghalen: Herinneringscentrum Kamp Westerbork, 2004),
p. 67.

82 Anna Hajkova, ‘Das Polizeiliche Durchgangslager Westerbork’, in Wolfgang Benz and Barbara
Distel (eds.), Terror im Westen: Nationalsozialistische Lager in den Niederlanden, Belgien und Lux-
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Besides Westerbork there were two other camps in the Netherlands in which Jews
were interned over a lengthy period. In January 1943 the SS established Vught concentra-
tion camp, officially named KL Herzogenbusch due to its proximity to the town of
’s-Hertogenbosch. In addition to non-Jews in protective custody, university students,
and hostages, thousands of Jews were temporarily interned here. Many of them were
forced to undertake hard physical labour as members of work squads and were mistreat-
ed (Doc. 108). Both Jews and non-Jews detailed to the Philips electrical company were
lucky to start with. The work there was relatively tolerable, and both the company’s
management and its employees sought to alleviate the situation of the Jews (Doc. 144).
However, the firm could prevent neither the departure of a transport with more than
1,000 Jews that travelled from Vught directly to Auschwitz in November 1943, nor the
eventual deportation of the remaining Jewish inmates of the camp to Westerbork.8?
Those deported from Vught to Auschwitz survived there until January 1944, when ap-
proximately 300 men and 5 women were distributed among various labour camps and
all the others were murdered. Only 53 persons from this deportation survived and re-
turned to the Netherlands after their liberation.84

In what became the third transit camp in the Netherlands, at Barneveld, a small town
in the province of Gelderland, several hundred intellectuals, artists, and otherwise well-
known persons were interned in two small castles from December 1942. Reich Commis-
sioner Seyss-Inquart had allowed Dutch secretaries general Karel Frederiks and Jan van
Dam, who as the most senior ministry officials were in charge of the Dutch administra-
tion, to name around 500 Jews who were to be considered ‘privileged’ and thus exempted
from deportation (Doc. 102). This status protected the inmates for less than a year. In
September 1943 the camp was closed, and the internees were first sent to Westerbork
and later deported to Theresienstadt. Henny Bing-Rudelsheim, a member of the so-
called Barneveld Group, recalled the shock of learning that they would be deported from
Westerbork to the East.8> Bing-Rudelsheim survived, but many of her fellow sufferers
were deported from Theresienstadt to Auschwitz and other camps, where they perished.
Although the secretaries general had repeatedly protested against the treatment of the
Jews during the first years of the occupation, barely anything was done to protect the
Jews after the start of the deportations, with the exception of the granting of protected

emburg 1940-1945 (Berlin: Metropol, 2004), pp. 217-248; Nanda van der Zee, Westerbork: Het
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‘Verpleegster uit nood’, in Guido Abuys and Dirk Mulder (eds.), Genezen verklaard voor ... Een
ziekenhuis in kamp Westerbork, 1939-1945 (Hooghalen: Herinneringscentrum Kamp Westerbork,
2006), p. 36.

83 P. W. Klein and Justus van de Kamp, Het Philips-Kommando in Kamp Vught (Amsterdam: Contact,
2003); Hans de Vries, ‘Konzentrationslager Herzogenbusch (Vught)’, in Wolfgang Benz and Bar-
bara Distel (eds.), Der Ort des Terrors, vol. 7: Niederhagen/Wewelsburg, Lublin-Majdanek, Arbeits-
dorf, Herzogenbusch (Vught), Bergen-Belsen, Mittelbau-Dora (Munich: Beck, 2008), pp. 153-184.

84 An early post-war study by L. Landsberger, A. de Haas, and K. Selowsky, Auschwitz, vol. 4: De
deportatietransporten in 1943 (The Hague: Nederlandsche Roode Kruis, 1953), pp. 44 and 57-59,
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of Dutch Jewry, Viewed from Within and Without, 1942-1943, PhD dissertation, University of
Haifa (2021).
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status to the Barneveld group. The ‘exemptions’ which many Jews hoped would protect
them from deportation thus became increasingly important. At the same time, these ex-
emptions provided the German authorities with a means of categorizing Jews and of
treating particular groups in different ways and playing them off against each other. New
exemption lists appeared repeatedly, along with new categories that promised exclusion
from deportation. From the autumn of 1942 the Central Office for Jewish Emigration
issued exemption stamps for ‘foreign Jews’ and for ‘Portuguese Jews’, whose status as
Jews was hard to determine because of queries over their ancestry.8¢ Jews by ancestry’
(Abstammungsjuden) were spared for the time being because their ‘racial” origin had yet
to be clarified. Jews ‘offered for exchange’ (Angebotsjuden) too were temporarily spared,
because they might be exchanged for Germans interned abroad. In addition, there were
lists for the Jewish Council, for Protestants of Jewish descent, for ‘armaments Jews” and
‘diamond Jews’, as well as for Jewish men and women with non-Jewish spouses, who were
deemed to be part of mixed marriages (Doc. 112). Many Jews used all means available to
them to get onto a list that seemed to offer them protection, with more than 30,000 per-
sons thus listed by the end of December 1942. Coen Rood, a survivor of various camps,
described in retrospect the attitude to life adopted by many Jews at that time: ‘Every
opportunity to stay is taken, and every transport that leaves without you on it is a step
closer to liberation’8” At the same time, many assessed their situation very realistically,
including the author and journalist Salomon de Vries: ‘My wife and I had a few good
chances [of being deported]. I had a couple of “exemptions”, but these were on paper, and
under very specific circumstances the Germans have traditionally shown a truly German
disdain for everything that is written on paper and has had a seal put on it’ (Doc. 76).
Mirjam Bolle, an employee of the Jewish Council, described the situation in a letter writ-
ten in February 1943: ‘this Sperre [exemption] affair is a dark chapter indeed. The Ger-
mans tossed us a bone and watched with glee as the Jews fought for it.88 In practice, lists
suddenly expired, depending on the needs and wishes of the Central Office for Jewish
Emigration, while the number on the lists might be arbitrarily decreased or all those on
the list deported as a group, as in the case of the ‘privileged” Jews from Barneveld. For
these reasons, an exemption stamp offered protection that was at most temporary.

To hide or ‘go underground’ was the only other way to avoid deportation. The family
of Edith Samuel-Jakobs, for example, reacted immediately to their summons: ‘When
Rose and Martin, at the age of sixteen, were notified of their selection to report for
“labour deployment”, it was high time to disappear.’8® There were various possibilities.
One could try to lead a life as normal as possible in a new location with a false passport

86 A considerable number of Portuguese Jews applied to the German official in charge of ‘racially
ambiguous’ cases, Hans Georg Calmeyer, seeking to be recognized as non-racially Jewish and thus
to be exempted from anti-Jewish measures in general and deportation in particular. See Geraldien
von Frijtag Drabbe Kiinzel, Het geval Calmeyer (Amsterdam: Mets & Schilt, 2008), and Jaap Co-
hen, De onontkoombare afkomst van Eli d’Oliveira: Een Portugees-Joodse familiegeschiedenis (Am-
sterdam and Antwerp: Querido, 2015), pp. 349-455.

87 Coen Rood, Onze dagen: Herinneringen aan de jodenvervolging (Amsterdam: Boom, 2011), p. 37.

88 Letter dated 2 February 1943, in Mirjam Bolle, Letters Never Sent: Amsterdam, Westerbork, Bergen-
Belsen (Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 2014), p. 57.

89 Rose Jakobs, De roos die nooit bloeide: Dagboek van een onderduikster, 1942-1944 (Amsterdam:
Arbeiderspers, 1999), p. 18.
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that lacked the tell-tale T, for example helping with the harvest in the countryside. Many
Jews sought shelter in the homes of friends and acquaintances as ostensibly distant rela-
tives of their hosts. Parents tried to get their children to safety by lodging them under
false names with the families of strangers; resistance groups provided many of them with
food ration cards.”® Anyone unable to obtain a false passport was left with no alternative
to life in hiding. Not everyone managed to find relatively comfortable accommodation
with the same success as the family of Anne Frank (Doc. 147), who lived in several rooms
in a house that were accessible only through a secret entrance and who were provided
for by employees of her father Otto Frank’s former firm. In many cases, tiny rooms,
cellars, or attic partitions served as hiding places which those who were being concealed
sometimes could not leave for months on end. Approximately 25,000-28,000 Dutch
Jews went into hiding.®!

A considerable number of Dutch people were ready to help and took Jews who were
in danger, even complete strangers, into their homes. In so doing they were taking a
great risk. Some took payment for their help. Not infrequently people in hiding had to
move to another hiding place because there was a threat of a roundup or because they
had been betrayed. Every change of location brought fresh dangers and the challenges
of adapting to a new environment. Albert Heymans, who went into hiding, recounted
in his memoirs how difficult it had been to keep in touch with family members and to
find new places to hide.”2 Conflicts between hosts and their illegal guests were common,
the result of their living together in an extremely tight space and of the perilousness of
the situation. T am aware of the fact that I am homeless, but that does not mean that I
have to take insults from you, said Toni Ringel, a Jewish woman in hiding, when she felt
harassed by her ‘landlady’ (Doc. 106).

The attempt to escape to neutral Switzerland was no less risky. From the summer of
1942, members of the resistance movement in the occupied Netherlands were secretly in

90 Bert-Jan Flim, Saving the Children: History of the Organized Effort to Rescue Jewish Children in the
Netherlands, 1942-1945, trans. Jeanette Ringold (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2005 [Dutch edn,
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(Berlin: Metropol, 2004), pp. 41-72; Pinchas Bar-Efrat, Denunciation and Rescue: Dutch Society

and the Holocaust (Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 2017), pp. 25-27; and de Jong, Jodenvervolging in

Nederland 1940-1945, pp. 1321-1322.

92 Albert Heymans, Jood zonder ster (Westervoort: Van Gruting, 1999), p. 81. On life in hiding, see
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contact with Switzerland. The so-called Swiss route was also used to convey information
to the Dutch government in exile in London, and information about the persecution of
the Jews made its way out of the Netherlands through this channel. Only a few hundred
Jews, however, entered Switzerland via Belgium and France.®> Another escape route,
from the Netherlands via Belgium and France to Spain, was initiated by the Zionist
Palestine Pioneers (Halutzim). They managed to rescue between 150 and 200 youngsters.
Similarly, the ‘Nanno’ and ‘Dutch-Paris’ networks rescued hundreds of Jews by channel-
ling them via the escape route to Spain.®*

By the end of February 1943, a total of 46,455 persons — almost one third of all the Jews
living in the Netherlands - had already been deported to Auschwitz, and the transports
continued to depart from Westerbork regularly, at least once a week. Of the Jews deport-
ed by that date, usually no more than ten persons per transport survived the war. In a
speech to the Germanic SS on 22 March 1943, Commissioner General Rauter affirmed
the Germans’ goal once again: “We hope that in the foreseeable future there will no
longer be a single Jew in the Netherlands walking around freely in the streets’ (Doc. 113).
Meanwhile, in January 1943 Het Apeldoornsche Bosch, a psychiatric institution for Jews,
was emptied and all the patients deported, along with many of the nursing staff (Docs.
103 and 104). Not one of them survived. When making arrests, the German and Dutch
police no longer spared the infirm, the elderly, or children. The destination of the de-
portation trains that left between March and the end of July 1943 was not Auschwitz,
but rather Sobibor extermination camp. Of the 31,313 persons taken there on nineteen
transports, only 18 survived the war. One of the survivors, Jules Schelvis, described the
end of the train journey: ‘Early Friday morning, after travelling for seventy hours, the
last little grain of our endurance was used up. We could not bear any more. Extreme
fatigue had rendered us so apathetic that we no longer took an interest in where we were
going and what work we were to do.9> Almost all of the others who were deported to
Sobibor were murdered in the gas chambers upon arrival. Selma Wijnberg-Engel was
the only Dutch person to survive the uprising there in October 1943. She returned to the
Netherlands after the war.

For the Jews who were still living legally in the Netherlands, the spring of 1943
brought a further restriction. In March, by order of Rauter, those living in the prov-
inces of Friesland, Groningen, Drente, Overijssel, Gelderland, Limburg, North Bra-
bant, and Seeland were forced to move to Vught camp. Only one month later the Jewish
inhabitants of the remaining provinces — Utrecht, North Holland, and South Holland -
suffered the same fate (Doc. 117). All the Jews still at liberty were thus concentrated in
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Amsterdam, which made it easier for the occupying forces to carry out roundups and
arrests.¢

In the spring of 1943 the mood shifted among the Dutch population, which had al-
ready increasingly turned against the occupiers over the course of 1942, as more and
more Dutch men were required to perform forced labour in Germany. In late April 1943
more than 250,000 army personnel who had been quickly released from detention fol-
lowing Dutch capitulation in 1940 were required by the German occupiers to resume
their status as prisoners of war, so that they could be deployed for forced labour in Ger-
many. Strikes broke out in nearly every part of the country. Factory workers refused to
work, as did employees of department stores and shops. Farmers stopped delivering
grain. Only in Amsterdam, after the experiences of the strike of February 1941, did the
situation remain calm. The German occupiers reacted with force and crushed the strikes
within a week, with almost 200 persons losing their lives in the process.®” Increasing
numbers of Dutch non-Jews subsequently also went underground in order to avoid
forced labour in Germany. The strikes in April and May 1943 marked a turning point in
the occupation, with an increase in both organized resistance, which had previously
remained slight, and support for those who were in hiding. Jews could now count on
receiving greater help while living illicitly. For many, however, the shift in public opinion
came too late — almost half of the 140,000 Jews living in the Netherlands had already
been deported, and most of them murdered.

During this period, the Central Office for Jewish Emigration reduced the number of
exemptions. In addition to the so-called armaments Jews and other groups, this cutback
now affected the Jewish Council itself. On 21 May 1943 aus der Fiinten notified the chair-
men of the Jewish Council that half of its employees, around 7,000 persons, would be
deported. The Jewish Council was to make the selection of employees. Despite grave
reservations, both chairmen took on the task assigned to them. David Cohen justified
that decision in his memoirs: Tt was no longer just the lives of those who had been
selected and summoned that were at stake, but the lives of those whom the Jewish Coun-
cil needed in order to obtain exemptions. For this reason, the council tried to identify
those who were essential to ‘ensure the progress of the work’.8 Harrowing scenes ensued
in the days and nights that followed (Doc. 123). Although the Jewish Council had scraped
together the prescribed number of employees for deportation, the number of people
who turned up at the specified assembly point on 25 May was far too low to meet the
Germans’ requirement. As a result 3,000 people were arrested in a major roundup car-
ried out by the German Order Police in Amsterdam’s Jewish quarter. They were deport-
ed to Westerbork. Over the following weeks and months, several thousand additional
Jews were arrested during several large-scale raids in Amsterdam and then deported. Ed
van Thijn, who was later mayor of Amsterdam, described his impressions in retrospect:
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‘What still sticks in my memory is the tremendous noise that accompanied such a
roundup. The stomp of boots as they marched along the street. The squeal of brakes
bringing the trucks to a halt. The loud bellow of commands that left no doubt: “All Jews
are to come with us!!!”’99

In addition, the German police intensified the search for Jews in hiding in the prov-
inces. In the final large roundup, which took place on 29 September 1943, the last re-
maining employees of the Jewish Council, including both of its chairmen, were arrested
and taken to Westerbork, as were all the other Jews still in Amsterdam. Cohen described
his final moments in Amsterdam:

So, during the night, I went to Amstel Station, where I met aus der Fiinten, who told
me that this was the total liquidation. [...] I was overcome by an enormous sense of
relief because now, at last, I no longer had to keep saying goodbye to those who were
leaving. Instead, I was myself part of a transport.100

Only a few individuals and Jews living in mixed marriages remained behind. The Jews
from Barneveld camp and 300 Jews from Vught were also taken to Westerbork at this
time. The Philips ‘work squad’, with more than 1,000 Jews, remained in Vught for the
time being. Thus, at the end of September 1943, with the exception of the members of
this work detail, those in hiding, and those in mixed marriages, all Jews remaining in the
Netherlands, more than 30,000 in all, were imprisoned in Westerbork camp. From there,
they were deported to either Sobibor or Auschwitz, to which transports had resumed in
August 1943. There were between 1,000 and 3,000 persons on each transport. Although
allowed to remain in the Netherlands for the time being, Jews living in mixed marriages
were not left undisturbed, however. In May 1943 Wilhelm Harster, Senior Commander
of the Security Police, stated that the Germans planned to allow Jewish women in mixed
marriages over the age of 45, who could be assumed to be past childbearing age, to remove
the yellow star from their clothing. He continued: ‘For the rest of the Jewish men and
women, voluntary sterilization is to be sought, and it is to be carried out in Amsterdam’
(Doc. 118). The Christian churches lodged protests with Seyss-Inquart against these plans,
arguing: ‘Sterilization represents a desecration both of divine commandments and of hu-
man law’ (Doc. 122). More than 8,910 Jews living in mixed marriages were affected by
the plans for sterilization. Of the persons concerned, 2,562 either provided (often fake)
proof of their inability to reproduce in light of their age or underwent sterilization. The
remainder used various strategies to avoid sterilization and the deportation with which
they were threatened if they refused, or they escaped the attention of the German authori-
ties as time passed. The number of forced sterilizations performed cannot be accurately
determined, but it seems likely that slightly fewer than s00 men and around 20 women
were affected. The Netherlands was the only occupied country where sterilizations of
Jews were carried out.

Those who refused to undergo sterilization initially remained with their families in
the Netherlands. A directive from Berlin put paid to plans made by the Security Police’s
section for Jewish affairs to deport Jews in mixed marriages to the extermination camps
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in the near future.1! For this reason, on 30 October 1943 Reich Commissioner Seyss-
Inquart stated: “The elimination of Jewish blood from the Dutch Volksgemeinschaft has,
generally speaking, reached the level stipulated by the Reich’ (Doc. 146). By this date,
87,351 Jews had been deported from the Netherlands.

The Reich Commissioner’s statement did not mean that the deportations from the
Netherlands were to be regarded as complete. The Jews in Westerbork were granted
only a brief respite, with no deportation trains running between mid November 1943
and mid January 1944. Epidemics had broken out at Westerbork camp, which was
placed under quarantine, and at the same time the trains were needed for military
purposes (Doc. 152). On 11 January 1944, however, the transports were resumed, and
1,037 Jews were deported to Bergen-Belsen. Although the intervals were greater in the
period that followed, nineteen more trains had left Westerbork by the end of Septem-
ber 1944. In addition to departing for Auschwitz, the trains now also ran to Theresien-
stadt and Bergen-Belsen.

The Theresienstadt ghetto in the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, publicized
by the National Socialists as a ghetto for the elderly and even presented to foreign visitors
as a model Jewish settlement, had been established in November 1941. From 1942 on-
wards Jews who either were over the age of sixty-five or had acquired special merit in
the view of the German authorities were deported to Theresienstadt.192 From the Neth-
erlands, the Security Police’s section for Jewish affairs sent to Theresienstadt many Jews
who until then had been regarded as privileged, that is, those who had been interned in
Barneveld. It also sent the ‘Portuguese Jews’, whose applications to be classified as not
being members of the Jewish race’ had been rejected, as well as many Protestants of
Jewish origin. In addition, numerous leading members of the Jewish Council and indi-
viduals who had ‘made an outstanding contribution to the de-Jewification of the Nether-
lands and to the Westerbork camp’ were deported to Theresienstadt.193 In 1944 five
transport trains carrying a total of 4,270 persons made the journey there.

As a result of German propaganda, the inmates of Westerbork considered Theresi-
enstadt to be less dreadful than Auschwitz or Sobibor. Accordingly, being placed on the
transport lists for Theresienstadt appeared to be the lesser evil. Gertrud Slottke, a Ger-
man employee of the Security Police’s section for Jewish affairs who was involved in
organizing the deportations, recorded: “While a fairly elevated mood prevailed among
the Jews in the case of the first two transports to Bergen-Belsen and Theresienstadt,
this mood plummeted again in the case of the transport to Auschwitz’ (Doc. 152). But
even Theresienstadt was no guarantee of survival. More than 3,000 Jews from the Neth-
erlands were deported from there to Auschwitz, where most of them were murdered.
David Cohen, the former co-chairman of the Jewish Council, was among the survivors
of Theresienstadt; 433 other fortunate Dutch Jews were evacuated from Theresienstadt
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to Switzerland in February 1945, following negotiations between Himmler and Jean-
Marie Musy, the former president of the Swiss Confederation.104

In April 1943 a ‘holding camp’ (Aufenthaltslager) was established within the Bergen-
Belsen camp complex.195 By July 1944 there were around 4,000 prisoners in the so-called
Star Camp (Sternlager), which was designated for those Jews from Western Europe who
were scheduled to be part of an exchange for German nationals interned in countries
not under German control who were to be brought ‘back to the Reich’. The largest group,
some 3,500 in total, was made up of Jews from the Netherlands, who were deported to
Bergen-Belsen from Westerbork.1%¢ The Central Office for Jewish Emigration, in co-
operation with the Security Police’s section for Jewish affairs, decided who was to be
deported to Bergen-Belsen. Jews who held dual citizenship or citizenship of a Latin
American country or who were in possession of a ‘Palestine certificate’, an entry permit
for Palestine, or even an application for an entry permit, were eligible for exchange.107
Diamond cutters, including Abraham Asscher, co-chairman of the Jewish Council, were
also sent to Bergen-Belsen, as well as persons who had used their sizeable assets in an
attempt to improve their chances of survival. Of the Jews with Palestine certificates, a
total of 222 were selected in June 1944 for emigration to Palestine. In her diary, Mirjam
Bolle described the horrendous scenes during the selection of those who were to make
the journey and the unease of everyone when the departure was delayed. A few days
later, she found out that she was one of the lucky ones: T’'m on the train and I can’t
believe it, she recorded.°8 A harsh fate awaited those who had to stay behind in Bergen-
Belsen. From March 1944 prisoners from other camps, usually those located in Poland,
had begun to be transferred to Bergen-Belsen, which became a site of horror, with devas-
tating epidemics and completely inadequate food supplies. The so-called exchange Jews,
until then among the privileged, had to fight for their survival along with everyone else
in the camp.19° The sisters Margot and Anne Frank were among those transported from
Auschwitz to Bergen-Belsen. In the chaotic months of spring 1945, they perished at Ber-
gen-Belsen, as did more than 17,000 others.

In October 1943 Reich Commissioner Seyss-Inquart had expressed satisfaction with
the progress of the persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands. In July of the following
year Otto Bene, representative of the Reich Foreign Office, went one step further:
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For the Netherlands, the Jewish question can be considered solved, now that the
majority of the Jews have been removed from the country. The Jews still here are in
camps or under constant supervision. Of the Jews who have gone to ground, several
are picked up almost every day and taken to camps.110

By this date 99,216 persons had been deported from the Netherlands. By the time of
the last transport, which left Westerbork on 13 September 1944, that number increased
by 3,776 and included the last Jews from Vught camp, where the section designated for
Jews had been permanently closed in early June 1944. The Jews in the Philips ‘work
squad’ were deported from Vught directly to Auschwitz in November 1943.

Of the 28,000 Jews who had gone into hiding, close to 12,000 were tracked down in
their hiding places by the police or by special ‘Jew-hunters’, mostly as a result of betrayal
or denunciation.!!! One Dutchwoman described in a letter the arrest of a girl who had
been hidden in her family’s home (Doc. 163).

With the Allied invasion of Normandy, launched on 6 June 1944, and the advance of
the Allied forces, the Dutch population hoped the occupation would soon end. Resist-
ance intensified and the Jews still living in the Netherlands, whether in hiding, in West-
erbork or in limited freedom, mobilized all their strength in an effort to hold out until
the anticipated liberation.

When it was rumoured on 5 September 1944 that the first Dutch town in the south-
western part of the country had been liberated, panic arose among the Germans and
their Dutch collaborators, many of whom hastily departed the western region of the
country and sometimes even the Netherlands itself. The rest of the Dutch population,
on the other hand, made ready for an end to occupation rule and prepared to welcome
the Allied troops. But the rumour turned out to be false. In fact, Maastricht, in the far
south-east of the country, was the first Dutch town to be liberated, and not until ten
days later. The Allies continued their advance and liberated a wide swathe of land in the
southern Netherlands, but the attempt to cross the Rhine at Arnhem failed and the cap-
ture of the regions north of the Rhine was delayed until the spring of 1945. Until then
most of the Netherlands, including the large cities in the western part of the country,
remained under German control.

The Allied advance once again brought many of the Jews living in hiding into great
danger. Edith Samuel-Jakobs recalled this time with mixed feelings: ‘We sat in the cellar
for four days. Our hosts had been evacuated with all their neighbours, but we could not
go with them because we had no fake identity documents.’112

The Jews in the northern and western regions of the country therefore still had to
get through the winter of 1944/45. To support the advance of the Allies and thwart the
German troops, in September 1944 the government in exile had called for Dutch railway
workers to strike. The Reich Commissariat for the Occupied Dutch Territories respond-
ed by halting all food deliveries and fuel transports to the western part of the country
for six weeks. Particularly in the densely populated region that included Utrecht,
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Amsterdam, and Rotterdam, this measure led to a catastrophic famine. The long, harsh
winter exacerbated the situation, and more than 20,000 Dutch people died of hunger
and cold.!!3 The situation for the Jews in hiding was particularly dire. They were de-
pendent on the help of their hosts, who themselves often did not have enough to eat.
Foraging trips into the surrounding countryside were particularly dangerous because
the German occupiers and their helpers were continuing to search for them. Even if the
Jews who were in hiding still had any articles of value left after all the years that had
passed, most of them had no opportunity to exchange them for food or fuel.

With the beginning of spring the Allies continued their offensive. After capturing
the bridge across the Rhine at Remagen in Germany, some forces proceeded to the
north-west and liberated the northern part of the Netherlands from German control.
On 12 April 1945 Canadian troops reached Westerbork camp, which the German guards
had abandoned shortly before, and 850 Jewish prisoners enthusiastically welcomed the
soldiers (Doc. 171). On 5 May, after almost exactly five years of occupation, the German
troops in the Netherlands capitulated. In Amsterdam, however, it was three more days
before Allied forces entered the city. On 7 May 1945 German naval personnel shot into
the celebrating crowds. Not until the day after this incident, which claimed 20 lives and
injured more than 100, was the occupation also definitely over in Amsterdam.!14

Of the 140,000 ‘full Jews’ living in the Netherlands at the onset of the war, around
107,000 were deported during the years of the German occupation. Only just over 5,000
of them survived, most of whom returned to the Netherlands after the war. Approxi-
mately 500 Jews were killed in the Netherlands and around 750 took their own lives. The
high mortality rate is explained in part by the success of the German occupiers in enfor-
cing anti-Jewish measures in the Netherlands with exceptional speed and in carrying
out an uninterrupted series of deportations in quick succession from July 1942 onwards.
Additionally, for a long time the Jewish victims had considered themselves safe, because
Dutch neutrality prior to occupation and the high level of Jewish integration into Dutch
society had led the Jews to believe that they could count on the support of the Gentiles,
the authorities, and their neighbours. Although many Dutch people did indeed help to
hide and rescue Jews, the efficient state apparatus collaborated with the occupying forces
in many ways and many ordinary Dutch people turned a blind eye. Moreover, the organ-
ized Dutch underground resistance did not take shape until 1943, a long time after the
deportation of the Jews had begun. The Jewish Council established by the German occu-
piers in February 1941, which was under the direct control of and pressure from the
Central Office for Jewish Emigration, an outpost of Eichmann’s network, opted to co-
operate with the Germans in the hope of thereby preventing something worse. Ultim-
ately, the solidarity of the non-Jewish Dutch population came too late: 75 per cent of the
Dutch Jews were murdered. This was the highest death rate in Western Europe and one
of the highest in all the countries within the German sphere of control.115
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Belgium

Belgium was under German military administration until shortly before its liberation
in 1944. Two départements in northern France, Nord and Pas-de-Calais, were also put
under the control of the military government in Brussels. General Alexander von
Falkenhausen was the military commander in Belgium and northern France, with Eggert
Reeder chief of the military administration. While the Belgian government in exile es-
tablished itself in London, King Leopold III remained in Belgium as a prisoner of war
held by the Germans. The secretaries general (the most senior ministry officials) cooper-
ated with the occupiers in the attempt to preserve the provisions of the Belgian constitu-
tion and to pursue a policy of the ‘lesser evil’.116

The Jewish population was registered by the Belgian administration in accordance with
a German decree issued on 28 October 1940. The registration figures indicated that more
than 50,000 Jews were living in Belgium at this time. In reality, however, that number may
well have been greater than 70,000, because many Jews ignored the call to register; 93 per
cent of the Jewish population were not Belgian citizens and most had only been in the
country since emigrating from Central and Eastern Europe sometime between 1927 and
1932. The number of Jews who had fled to Belgium from Germany and Austria by May
1940 is estimated at 25,000. Less than half held either German or Austrian citizenship;
more than 30 per cent were Polish.!7 Approximately 3,500 of them were deported to
southern France by the Belgian authorities — in some cases voluntarily; many of them
joined forces with the large numbers of Belgians fleeing to France, including Belgian Jews.
The total number of Jews fleeing Belgium for France is estimated at 10,000-15,000.118
Even among the 7 per cent of Jews in the country with Belgian citizenship, a considerable
number originated elsewhere and had been naturalized before the mid 1920s.

In November 1941 the German military administration created the Association of
Jews in Belgium (Association des Juifs en Belgique/Vereniging van Joden in Belgié,
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AJB/VJB), with Chief Rabbi Salomon Ullmann as its chairman, to serve as the central
representative body of the Jewish population.!!® The association was in constant contact
with Kurt Asche, the official in charge of Jewish affairs at the Office of the Security Police
and the SD in Brussels. A decree of 27 May 1942 made it compulsory for Jews to wear
the yellow star from June 1942. This led to the first conflicts between the German occupi-
ers and the Belgian authorities. In Brussels and Liége the relevant municipal administra-
tions refused to distribute the badges.120 In Antwerp, however, the Germans had already
reshaped the municipal administration the previous year, strengthening the influence of
the Flemish collaborationist party, Vlaams Nationaal Verbond (VNV). The new mayor,
Leo Delwaide, was an advocate of unconditional collaboration, and he ordered the mu-
nicipal officials to implement the decree without delay.12!

Under German pressure, in September 1940 the Council of Secretaries General had
already agreed in principle to the introduction of voluntary labour service in Belgium
and in Germany.'?2 On 6 March 1942 the military government issued a decree introdu-
cing labour conscription for adult Belgians for deployment within Belgium. This was
followed on 11 March 1942 by a special decree on the compulsory labour deployment of
adult Jews, which was subsequently amended on 8 May. Forced labour deployment for
Jews was implemented predominantly in the labour camps of the Organization Todt
along the Atlantic Wall in northern France, where manpower was urgently needed. This
forced labour deployment was organized by the Belgian employment offices under the
supervision of the National Employment Office, which the military administration had
established the previous year. From mid June to mid September 1942, around 2,000 Jews
were taken to the labour camps of the Organization Todt located between Calais and
Abbeville.123 The creation of this first forced labour detail aroused great anxiety among
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Schreiber and Rudi van Doorslaer (eds.), Les Curateurs du ghetto: L’Association des Juifs en Bel-
gique sous 'occupation nazie (Brussels: Labor, 2004), pp. 29-56, published in Dutch in Rudi van
Doorslaer and Jean-Philippe Schreiber (eds.), De curatoren van het ghetto: De vereniging van de
joden in Belgié tijdens de nazi-bezetting (Tielt: Lannoo, 2004), pp. 25-45. Subsequent references to
this source will be from Les Curateurs du ghetto with the page numbers from De curatoren van
het ghetto given in brackets.

120 See PM]J 5/193. The mayor of Brussels, Jules Coelst, had already expressed his solidarity with the
Jewish population in the spring of 1942 by making space in the city’s schools available to the
Association of Jews in Belgium for teaching Jewish children: see PMJ 5/195, and Rudi van Door-
slaer, ‘Conclusion finale’, in van Doorslaer et al. (eds.), La Belgique docile, p. 1136 (Gewillig Belgié,
p. 1102).

121 Lieven Saerens, Vreemdelingen in een wereldstad: Een geschiedenis van Antwerpen en zijn joodse
bevolking (1880-1944) (Tielt: Lannoo, 2000); Lieven Saerens, Etrangers dans la cité: Anvers et ses
Juifs (1880-1944) (Brussels: Labor, 2005); Nico Wouters, ‘La chasse aux Juifs, 1942-1944’, in van
Doorslaer et al. (eds.), La Belgique docile, pp. 547-662 (Gewillig Belgié, pp. 555-557).

122 Referred to in VOBI-BNF (68), no. 2, 7 March 1942, pp. 844-84s.

123 On labour deployment, see Sophie Vandepontseele, ‘Le travail obligatoire des Juifs en Belgique et
dans le nord de la France’, in Schreiber and van Doorslaer (eds.) Les Curateurs du ghetto, pp. 189—
231 (De curatoren van het ghetto, pp. 149-212); Frank Seberechts, ‘Spoliation et travail obligatoire’,
in van Doorslaer et al. (eds.), La Belgique docile, p. 449 (Gewillig Belgié, p. 439); Danielle Delmaire,
‘The Fate of the Jewish Communities in the North of France during World War II, in Michman
(ed.), Belgium and the Holocaust, pp. 337-338.
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the Jewish population in Belgium (Doc. 174). In October 1942 Jews from these camps
were sent directly to Mechelen transit camp, and from there to the death camps.

The second call for the ‘labour deployment’ of Jews followed in July 1942. It was a
product of the arrangements made at the Wannsee Conference in January 1942, and the
concrete plans of the German officials in charge of Jewish affairs in Western Europe
(Doc. 235). As a first step, 10,000 Jews were to be deported from Belgium to the East,
ostensibly to be deployed as labour. An intervention by Reeder ensured that Jews who
were Belgian citizens were not to be included initially because, as Werner von Bargen,
representative of the Reich Foreign Office, noted in a report to Berlin, they were regard-
ed as Belgians by the rest of the population (Doc. 175).

The German military administration was able to organize deportations on such a
scale only with the support of the Belgian authorities. However, such support was not a
foregone conclusion. Even when the first summons for labour deployment was issued,
the individual municipal administrations reacted very differently. Two thirds of the Jews
who had been taken to northern France to construct the Atlantic Wall came from the
Greater Antwerp area. In Brussels, by contrast, in early July, Mayor Coelst had refused
to have the city police arrest Jews who had not complied with the summons.12¢ The
German Oberfeldkommandantur turned to the governor of Brabant, who passed on the
problem to Gerard Romsée, secretary general of the Ministry of the Interior. The latter,
though a member of Vlaams Nationaal Verbond, supported the position of the mayor
of Brussels in an official letter to von Falkenhausen. The arrest of Jews who refused to
perform labour, he said, was ‘undoubtedly one of the tasks” which must ‘quite logically
[elicit] psychological resistance on the part of the Belgian police.125

On 15 July 1942 Maurice Benedictus, the secretary of the Association of Jews in Bel-
gium, received orders from Asche to make preparations for labour deployment in Ger-
many. A register with the names of able-bodied Jews was to be created within ten days,
and these Jews were ordered to appear at the Dossin Barracks in Mechelen when so
ordered. The barracks at the town of Mechelen, located halfway between Brussels and
Antwerp, became the assembly camp for transports to the East, similar to Westerbork
in the Netherlands and Drancy in France.126

In the following weeks, 13,000 persons received notifications sent out by the newly
established Labour Deployment Office of the Association of Jews in Belgium, but only
slightly more than 4,000 of them reported as ordered. Marcel Liebman was thirteen
years old when he was informed by letter that he and his brother were to report to the
barracks at Mechelen within twelve hours:

124 Coelst, who had spoken out as late as 1939 in favour of restricting opportunities for immigration
into Belgium, was dismissed from the municipal administration in September 1942 upon the cre-
ation of ‘Greater Brussels’.

125 Letter from Coelst to the Oberfeldkommandantur in Brussels, 6 July 1942, and letter from Romsée
to Falkenhausen, 29 August 1942, both cited in Wouters, ‘La chasse aux Juifs’, pp. 433, 532 (Gewillig
Belgié, pp. 436, 534). Only 86 of the 200 summoned for labour deployment had in fact left Brussels
for forced labour in northern France on 26 June 1942: Vandepontseele, ‘Le travail obligatoire des
Juifs en Belgique et dans le nord de la France’, p. 217.

126 Laurence Schram, ‘La Caserne Dossin 4 Malines, 1942-1944’, Les Cahiers de la Mémoire Contem-
poraine / Bijdragen tot de Eigentijdse Herinnering, no. 12 (2016), pp. 99-117.
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I remember those hectic hours well. We were in a state of excitement that was also
bound up with a bit of fear and a kind of pride. [...] When my brother and I visited
a few friends that afternoon to bid them farewell, we behaved - without any coercion,
without difficulty - in a resolute, unwavering manner, as if we were obeying a mobil-
ization order that made us into soldiers of a noble cause.127

The first deportation train left Belgium on 4 August 1942, bound for Auschwitz. Of
the 999 deportees — 426 women and 573 men, including 51 children under the age of 15
and 5 persons over the age of 61 - 254 were murdered immediately upon arrival. Of the
744 persons selected for forced labour, 7 survived the war.128 The following transport
left on 11 August with 999 deportees, of whom 3 survived the war. Salomon van den
Berg, the chairman of the Brussels committee of the Association of Jews in Belgium,
noted in his diary a few days later: ‘Summer in Mechelen, where one only talks about
the Jews who arrive by train or lorry and depart like livestock. When people talk about
it, they have tears in their eyes, but it can’t be helped; we are helpless in the face of this
misfortune.’12° Dreadful scenes unfolded over the course of these weeks in the offices of
the association, which had to centralize the requests for exemption from forced labour.
The father of Marcel Liebman observed ‘mothers whose children had been summoned
to report to Mechelen and who wanted to be reassured about their fate’, as well as

men and women who begged the heads of the AJB [Association of Jews in Belgium]
to grant them an exemption because they would otherwise have to leave small chil-
dren behind. An indescribable, confused mass of people was formed wherever these
parents, all in tears, encountered the couriers going in and out of the AJB office, the
bearers of the fateful calls.130

By 15 August three trains carrying 2,997 people in total had left Belgium for Ausch-
witz. This approach evidently would not enable the German Security Police to meet the
quota that had been set: originally, 10,000 Jews were to be deported by the end of Octo-
ber, but in August the target had been increased to 20,000 persons by the end of the
year.!3! As a result the German authorities turned to a method already tested in the
Netherlands and in France: the mass arrest of Jews by means of roundups. They started
with a large roundup in Antwerp during the night of 15/16 August 1942. With the support
of the Belgian police, the German Security Police arrested between 998 and 1067 Jews
and transported them to Mechelen.132 Before the end of September, four more roundups

127 Marcel Liebman, Né Juif: Une enfance juive pendant la guerre (Paris: Duculot, 1977).

128 Wouters, ‘La chasse aux Juifs’, p. 537 (Gewillig Belgié, p. 539); Ward Adriaens et al., Mecheln - Ausch-
witz 1942-1944: De vernietiging van de Joden en zigeuners van Belgié / La destruction des Juifs et des
Tsiganes de Belgique / The Destruction of the Jews and Gypsies from Belgium, vol. 1 (Brussels: VUB-
PRESS, 2009), pp. 281-282. This four-volume work provides a detailed overview of all the transports.

129 Diary of Salomon van den Berg, Wiener Library, PII i/275, p. 67, entry for 18 August 1942.

130 Liebman, Né Juif, p. 54.

131 Adriaens et al., Mecheln - Auschwitz, vol. 1, p. 73.

132 Wouters, ‘La chasse aux Juifs’, p. 544 (Gewillig Belgié, p. 546). Insa Meinen, Die Shoah in Belgien
(Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2009), gives the number of Jews arrested during
the night of 15/16 August in Antwerp as 845 (p. 44).



Introduction 51

followed at short intervals. They took place in Brussels, where the arrests were largely
carried out by German forces (Security Police and SD, Feldgendarmerie (uniformed mil-
itary police), Geheime Feldpolizei (secret military police), and members of the Wehr-
macht); in the French regions that were part of the area controlled by the German mili-
tary administration in Belgium and northern France (Doc. 270); and in Antwerp.
During each of these roundups between 500 and 1,000 Jews were detained. The roundup
in Brussels, carried out during the night of 3/4 September, concluded with 660 arrests
and had to be chalked up as a failure by the German authorities, not least because the
capital had the largest share of Belgium’s Jewish population.

Salomon van den Berg described the arrests in the Belgian capital in his diary: “The
streets are blocked and the Germans haul the Jews out of their houses. Men, women,
children of every age, in ill health or not, they have to leave everything behind and are
carried off like livestock in trucks and sent who knows where, surely to Mechelen.’ Be-
cause the raids always took place at night, van den Berg continued, foreign Jews tried
not to stay overnight in their homes. Belgian Jews, by contrast, had not thus far been
troubled, he noted. This immunity had been a concession to the king and the govern-
ment, he wrote, ‘so that they can say, after all, that they have done something for the
Jews. I will admit that they can’t change much and are doing everything possible, but it
is insufficient.133

What was the situation like for the refugees from Germany and Austria? On 6 June
1941 the Austrian writer Jean Améry, then still known as Hans Mayer, had successfully
escaped to Belgium from the internment camp at Gurs in France. Almost forty years
after the event, he gave an account of the situation for Jewish refugees in Antwerp:

The inhabitants of Antwerp were truly mistrustful of the émigrés, who indeed
brought about a foreign infiltration of certain parts of the city. Some of them were
really well dressed and, because they were not allowed to pursue any work, sat
around for hours in the cafés in the main street and engaged in animated discussions.

The refugees were, in turn, ‘quite simply afraid of the locals: the ponderous, stocky,
thoroughly Germanic type intimidated them, as did the language, which was related to
the Low German dialect. The relationship between ‘native’ Jews and foreign Jews, too,
was perceived by Améry as problematic:

The émigrés thus [lived] in a double ghetto: the local Jews did indeed provide for
them, but had scarcely any personal contact with them, as their Yiddish culture, with
its Flemish varnish, drew a clear line between them and the Germans and Austrians;
the Belgians were altogether unwilling to get involved with the alien crowds of up-
rooted people that surged through the streets as an unfamiliar element.!34

133 Diary of Salomon van den Berg, pp. 70-71, entry dated 3 Sept. 1942. On the experiences of Jews
in Brussels during this period, see Lieven Saerens, Onwillig Brussel: Een verhaal over Jodenvervolg-
ing en verzet (Leuven: Davidsfonds, 2014).

134 Jean Améry, ‘Verfemt und verbannt: Vor dreif$ig Jahren - Erinnerungen an die Emigration.
Manuskript fiir den Deutschlandfunk 1968/69’, in Werke, vol. 2 (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 2002),
pp. 804-805.
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In Antwerp the roundups for the deportations to Poland took place concurrently
with the call-up of workers for the Organization Todt in the départements of northern
France governed by Brussels. The last transport to northern France left the city on
12 September 1942, one day after a large roundup in which 1,422 Jews had been taken
into custody. To avoid mingling the two transports, the persons scheduled for the trans-
port to Auschwitz were assembled at the railway station, while those recruited for forced
labour in northern France were to gather in front of the employment office, although
only 40 of the 500 who had been called up actually appeared, as word of the roundup
the previous day had spread.13>

For various reasons the number of Jews arrested in roundups in Antwerp was quite
high, but the number for Brussels far lower. In Antwerp, Mayor Leo Delwaide had never
prevented Belgian police from assisting with the arrests. The Belgian police were far
more familiar with the local context than the German police forces. The roundup on
28/29 August was carried out predominantly by Belgian police, under significant Ger-
man pressure (Doc. 180). After the war Delwaide declared that after this roundup he
protested to the Germans and was promised that Belgian police would not be involved
in any further arrests; however, they continued to participate in roundups. By contrast,
in Brussels Mayor Jules Coelst, referring to the legal definition of the police’s tasks, re-
fused to permit his officials to cooperate and so the roundups were carried out exclusive-
ly by German forces, though including members of the Flemish SS.136 In addition, the
Jewish population in Brussels lived scattered throughout the city, whereas the relatively
compact Jewish residential neighbourhoods in Antwerp made arrests easier.!3” In order
to fill the planned transports to Auschwitz, from mid September 1942 the Security Police
and the SD launched several manhunts, mainly in Brussels and Antwerp.

A total of 4,468 Jews were arrested in the various raids and deported to the East.
During the last major roundup, which took place from 22 to 24 September 1942 in Ant-
werp, Jews with Belgian citizenship were also arrested and transported to Mechelen.
That led the Belgian government to lodge fierce protests once more with Reeder, who
in turn instructed Ernst Ehlers, representative of the Chief of the Security Police and the
SD, to order that no more roundups of Belgian Jews were to take place.138

As a result, the German police switched to arresting individual Jews and entire fam-
ilies using the registration lists from 1941 as a basis. The number of Jews arrested in this
way was remarkably high. Between August and October 1942 such arrests accounted for
more than 40 per cent of the Jews deported to Auschwitz. Seeking to save their own
lives, Jewish informants also assisted the Germans, with denunciations regularly leading
to the arrest of Jews in hiding and creating a climate of general uncertainty (Doc. 209).13°

135 Vandepontseele, ‘Le travail obligatoire des Juifs en Belgique et dans le nord de la France’, pp. 214-
216.

136 Griffioen and Zeller, Jodenvervolging in Nederland, Frankrijk en Belgié, pp. 529-530.

137 Saerens, Vreemdelingen in een wereldstad, pp. 592-649.

138 Meinen, Die Shoah in Belgien, p. 49.

139 Adriaens et al., Mecheln - Auschwitz, vol. 1, p. 104. A description of this manhunt is found in
Maxime Steinberg, L’Etoile et le fusil, vol. 3: La Traque des Juifs, 1942-1944 (Brussels: Vie Ouvriére,
1986), pp. 208-209; also see Insa Meinen, ‘Facing Deportation: How Jews Were Arrested in Bel-
gium, Yad Vashem Studies, 36:1 (2008), p. 71. For detailed descriptions of several Jewish inform-
ants in Brussels, see Saerens, Onwillig Brussel, pp. 84-86.
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The employees of the German Customs Service in Belgium also participated in the
arrests. The Foreign Exchange Protection Commando (Devisenschutzkommando, DSK),
which had operated in Western Europe since the beginning of the occupation in 1940,
had a particular part to play. It took action on behalf of Goring’s Office of the Four-Year
Plan and cooperated closely with the military administration and the Security Police in
order to pursue violations of the obligation to register foreign currency, gold, diamonds,
securities and the like, a requirement which had been introduced by the military adminis-
tration. Consequently, the DSK had quickly acquired an important role in the systematic
expropriation of the Jewish population in Brussels and Antwerp. Its employees, who were
not usually uniformed, were authorized to conduct house searches, make arrests, and
carry out interrogations, and because they were not immediately recognized, they were
able to apprehend many Jews who were keeping a low profile — such as the German
refugee Rudolf Samson and his mother, who had risked escape from the Netherlands in
August 1942 in the hope of reaching unoccupied France. They were captured in Brussels
by the DSK and deported to Auschwitz eight days later (Doc. 179).140

To reach the targets established by the Nazi leadership in Berlin, 1,300 Jews who had
been deployed in the summer as forced labourers along the Atlantic Wall were ordered
back to Mechelen in October 1942 and included in the last two convoys of the year, which
went to Auschwitz. Thus from July to the end of October 1942 a total of 16,624 persons
were deported from Belgium on seventeen transports — almost two thirds of all the Jews
deported by the Germans from Belgium during the entire occupation period.!4!

Immediately after Jews were arrested and transferred to Mechelen, the employees of
the Western Office (Dienststelle Westen) of the Rosenberg Task Force, directed by its
head of operations, Franz Mader, began confiscating household furnishings that had
been left behind. By the time the occupation ended, under the supervision of the military
administration’s department for economic affairs more than 100,000 cubic metres of
household effects had been taken to Germany or to German offices in Belgium.142

In mid September 1942 the military administration declared itself satisfied with the
progress of the persecution thus far. The arrests, it stated, had taken place largely un-
noticed by the Belgian public, and in any case the Belgian authorities were concerned
solely about the Jews who held Belgian citizenship (Doc. 185). The illegal newspapers,
however, insistently drew attention to the crimes and to the solidly united stance of the
population (Doc. 181). And in his report ‘on public opinion in Belgium’ dated 1 Decem-
ber 1942, Paul Struye, a Brussels lawyer, also noted the outrage that the deportation of
the Jews by the German occupiers had unleashed among local residents, despite the
‘moderate antisemitism’ prevailing most notably in Brussels and Antwerp. While the
first coercive measures against Jews had met with indifference, Struye remarked, the

140 Meinen, ‘Facing Deportation, pp. 51-72.

141 In this connection, Belgian historian Maxime Steinberg refers to the ‘hundred days” in which the
majority of the deportations of Jews took place: Steinberg, L’Etoile et le fusil, vol. 2: 1942: Les cent
jours de la déportation des Juifs de Belgique (Brussels: Vie Ouvriére, 1984); see also Maxime Steinberg,
‘The Judenpolitik in Belgium within the West European Context: Comparative Observations’, in
Michman (ed.), Belgium and the Holocaust, pp. 199—221, here p. 113; Thierry Rozenblum, Une cité si
ardente: Les Juifs de Liége sous I'Occupation (1940-1944) (Brussels: Pire, 2010), pp. 158-159.

142 Johanna Pezechkian, ‘La “Mobelaktion” en Belgique’, Bijdragen tot de Eigentijdse Geschiedenis /
Cahiers d’histoire du temps présent, 10 (2002), pp. 153-180.
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forcible separation of parents and children in particular had engendered universal
sympathy and a willingness to help.143

However, official protests, whether from the royal family, the Belgian administrative
apparatus or the Catholic Church, failed to materialize. In contrast to the approach taken
in France and in the Netherlands, in Belgium the Catholic Church confined itself to pre-
senting exceptional cases to the occupiers in order to obtain a release. In the summer and
autumn of 1942, the Belgian government in exile in London also displayed only limited
interest in the fate of Jews in Belgium, although it was informed, at least to some extent,
about what was happening in the extermination camps in the East. At an international
protest meeting held in London on 29 October 1942, Prime Minister Hubert Pierlot, in a
speech given at the Royal Albert Hall and broadcast one week later on Radio Belgique,
continued to talk only very generally of ‘persecutions’ (Doc. 191). This reticence is all the
more striking as the same radio station reported in detail on the crimes committed
against the Jews in German-occupied Poland, about which the Allies had been informed
by the Polish government in exile. Yet, right up until liberation in 1944, the transports of
Jews from Belgium to the East were not clearly linked in the public pronouncements
of the Belgian government in exile with the mass murder. The government in exile did
participate financially in the aid provided to Jewish refugees who managed to escape from
Belgium to neutral countries such as Switzerland, Spain or Portugal. In addition, at the
request of the Jewish Defence Committee, it released substantial funds for the rescue of
Jewish children in Belgium. However, the Belgian minister of colonies, Albert de Vlee-
schauwer, attempted from London to prevent Jewish refugees from settling in the Belgian
Congo, although in September 1942 the minister of foreign affairs, Paul-Henri Spaak, had
declared his willingness to supply the necessary visas (Doc. 185).144

In contrast to the Netherlands, in Belgium the participation of the Association of
Jews in Belgium (AJB/V]B) in the preparations for the deportations met with criticism
and resistance after just a few weeks. At the end of July, Maurice Benedictus was replaced
as ‘labour deployment’ liaison between the military administration and the association
by Robert Holzinger, a German refugee. On 29 August a group of Jewish communists
made an attempt on the life of Holzinger, who died of his injuries a few hours later. The
hope that the deportations might thus be stopped was not fulfilled. Nonetheless, during
the period that followed, the Germans made less recourse to the services of the AJB/
VJB. By the time of the large roundups, the association’s assistance in organizing forced
labour and in calming the Jewish population was no longer important. In September
1942 Kurt Asche had the chairman, Salomon Ullmann, along with Maurice Benedictus
and other leading members of the organization, arrested and temporarily placed in the
notorious Breendonk camp. From July to November 1943 Jean Améry was also at Breen-
donk, in detention cell thirteen, and he later wrote about the torture he experienced

143 The report is published in Paul Struye and Guillaume Jacquemyns, La Belgique sous I'Occupation
allemande (1940-1944) (Brussels: Edition Complexe, 2002), pp. 157-194, here p. 167. On the relief
efforts, see also Steinberg, L’Etoile et le fusil, vol. 3, pp. 27-28.

144 Mark Van Den Wijngaert, ‘The Belgian Catholics and the Jews during the German Occupation,
1940-1944’, in Michman (ed.) Belgium and the Holocaust, pp. 228-233; Emmanuel Debruyne, “The
Belgian Government-in-Exile facing the Persecution and Extermination of the Jews’, in Jan Lani-
¢ek and James Jordan (eds.), Governments-in-Exile and the Jews during the Second World War
(London: Vallentine Mitchell, 2013), pp. 197-212.
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there.145 After his successful escape from Belgium in February 1943, Benedictus wrote a
report for the Belgian government in exile about his experiences while in detention.
Shortly after protests by various prominent Belgians, the leading members of the AJB/
VJB were released: ‘Upon our return home, each one of us received so many professions
of sympathy and interest from the good Belgians, both known and unknown to us,
Benedictus wrote, ‘that we were all proud to have paid this price’ (Doc. 205). Rabbi
Ullmann, who had been subjected to significant physical abuse during his imprison-
ment, announced his resignation as chairman of the AJB/VJB in early October 1942
(Doc. 188). He was succeeded by Marcel Blum.

On 25 September 1942 Reeder informed the Feldkommandanturen in Belgium and
northern France that now ‘the complete evacuation of the Jews from the area of com-
mand [would be] carried out’, with Belgian Jews continuing to be exempted.!46 The
chief of the military administration was evidently keen to avoid any disruption to Ger-
man-Belgian collaboration: “The office of the German Security Police is instructed to
carry out the operation in such a way that it attracts as little public attention as possible
and wins no sympathy for the Jews among the population’ (Doc. 186). However, as elder-
ly people, women, and children had also been arrested in the roundups, the pretence of
‘labour deployment’ could no longer be maintained.

In his message to the Feldkommandanturen, Reeder also pointed out that increasing
numbers of Jews were attempting to leave the country to avoid arrest. Most of them,
probably numbering several thousand, tried to make their way through France to Switz-
erland or to Spain and Portugal (Doc. 195) and got at least as far as France. In the
attempt, they had to cross several borders and usually availed themselves of the expen-
sive services of agents to help them escape. Many refugees were captured while still in
France and were then deported via camps on French soil to the death camps in occupied
Poland. Numerous records from the DSK and the offices of the German Customs Ser-
vice prove that many attempts to escape failed even before the individual could leave
Belgium, with those who were arrested sent to Mechelen camp (see Doc. 179).147

145 Markus Meckl, ‘Unter zweifacher Hoheit: Das Auffanglager Breendonk zwischen Militdrverwal-
tung und SD’, in Wolfgang Benz and Barbara Distel (eds.), Terror im Westen: Nationalsozialistische
Lager in den Niederlanden, Belgien und Luxemburg 1940-1945 (Berlin: Metropol, 2004), pp. 25-38;
Patrick Nefors, Breendonk, 1940-1945: De geschiedenis (Antwerp: Standaard, 2004) (French edi-
tion: Breendonk, 1940-1945 [Brussels: Racine, 2006]); Jean Améry, ‘Die Tortur’, in Merkur, 208,
no. 2 (July 1965), pp. 623-638; James M. Deen, The Prisoners of Breendonk: Personal Histories from
a World War II Concentration Camp (New York: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2015).

146 Jews with Belgian citizenship were to remain exempt in Belgium but not in northern France, while
Jews with French citizenship were to be among those affected in Belgium, but not in northern
France.

147 Meinen and Meyer, Verfolgt von Land zu Land, pp. 183-222; Ahlrich Meyer and Insa Meinen,
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1942’, in Theresienstddter Studien und Dokumente, 14 (2007), pp. 378-431; Steinberg, L’Etoile et le
fusil, vol. 3, pp. 30-32; Heini Bornstein, Insel Schweiz: Hilfs- und Rettungsaktionen sozialistisch-
zionistischer Jugendorganisationen 1939-1945 (Zurich: Chronos, 2000); Insa Meinen, ‘Die Depor-
tation der Juden aus Belgien und das Devisenschutzkommando’, in Johannes Hiirter and Jiirgen
Zarusky (eds.), Besatzung, Kollaboration, Holocaust: Neue Studien zur Verfolgung und Ermordung
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migration urgente et transitoire: La fuite des Juifs de France en Suisse au temps de la “solution
finale,”” Diasporas, 20 (2013), pp. 103-108.
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Among them was Joseph Hakker who, in an account dated 1944, railed against the large
number of fraudulent agents:

Alleged patriots appeared, who, for a sum of 15,000 to 20,000 francs payable in ad-
vance, promised a safe escape to France. In addition, some - for greater safety — took
the travellers’ money and jewellery in trust. Then they quite simply handed their
victims over to the Boche [Germans] at the French border or delivered the lorries in
which they had locked their victims directly to the Gestapo. [...] In their offices, the
unfortunates were forced to write to their families to say that they had arrived safely.
It goes without saying that the Jewish families who received such a letter in Belgium
or Holland had full confidence in these journeys to Switzerland.148

Many Jews for whom an escape from Belgium was out of the question for financial
or other reasons sought to keep a low profile when the roundups began in August 1942.
They stopped spending the night at home or they changed their place of residence. But
in the daytime too the risk of being caught up in an inspection of identity documents and
then arrested was omnipresent, and people therefore wore the yellow star increasingly
rarely.'#® On 6 October 1942, when Military Commander von Falkenhausen made forced
labour in Germany compulsory for all Belgians — hence also for non-Jewish Belgians -
outrage at the German occupiers escalated sharply (Docs. 191, 193) and there were in-
creased expressions of solidarity with the Jews. The introduction of universal forced
labour ultimately led to a rift between the occupiers and the population, and also be-
tween the occupiers and the Belgian authorities, which, up to that point, had been will-
ing to collaborate, for now almost every Belgian family was affected. Resistance in-
creased markedly, also encouraged by the weakening of the occupying forces after the
Allied landings in North Africa and military setbacks in the East.!>0 Within a few
months thousands of Belgians had joined the underground movements, reinforcing the
ranks of those who opposed German-Belgian collaboration. The relevant German local
military authorities (Kommandanturen) tasked the German police with the arrest of
thousands of fellow Belgians who had gone into hiding.!5! The Jews living in Belgium
also profited from the increased willingness to resist, as they now encountered fewer
difficulties in their search for hiding places, places to stay overnight, and food. The Inde-
pendence Front (Front de I'Indépendance-Onafhankelijkheidsfront), a resistance move-
ment established in March 1941 and closely allied with the Communist Party, mobilized
non-Jewish locals: ‘Now the Gestapo wants to deport the entire Jewish population of Bel-
gium. Tens of thousands of people are facing a horrible death. Time is running out. We
must do everything to save them’ (Doc. 193).152
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As Belgium was a predominantly Catholic country, the attitude of the church authori-
ties was of great importance. Several church leaders and church organizations, including
seminaries and religious orders, were now more willing to help.1> In September 1942
the Bishop of Liége, Monseigneur Louis-Joseph Kerkhofs, called on the priests in his
diocese to help the persecuted Jews. Numerous children and adults found shelter in
Banneusx, a place of pilgrimage. They were supplied with food ration stamps and false
identity documents that had been obtained by employees of the municipal administra-
tion in Liége.1>4

The Jewish resistance also began to establish itself. After the roundup in Brussels at
the beginning of September 1942, engineer Hertz Jospa and others in the Independence
Front had formed the Jewish Defence Committee (CDJ/JVC),155 which became the most
important Jewish resistance organization in Belgium. It supported Jews who had gone
into hiding, looked after Jewish refugees from the Netherlands, and, via the Swiss route,
made contact with international Jewish relief organizations such as the American Jewish
Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), which provided money to support Jews in Belgium
(Doc. 219). A report by the Jewish Defence Committee from the end of 1943 estimated
the number of Jews receiving support at 6,500. The committee’s main function, however,
was to protect Jewish children from deportation. In this endeavour it could count on the
support of the National Children’s Welfare Society ((Euvre nationale de I'enfance) head-
ed by Yvonne Névejean. Most of the children could be placed in various Catholic institu-
tions or with non-Jewish foster families (Doc. 204). More than 3,000 Jewish children
were saved this way.!56 Pinkus ‘Pierre’ Broder, a leading member of the communist resist-
ance in Charleroi, emphasized in his memoirs how important it had been to separate
parents in hiding from their children: “The vast majority of these children spoke French
or Flemish without any accent. They could thus easily pose as non-Jews, live freely, either
in a family or in an institution, and go to school; in short, lead an almost normal life.157

On 15 January 1943, after a pause of almost three months, the German occupiers
resumed the deportation of Jews to occupied Poland, albeit on a more limited scale.
By the summer of 1943 three trains, carrying 2,956 Jews in total, had left Mechelen for
Auschwitz. During this period a relatively large number of Jews managed to escape from
the trains.!58 More than 10 per cent of the deportees, 539 persons, succeeded in escaping
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from the five deportation trains that left between October 1942 and April 1943. Only
seven persons had managed to escape from the fifteen previous transports, and only
twenty-five persons managed to get away from the final seven trains that left Belgium
between April 1943 and the end of July 1944. On two days the number of escapees was
particularly high: on 30 October 1942, 240 people managed to escape from Trans-
ports XVI and XVII, and on 19 April 1943, more than 200 people escaped from Trans-
port XX. Many of the escapees were later recaptured and deported again. The Jews had
previously been taken to Auschwitz in third-class passenger coaches, which were more
difficult to make escape-proof, but the transport of 19 April 1943 was the first to be made
up of goods wagons and guarded more closely by members of the Order Police drafted
in specially from Germany. This transport, which travelled at dusk, was particularly
large, with 1,404 people on board. Members of the Jewish resistance had succeeded in
staying together upon departure. Using tools they had smuggled in, they managed to set
themselves free and jump from the moving train. In addition, three young resistance
fighters, Youra (Georges) Livschitz, Robert Maistriau, and Jean Franklemon, launched
an attack on the train from outside and freed more prisoners. This raid on a deportation
train was the only occurrence of its kind during the entire period of the deportations of
Jews in Europe. During this journey German guards shot and killed 26 people (Doc. 208)
and 87 others were subsequently recaptured and sent to another transport, but 119 de-
portees managed to go into hiding until the end of the occupation and survived. Among
them was Samuel Perl (Doc. 196), who had escaped for a second time, and 12-year-old
Simon Gronowski, who later recalled:

Suddenly my mother woke me up, I felt a fresh draught of air, the coldness of the
night [...]. The train was rolling, and the door was wide open. A cluster of people
on the left side jumped from the moving train. [...] My mother held my right hand
in her right hand, and with her left she took hold of my left shoulder and led me to
the door as if she were leading me into freedom and into life. [...] My mother sat
me down on the edge, so that my legs were dangling in the air.1>°

When the train slowed down, the 12-year-old jumped out. His mother had to stay behind
in the train, which came to a stop after the discovery of the escapes. Simon Gronowski
succeeded in escaping, and he was able to hide until the end of the occupation in the
home of acquaintances in a Brussels suburb (Doc. 211); his mother was deported and
did not return.

Early in 1943 the Reich Security Main Office planned to resume the deportations
from Belgium and closely monitored the course of events. In early December 1942 the
head of the Germany Department (Abteilung Deutschland, responsible for anti-Jewish
policy), Martin Luther, had tried to put pressure on the German agencies in Belgium to
include Jews with Belgian citizenship, particularly members of the Belgian resistance, in
the next deportations. He asserted that ‘Belgium will have to be thoroughly cleansed of
Jews sooner or later, without fail’ (Doc. 197). In response to the evasive answer given by
Werner von Bargen, the representative in Brussels of the Reich Foreign Office, Luther

159 Gronowski, LEnfant du 20e convoi, p. 97.
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insisted that ‘Belgian Jews also be gathered’ in the assembly camps, and had the corres-
pondence passed on to the Reich Security Main Office.1¢0 His petitions did not initially
yield any concrete results. In 1942 Jews with Belgian citizenship had already been arrest-
ed on occasion and imprisoned in Mechelen camp for a lengthy period. After months
of interventions by Rabbi Salomon Ullmann, the former chairman of the Association of
Jews in Belgium, and other prominent advocates - as rumour had it, even the Dowager
Queen Elisabeth of Belgium!6! — they were to be released in two phases. A first group
was indeed allowed to leave the camp at the end of June 1943.

One of those concerned, Lucien Hirsch, reported in detail to the Belgian government
in exile about the mistreatment and lack of provisioning in Mechelen, and about the
preparations for the deportations (Doc. 217). The plans for releasing the other Belgian
Jews from Mechelen were thwarted by Himmler’s order that Jews with Belgian citizen-
ship henceforth be included in the deportations.12 Simon Gronowski’s sister Ita had
obtained Belgian citizenship when she was sixteen. Together with her mother and her
younger brother, she had been arrested in March 1943 and that summer she was waiting
for the release that had been announced. In mid August she wrote to her father:

Physically, I'm fine, but psychologically I'm quite ill, I think I'm suffering from neur-
asthenia. You will laugh, but it’s true nonetheless. Not long ago I had a high tempera-
ture, ’'m certain that it was a result of the transport. For things such as these, one
needs to have a heart like a horse to endure the sight.163

Ita Gronowski was deported to Auschwitz on 20 September 1943. The German military
administration had at first made an effort to delay the deportation of the Belgian Jews,
concerned that ‘once the intention to arrest Belgian Jews became known, the latter
would go underground and the army of illegals and terrorist forces would thereby be
reinforced’ (Doc. 212). On 20 July 1943, however, General von Falkenhausen gave his
consent. With that, the military administration’s conciliatory approach towards the Bel-
gian secretaries general was at an end. Yet cooperation had in reality already ceased:
since autumn 1942 the policy of the secretaries general of pursuing the ‘lesser evil” had
given way in practice to perpetual crisis management.164

Jews with Belgian citizenship therefore became the target of the last large roundup
in Belgium, which took place on 3 and 4 September 1943 (Doc. 214). The German Secur-
ity Police and their auxiliaries arrested 750 Jews in Brussels and brought them to Meche-
len. The majority of the 225 persons arrested in Antwerp had recently been released
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from Mechelen, and they now returned to the camp under terrible conditions. During the
journey nine persons suffocated in the completely overloaded and tightly sealed wagons.
In Brussels, police officials also turned up at the residence of Salomon van den Berg, who
had been warned a few hours before but believed that his prominent role as representative
of the Belgian Jews would save him. He was able to avoid arrest by citing his position
(Doc. 215). He informed Salomon Ullmann, who in turn notified the secretaries general.
They asked the military administration — in vain - to release all those who had been
arrested. For safety van den Berg and his family henceforth stayed in a different apartment
each night. The people arrested in this raid, together with the Belgian citizens still detained
in Mechelen, were deported to Auschwitz on 20 September 1943.165

The actions of the Germans aroused the indignation of the Belgian secretaries gen-
eral, who now were able to bring themselves to write a letter of protest to von Falken-
hausen in which, for the first and last time during the entire period of occupation, they
condemned the persecution of the Jews unequivocally. Only now did they feel compelled
to point out the violation of Article 43 of the Hague Convention on the Laws and Cus-
toms of War on Land, according to which an occupying power must observe the laws of
the occupied country wherever possible. In the letter they also protested against the
seizure of homes and the theft of Jewish possessions. These measures, they emphasized,
ran counter to the Belgian constitution.!6¢ Their remonstrations went unheard and the
arrest and deportation of Jewish citizens continued. The German police authorities acted
alone or relied on assistance from the collaborationist parties and paramilitary militias.
The Belgian police now received direct instructions only for minor and local arrest oper-
ations, which they generally carried out.

In Antwerp a legal existence for Jews was now impossible. In Brussels, by contrast,
employees of the textile industry or members of the Association of Jews in Belgium
could still be afforded protection through certificates of exemption issued by the military
administration. In addition, Jews who were married to non-Jews, as well as children and
elderly people who were housed in the homes of the association, were spared (Doc. 219).
All others were in hiding somewhere in the country or had attempted to escape to an-
other country. But in 1944, between January and July, 2,702 additional persons were
deported to the East in five transport trains.

The Belgian population welcomed the Allied landings in Normandy in June 1944
with tremendous joy and optimism. Three weeks later Salomon van den Berg began a
new diary, in which he expressed his happiness at the fall of Cherbourg: ‘It’s time to get
ready for faster operations; everyone is full of hope.1¢7 In July 1944, in a move that re-
vived earlier German plans to convert the military administration into a civil adminis-
tration affiliated to the Reich, the military commander was replaced by a Reich commis-
sioner (the Gauleiter of Cologne-Aachen, Josef Grohé). However, in the new Reich
Commissariat of Belgium, there was little opportunity to intensify the pursuit of the
Jews who were in hiding. Plans to continue the roundups with a view to resuming the
deportations could no longer be implemented because of the rapid advance of the Allies.
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The only exception was in Liége, where the German police carried out another arrest
operation in early July 1944, targeting Jews with Belgian citizenship.

On 3 September 1944 American troops liberated Brussels, followed by Antwerp one
day later. On 31 July 1944 the last deportation train had left Mechelen camp. By that time
24,906 Jews, including 4,082 children, had been deported in twenty-seven transports
from Belgium to the extermination camps in Poland.168 Around 45 per cent of the coun-
try’s Jewish population had been included in the deportations.!6® Only 1,207 of the de-
ported Jews survived the end of the war.170

Luxembourg

On 15 October 1941 the last train carrying Jewish emigrants bound for Portugal departed
from the railway station in Luxembourg City. One day later, the first deportation train
left from the same station. It brought 331 Jews from Luxembourg to the Lodz ghetto in
the Warthegau - the first Jews to be deported to Eastern Europe from a Western Euro-
pean country occupied by Germany.l7! Although 4,000 Jews had still been living in
Luxembourg when the Germans invaded on 10 May 1940, only around 700 remained in
1942, most of whom were elderly and in poor health and unable or unwilling to emigrate.
In the summer of 1941 the German civil administration had already made it compulsory
for Jews to wear the yellow star. The measure had the desired effect: one Luxembourger
later recalled that whenever one encountered a Jew with this star, one was ‘unbelievably
ashamed, but also no longer had the courage to approach him and do something’.172

In the summer of 1941 the former abbey at Cingfontaines (Fiinfbriinnen) in Trois-
vierges (Ulflingen) was repurposed as an assembly camp for approximately 300 inmates
and officially named a Jewish home for the elderly’. Initially all sick and frail Jews
housed in homes for the elderly run by Luxembourg City were required to relocate there.
Later the occupiers forced all Jewish families to move to Troisvierges, with the result that
the home soon became overcrowded. Only a few of those sent to the home, likely no
more than ten, risked escape. The danger of being caught was too great.173

In the civil administration, which was under the authority of the Gauleiter of
Koblenz-Trier, Gustav Simon, Department IV A was responsible for the registration and
expropriation of Jewish property. By the autumn of 1943 it had concluded this bureau-
cratically organized theft. The value of the confiscated assets — bank accounts, real estate,
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and household effects - is estimated at a minimum of 30 million Reichsmarks, of which
a portion (exact data are not available) found its way into German hands. A report on
the ‘transfer of assets’ of a Luxembourg firm in October 1941 recorded that Simon had
‘initially proceeded on the assumption that, with regard to the “Aryanizations”, Luxem-
bourg would be first in line to be considered’. But, the report continued,

various political considerations had led the Luxembourgers to exercise restraint in
this respect, as the involvement in such dealings seemed too risky to them. For this
reason, many plots of land, shops, and the few industrial companies had gone to
Germans from the Old Reich, albeit with preference being shown to interested par-
ties from the Gau of Koblenz.174

The Jews of Luxembourg were deported to the death camps in the East together with
Jews from south-western Germany. The Einsatzkommando of the Luxembourg Security
Police, under the command of SS-Obersturmbannfiithrer Fritz Hartmann, prepared the
transports. The Consistory of the Israelite Religious Community in Luxembourg, known
after April 1942 as the Council of Elders of the Jews, was forced to notify those who had
been selected for deportation, organize their transport to the railway station, and make
arrangements for their provisioning.!”7> At the end of April 1942, the second deportation
train left Luxembourg, taking twenty-four Jews from Cingfontaines via Stuttgart to ei-
ther Lublin-Majdanek or Belzec.!17¢ In July 1942, when systematic deportations began
in the rest of occupied Western Europe, trains ran in quick succession. ‘Yet again the
spectre of Poland hangs over us, noted Alfred Oppenheimer, head of the Council of
Elders in the Troisvierges home, on 7 July (Doc. 223). On 12 July 1942 a train took 24 Jews
from Luxembourg to Chemnitz, where they were combined with a group of 300 Jews
from the Reich and taken to Auschwitz. None of them survived.

On 26 July, 24 Luxembourg Jews were deported to Theresienstadt. Two days later
another 157 were deported. A few days earlier, they had been required by the German
Security Police to report to the railway station in Luxembourg City ‘for the purpose of
relocation to the Theresienstadt home for the elderly’ (Doc. 227). Ester Galler, who had
emigrated from Poland to Luxembourg in 1901, was seventy-four years old and living in
Cingfontaines when, in a letter to her cousin, she reported despairingly that all the resi-
dents of the home were now to be ‘evacuated’: ‘T do not yet know when my turn will
come; however, it will be within approximately 4-5 weeks. You can imagine how agitated
I am. I am old, blind, and have problems with my legs’ (Doc. 226).

The last sizeable transport, containing 99 persons, left Luxembourg for Theresien-
stadt on 6 April 1943. It was coupled to a freight train that travelled via Trier, Koblenz,
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Frankfurt, Eisenach, and Dresden, meaning that the journey took more than three days
and four nights. ‘Everybody is fine and everybody wishes this journey would never end,
despite the cold and discomfort, for fear of what lies ahead, wrote Selma Heumann, one
of the deportees, in a letter to Alfred Oppenheimer (Doc. 232). Ester Galler was included
in this transport. She died in Theresienstadt the following month.

Shortly afterwards the German police authorities closed Cinqfontaines camp. In May
the Reich Security Main Office ordered the deportation of all Jews remaining in Luxem-
bourg, including the members of the Council of Elders. As a result, on 17 June 1943 eight
persons, including Alfred Oppenheimer and his family, were deported to Theresien-
stadt.177

For the first deportations the Jews had been taken by bus from their place of resi-
dence to the railway station in Luxembourg City, which explains why the non-Jewish
population were largely unaware of these events. There were a few professions of solidar-
ity, but overall the deportation of Luxembourg’s Jews attracted little attention. They had
scarcely any contact with the local population.!”8 Moreover, Jews were only one of the
groups that were persecuted. In the context of Germanization policy, in 1942 the German
civil administration established a so-called ethnicity register (Volkstumskartei). This
contained a precise breakdown of the ‘ethnically alien’ portion of the population, includ-
ing Italians, French, Belgians, and Poles, and was intended to serve as a basis for resettle-
ments or expulsions. These, however, were to be postponed for political and economic
reasons until after the end of the war. At the end of August 1942, the announcement of
general military conscription for male Luxembourgers born between 1920 and 1927 set
off a wave of strikes, which was brutally quelled by the occupiers. Twenty-one strikers
were shot, and many were put in concentration camps. Furthermore, from Septem-
ber 1942 to August 1944 more than 4,000 Luxembourgers were deported for ‘re-
education’ purposes, primarily to Silesia and the Sudetenland.'”® Around 40 per cent of
those who were conscripted into the Wehrmacht went into hiding - around half of them
in Luxembourg itself. Many of those who managed to reach England joined forces with
the Allies and subsequently participated in the Normandy landings as members of a
Luxembourg battalion within the Belgian Piron Brigade.180

In view of the rigid Germanization policy pursued by the civil administration and the
measures taken against the strikers, the persecution of the Jews was of lesser interest to
the general population. One woman from Luxembourg later summed up the situation by
noting that while the Luxembourgers had indeed not been involved in the persecution,
they had not helped the Jews a great deal either. While many hundreds of non-Jewish
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young men found people who helped them elude the clutches of the occupiers, she said,
Jews had been given places to hide only on occasion. At first people had not really be-
lieved the Jews were in mortal danger, she maintained, ‘then one saw how, little by little,
some of them managed to get away; the rest were isolated, and everybody was preoccu-
pied with themselves and ultimately concerned with the young men’.181

A number of antisemitic groups already existed in Luxembourg before the war, and
even in some resistance circles it was said that Jewish influence must be curbed after the
war. At the onset of the occupation, Luxembourgish collaborators, especially the mem-
bers of the Ethnic German Movement (Volksdeutsche Bewegung, VdB) had been active-
ly involved in anti-Jewish rallies and riots. Overall, however, they remained a small mi-
nority in Luxembourg.182

Until the summer of 1942 the prevailing impression among exiles was that the Jews
who remained in Luxembourg were getting off relatively lightly. For example, in its Au-
gust—-September 1942 issue the English-language Luxembourg Bulletin, which was pub-
lished in Montreal and New York by the government in exile, reported under the head-
line ‘Religious Persecution’:

The Jews of Luxembourg suffered the same cruel fate as their co-religionists in other
occupied countries. After the confiscation of their assets, they were expelled; most
of them were forced to leave the country without any resources at all and faced a
highly uncertain future. Nonetheless, they willingly concede that the situation for
Roman Catholics is even worse.!83

The authors were drawing on a report about the situation for the Jews in Luxembourg
that Rabbi Serebrenik had prepared in March 1941 for the government in exile. Serebrenik
had argued that the Catholic population had to suffer more, both mentally and physical-
ly, than the Jews. The latter, he said, were admittedly driven out of the country with
terrible methods, but the Catholics were the objects of a ‘mission’ to turn them into
Germans.184

During the second half of 1942, the fate of the remaining Jews in Luxembourg was
brought into clearer focus. A leaflet produced in December 1942 by the Inter-Allied In-
formation Committee, chaired by Georges Schommer, a Luxembourger, mentioned the
deportation of Jews from Luxembourg to Poland and even assumed - prematurely - that
all Jews remaining in Luxembourg had been deported to Theresienstadt (Doc. 230).

After July 1943 the only Jews still living in Luxembourg were either in mixed mar-
riages or among the very few who were able to survive the period of occupation in
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hiding. They lived in constant fear. As one Luxembourger later related: ‘If somebody
passed by somewhere in the street in the morning, then they thought they were about
to be taken away.185

Between 1941 and 1943 approximately 660 Jews were deported from Luxembourg, of
whom around 50 were still alive at the end of the war. At least 565 persons managed to
leave the country, mostly for France, but were later captured and sent to the extermina-
tion camps. In total around 1,400 Jews died as a result of the persecution in Luxembourg,
a figure that represents one third of the Jews living in the country at the beginning of
1940.186

France

From the start of the occupation France was divided into zones. The Wehrmacht had
occupied the northern part of the country as well as the coastal region all the way to the
Spanish border, while southern France at first remained unoccupied and was adminis-
tered by the collaborationist government of the French State (Etat Frangais), with its seat
at Vichy, under Marshal Philippe Pétain. In the occupied zone, French administrative
officials received their instructions from the Vichy government but additionally had to
cooperate with the local representatives of the occupiers, these being the Feldkomman-
danturen and the commanders of the Security Police. In northern France, the two dépar-
tements of Nord and Pas-de-Calais were assigned to the German military administration
in Brussels. From 1940 Alsace and Lorraine, like Luxembourg, were under German civil
administration and were de facto annexed. In addition, a narrow strip of territory ex-
tending from the Atlantic across the Ardennes to the Jura mountains was considered a
restricted area. In the south-eastern part of the country, some communes in the départe-
ments of Savoie, Hautes-Alpes, Basses-Alpes, and Alpes-Maritimes were occupied by
the Italian army; a strip 50 kilometres wide located west of that area was demilitarized.
In November 1942 the Italian zone of occupation was extended to the Rhone and to
cover the island of Corsica.!8”

Most Jews were located in the occupied northern zone and in the unoccupied south-
ern zone. In the very first months of the war, the majority of the Jewish population in
the annexed territories in eastern France, as well as a portion of the non-Jewish French
population, had been evacuated or had fled. A noticeable change in the structure of the
German occupation had begun in May 1942 with the appointment of Carl-Albrecht
Oberg to the newly created function of Higher SS and Police Leader. The German po-
lice’s position in relation to the military administration as well as to Military Command-
er Carl Heinrich von Stiilpnagel, appointed in February 1942, had been enhanced as a

185 Recollections of Jean S., cited in Wallerang, Luxemburg unter nationalsozialistischer Besatzung,
p. 188.

186 Commission spéciale, La Spoliation des biens juifs au Luxembourg 1940-1945, p. 10; Schoentgen,
‘Luxemburg und Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg’, pp. 360-361; slightly different figures given in Ino
Arndt, ‘Luxemburg: Deutsche Besetzung und Ausgrenzung der Juden’, in Benz (ed.), Dimension
des Vilkermords, pp. 103-104.

187 Eric Alary, La Ligne de démarcation (Paris: Perrin, 2003), pp. 25-32.
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result.!88 In late 1941, at the urging of the Germans, the Vichy government had created
the General Union of French Jews (Union générale des Israélites de France, UGIF), a
representative body for all the Jews in the occupied zone and the unoccupied zone. The
partition of France was reflected in the fact that the organization’s two sections, ‘North’
and ‘South’, headed by André Baur and Raymond-Raoul Lambert respectively, worked
largely independently of one another.

When the yellow star was introduced in the occupied zone on 7 June 1942, many of
the French were outraged and declared their solidarity with the stigmatized Jews. Henri
Plard was one of the non-Jews who sewed the star to their clothing: ‘T was profoundly
indignant at the humiliations that were imposed on our Jewish brothers’ 8% One month
later, the occupation authorities denied Jews access to public events and amenities; they
were allowed to enter non-Jewish shops and businesses only between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m.
(Doc. 242). Such measures separated the Jews from the rest of the French population
and prepared the general public for the deportations. The Vichy government refused to
extend these measures to the unoccupied zone.

On 11 June 1942 the officials in charge of Jewish affairs from Brussels, The Hague,
and Paris agreed that 100,000 Jews, drawn from both occupied and unoccupied France,
were to be ‘transferred to Auschwitz concentration camp to work’ (Doc. 235).19° Men
and women between the ages of sixteen and forty were to be deported in three trains
per week, provided they were required to wear the Jewish star and were not living in
mixed marriages. It was stipulated that 10 per cent of the deportees could be ‘Jews who
are not fit for work’. However, in Paris it quickly became apparent over the following
days and weeks that so many people could not be deported in such a short time. On
22 June, in an official letter both informing the Reich Foreign Office and ensuring ‘that
there are no objections to these measures on the part of the Reich Foreign Office either’,
Eichmann mentioned the deportation of only 40,000 persons.!!

On the eve of the Second World War, some 300,000 to 330,000 Jews were living in
France, approximately half of whom were French citizens. In June 1940, as the German

188 On the structure of the German occupation, see Hans Umbreit, Der Militiirbefehlshaber in Frankreich
(Boppard am Rhein: Harald Boldt, 1968); Herbert, Best, pp. 251-254; Barbara Lambauer, Otto Abetz
et les Frangais ou l'envers de la Collaboration (Paris: Fayard, 2001), pp. 181-182; Gaél Eismann, Hotel
Majestic: Ordre et sécurité en France occupée (1940-1944) (Paris: Tallandier, 2010), pp. 97-109; and
Gaél Eismann, ‘The “Militdrbefehlshaber in Frankreich” and Order and Security at the Local Level
in Occupied France’, in De Wever, Van Goethem, and Wouters (eds.), Local Government in Occupied
Europe (1939-1945), pp. 147-177.

189 Henri Plard, T’ai porté Iétoile en solidarité avec les Juifs’, in Brigitte Leblanc and Christelle Che-
vallier (eds.), Mémoires de la Shoah, 1933 d 1946: Photographies et témoignages (Paris: Editions du
Chéne, 2005), p. 66.

190 On the 11 June 1942 conference, see Serge Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz: Die ‘Endlosung der Juden-
frage’ in Frankreich, trans. Ahlrich Meyer (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 2007),
pp- 78-81. The crucial document (RF 1517) was first published in 1947 in French translation in
Henri Monneray, La Persécution des Juifs en France et dans les autres pays de I'Ouest, présentée par
la France & Nuremberg (Paris: Editions du centre, 1947), pp. 126-127.

191 Reich Security Main Office (Eichmann) to the Reich Foreign Office, 22 June 1942, published in
ADAP, series E: 1941-1945, vol. 3: 16. Juni bis 30. September 1942 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ru-
precht, 1974), doc. 26; Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, pp. 88-89; Ahlrich Meyer, Titer im Verhér: Die
‘Endlosung der Judenfrage’ in Frankreich 1940-1944 (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesell-
schaft, 2005), pp. 138-140.
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troops advanced, many of them had fled to southern France. A French law of 4 October
1940 made it possible to intern foreign Jews, and by winter 1940/41 approximately
50,000 people were in the internment camps in Vichy France, mostly refugees or persons
expelled by the National Socialist regime.'92 In 1941 this number decreased rapidly as a
result of emigration, escape, and also release. In 1942 there were 10,000 to 12,000 persons
in these camps.

In the occupied zone an estimated 7,000 to 8,000 Jews were held in internment
camps. Most of them had been arrested during the three roundups in May, August, and
December 1941. On 27 March 1942, in retaliation for assassinations carried out by the
resistance movement, the Military Commander had ordered the deportation of 1,112 of
these internees to Auschwitz. During talks in Paris in early May 1942, René Bousquet,
the secretary general of the French police, informed Reinhard Heydrich of the Vichy
government’s desire to rid itself of the foreign Jews in the southern zone.193

After the meeting of the officials in charge of Jewish affairs held in Berlin on 11 June
1942, Eichmann had travelled to the French capital to assist Theodor Dannecker, who
was in charge of Jewish affairs for the Security Police and the SD in Paris, in setting the
deportations in motion. On 30 June 1942 Dannecker summoned all the Security Police’s
regional officials dealing with Jewish affairs in the occupied zone to come to Paris, where
he gave them precise instructions for the arrest of the Jews in their areas of responsibility
(Doc. 238). At the same time he demanded that Jean Leguay, Bousquet’s deputy in Paris,
instigate the proposed handover of 10,000 Jews from the occupied zone. In addition, he
insisted upon the arrest of 22,000 Jews from the Paris metropolitan area, at least 40 per
cent of whom were to be French citizens.194

In Vichy these demands caused a stir. The French government decided to make a
clear distinction in the future between foreign and French Jews and to protect the latter
from arrest. Dannecker’s demands were then addressed on 2 July 1942 at a meeting be-
tween Higher SS and Police Leader Carl Oberg, Helmut Knochen, who was the Senior
Commander of the Security Police and the SD, and Bousquet (Doc. 239). The priority
of the French chief of police was to protect the local French police authorities from
interference by German police and to preserve the independence of the French police
as far as possible. Bousquet succeeded to a certain extent in this objective.!®5 In return,

192 See PMJ 5/242 and 262, and Denis Peschanski, La France des camps: Linternement 1938-1946
(Paris: Gallimard, 2002), p. 256.

193 There were four internment camps in the occupied zone: Compiégne, Drancy, Pithiviers, and
Beaune-la-Rolande, of which the last three were under German administration. On the roundups
in 1941, see PM]J 5, pp. 68-72. On the deportations on 27 March 1942, see PM]J 5/318; on the conver-
sation between Heydrich and Bousquet, see Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, p. 70.

194 Meyer, Téiter im Verhor, pp. 146-147. Notes by Dannecker, dated 26 June 1942, Mémorial de la Shoah,
Paris XXVI-33, published in Serge Klarsfeld, Le Calendrier de la persécution des Juifs de France, vol. 1:
Juillet 1940-aotit 1942 (Paris: Fayard, 2001), pp. 423-424. As Klarsfeld states, the goal of arresting
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Paris metropolitan area by detaining foreign Jews alone: Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, p. 91.
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1941-1944 (Paris: Grasset, 2006), pp. 340-341. A detailed description of the ‘Oberg-Bousquet
agreement’ and its significance can be found in Bernd Kasten, ‘Gute Franzosen’: Die franzdsische
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becke, 1993), pp. 71-73.
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the German police authorities demanded that the French police undertake the arrest or
handover of Jews. Jews with French citizenship could be excluded; the operation was to
concentrate on stateless Jews. Bousquet agreed. Two days later Pierre Laval, the head of
government, went one step further by suggesting that children who were under sixteen,
and were therefore supposedly exempt from deportation, should be transported to the
East along with their parents (Doc. 240). Most of these children had been born in France
and held French citizenship. From this point on the Vichy regime played a central role
in the deportation of Jews from France.

Two weeks later, on 16 and 17 July 1942, the French municipal police in Paris, under
German instruction, carried out a large-scale roundup in which 12,884 stateless Jews
were arrested. Dannecker had met representatives of the French police on 7 July 1942 to
plan the mass arrest (Doc. 241). Evidently, a great many people received advance warning
and managed to take shelter, for the number arrested was substantially smaller than the
target of 22,000. Most of those arrested in the raid were women and children, who had
believed themselves safe because they had been spared during the previous roundups
(Doc. 245). Rachel Jedinak, a child at the time, recalled the divided reaction of the non-
Jewish French:

We went across the courtyard to get to the street and to the multitude of families,
women and children, all likewise arrested. We were like a herd, and the inhabitants
of the neighbourhood looked out from their windows or watched from the pavement
as we passed. Some made the sign of the cross and wept; others, by contrast, laughed
very openly and maliciously.19®

Héléne Berr, a university student, noticed that the streets were blocked at Mont-
martre owing to the numerous arrests. In her diary she recorded:

In Mlle Monsaingeon’s neighbourhood, a whole family, the father, the mother, and
five children, gassed themselves to escape the roundup. One woman threw herself
out of a window [...] Who is going to feed the internees at Drancy now that their
wives have been arrested? The kids will never find their parents again.197

Families with children were initially housed in the Vélodrome d’Hiver, a sports sta-
dium in Paris, and then transferred to the camps at Pithiviers and Beaune-la-Rolande.
Rachel Polakiewicz reported on her first night in the stadium: ‘We have hardly anything
left to eat, we lack pretty much everything, how much longer are we to stay here like
this? [...] From time to time one hears the screams of women, it makes us shiver to hear
them.198 Antonina Pechtner, a native of Lwow, appealed to friends on the second day of
her captivity:

196 Recollections of Rachel Jedinak, in Leblanc and Chevallier, Mémoires de la Shoah, p. 72.

197 The Journal of Héléne Berr, trans. David Bellos (London: MacLehose Press, 2008), pp. 98-99, entry
for 18 July 1942.

198 Letter from Rachel Polakiewicz, dated 17 July 1942, published in Karen Taieb (ed.), Je vous écris
du VEI’ d’Hiv: Les lettres retrouvées (Paris: Laffont, 2011), p. 98.
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I'm imprisoned, I think I'm going to be sent to Poland. I beg you, look after my
child, ask the concierge for our things and take as many of them as you can. I don’t
want my child to die somewhere in Poland, I want to die without him. I trust you,
take pity on my child, I entrust him to you, I am in the Vélodrome d’Hiver.19°

Unmarried adults and families with children over the age of sixteen were taken to
the camp at Drancy following the roundups on 16/17 July in Paris. A series of five deport-
ation trains subsequently left Drancy for Auschwitz, the first of these departing three
days after the roundups. Within 10 days, 5,000 people had been deported from Drancy
to Auschwitz. In a ‘special operation’ (Sonderaktion) several days before the Paris round-
ups, stateless Jews in the rest of the occupied zone had also been arrested by German and
French police; approximately 1,500 were detained in total and subsequently deported to
Auschwitz.200 Among them were the daughter and grandchildren of Ida Kahn from the
Saarland. They had previously emigrated to Palestine but returned to France. They were
arrested in Alengon on 13 July 1942 and detained in Pithiviers, from where they were
deported to Auschwitz on 31 July and 3 August (Doc. 244).

During the week from 6 to 12 August 1942, the handover of 10,000 stateless Jews
from the internment camps in the southern zone began (Doc. 248). In accordance with
instructions from the French police headquarters at Vichy, those affected were not told
of their actual destination. The prefect in charge of Gurs camp reported that there had
been no problems with the first transport, but by the time of the second one, many Jews
tried to avoid deportation, ‘as if they had been tipped off by foreign radio broadcasts’
(Doc. 256).

Karl Heinz Reinsberg wrote to his brother Ernst from Les Milles camp near Mar-
seilles a few days before he himself was taken to Drancy: “‘What has happened here is
unprecedented in world history, but it must not go unpunished, the punishment will
have to come one day. Children, women, and men locked up together, and a gendarme
with a rifle every ten metres’ (Doc. 254). Also gathered in the camp at Les Milles were
all the refugees who already had French exit visas and were waiting to emigrate to a
country overseas. They too were included in the lists.20!

After mid August 1942, in accordance with Laval’s suggestion, children under the
age of sixteen who had been left behind by their parents were also taken to Auschwitz,
where, in most cases, they were murdered upon arrival. Karl Heinz Reinsberg and his
wife accompanied the first of these ‘children’s trains’. One eyewitness described the de-
parture of the first group of children: “The most terrifying moment was the morning of
their deportation [...]. As they left, a cry went up: Maman, Maman’ (Doc. 259).

In mid August the Jewish labourers in ‘Foreign Labourer Groups’ (Groupements de
travailleurs étrangers, GTE) made up the second large group transferred from the unoc-
cupied zone into the occupied zone. These work squads had been formed by the Vichy
government in the autumn of 1940 to employ foreign labourers, of whom there was a

199 Letter from Antonina Pechtner, dated 17 July 1942, ibid., p. 112.

200 Annette Wieviorka and Michel Laffitte, A lintérieur du camp de Drancy (Paris: Perrin, 2012),
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fiir unerwiinschte Auslinder zum Deportationszentrum (Berlin: Hentrich & Hentrich, 1999).
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‘surplus’ in the French economy. Even with the addition of this second group, the target
figure of 10,000 had evidently not been reached. The French police therefore planned a
mass arrest in the larger cities of the unoccupied zone for 26 August 1942, targeting all
Jewish refugees aged between eighteen and sixty who had come to France since 1936.
The only people to be spared in this roundup were those who were not fit for transport,
‘visibly’ pregnant women, the parents of children under the age of two, and spouses or
parents of French citizens. The 6,584 people arrested, however, were still too few for the
Germans, and consequently the operation was repeated in the following weeks.202

On 28 August 1942 the officials in charge of Jewish affairs from the countries of West-
ern Europe, or their deputies, came together once again at the Reich Security Main Of-
fice for a meeting with Eichmann (Doc. 263). Eichmann insisted that the ongoing de-
portation programme targeting stateless Jews be concluded by the end of the year. The
deportation of other foreign Jews would follow and was to be completed by June 1943;
the details were still being negotiated with the Reich Foreign Office. The frequency of
the transports was to be increased from mid September 1942 because the Reich Railways
would probably not be able to provide transport between November 1942 and Janu-
ary 1943 (Doc. 263).

The French police arrested Jews and handed them over, with the exception of adults
with French citizenship. Although the Vichy government had adopted its own discrim-
inatory measures against all Jews in early 1940, it was not willing to participate in the
deportation of French Jews.293 The French police did, however, hand over to the German
occupiers a large number of French citizens who had violated German regulations, for
example Jews who had failed to wear the yellow star or had disregarded the curfew. This
practice triggered a protest from the representative in Paris of the Vichy government’s
Interior Ministry to the chief of the French police (Doc. 316).

At the beginning of September 1942, the French authorities informed Heinz Rothke,
the new head of the Security Police and the SD’s section for Jewish affairs, that the num-
ber of handovers agreed upon could not be reached. In an attempt to meet the target set
by Eichmann nonetheless, Rothke included in the deportations French Jews who were
in German custody.2°¢ Among them was 22-year-old Anna Goldberg, who had been
arrested in early August while attempting to enter the unoccupied zone illegally and
detained in the camp at Poitiers and then at Drancy (Docs. 255 and 274). She was subse-
quently deported on Transport XXXIV to Auschwitz, where she perished.

The deportation of French Jews was a clear violation of the German-French agree-
ments of July 1942. Nevertheless, René Bousquet instructed his local representatives not
to interfere with the deportations, but rather to ensure that they took place without

202 Anne Grynberg, Les Camps de la honte: Les internés juifs des camps frangais 1939-1944 (Paris: La
Découverte, 1991), pp. 301 and 327; Klarsfeld, Calendrier, p. 950; Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz,
Pp- 183 and 193-195; Peter Gaida, Camps de travail sous Vichy: Les ‘groupes de travailleurs étrangers’
(GTE) en France et en Afrique du Nord 1940-1944 (Morrisville, NC: Lulu Press, 2015).

203 During the arrest of French Jews by the German police, ‘the French authorities were in the habit
of expressing their disapproval mostly in protests that were as clear as they were ineffective’; Kas-
ten, ‘Gute Franzosen’, p. 97. See also Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, p. 110.

204 At this time, 4,000 French Jews were interned in the camps at Drancy, Beaune-la-Rolande, and
Pithiviers: Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, p. 201.
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incident.205 The French authorities subsequently intensified the roundups of foreign
Jews in order to save French Jews from deportation. The circle of affected groups was
gradually expanded, and the elderly, the sick, and others who had been exempted from
the arrests were now included. From mid September 1942 the German authorities also
arrested Jews who held citizenship of other European countries and had previously been
spared. This course of action increasingly brought the German and French police au-
thorities into conflict with the diplomatic representatives of Hungary, Romania, Italy,
and Turkey, who initially prevailed in their insistence that their citizens be protected
(Doc. 266). A few weeks later, however, the governments in Budapest and Bucharest
abandoned their opposition.

Meanwhile, the number of handovers from the southern zone lagged far behind the
Germans’ expectations. At the beginning of September Rothke had notified the French
authorities of an expansion of the programme of deportations from France, with 50,000
additional Jews to be deported to the East (Doc. 264). Instead, however, the pace of the
deportations slowed down. Nonetheless, the original German targets set in July 1942
were ultimately achieved. Between 7 August and 22 October 1942, the Vichy authorities
handed over more than 10,000 persons from the southern zone to the German occupi-
ers. Between 27 March and 11 November, deportation trains took 41,951 Jews from France
to Auschwitz. Upon arrival more than one third were assigned as forced labour; all the
others were murdered immediately. Of these people deported to Auschwitz, only 785 of
the men and 25 of the women survived the war.206

The mass arrests that began in July 1942 sparked panic in Paris and in the occupied
zone in general. The number of attempted escapes to the unoccupied zone soared - as
did the risk of being caught by German customs officials or the German police, who
greatly intensified their surveillance (Doc. 250). The family of historian Jean-Jacques
Becker were among those who left the place where they had been residing a few days
after the Paris roundup: ‘Theoretically, it was not a journey of no return, [...] but even
for optimists the German defeat lay so far in the future that it nevertheless resembled a
journey of no return.207 The family crossed the demarcation line south of Nevers by
wading across the Allier river, and then ensconced themselves in Grenoble.208

The intense persecution also led to a lasting change in the work of both Jewish and
non-Jewish relief organizations. In addition to their legal and official work, which con-
tinued in the internment camps in cooperation with the Vichy authorities, they now also
organized illegal rescue operations. Because the relief organizations were involved in the
commissions that decided on exemptions, by arguing the case for exemptions they were
able to prevent a few of those affected from being handed over to the occupiers. How-
ever, that only meant that others would take their place, an awareness that added to the
sense of despair among the helpers (Doc. 257). It was nonetheless thanks to their tenacity
that, for example, more than 1,400 of those arrested in the large roundup on 26 August
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72 Introduction

were not handed over. As of the end of August 1942 parents could no longer leave their
children behind in the care of a relief organization. Both the relief organizations and the
resistance organizations endeavoured to save the children and adolescents involved. In
Lyons the Christian group Amitié chrétienne managed to smuggle around 100 children
out of Vénissieux camp (Doc. 271) and place them with non-Jewish families or in chil-
dren’s homes, most of which were run by the (Euvre de secours aux enfants (Children’s
Aid Society, OSE).20?

The Secours suisse aux enfants, a children’s aid organization founded in 1937 during
the Spanish Civil War and affiliated with the Swiss Red Cross since the end of 1941,
looked after unaccompanied stateless children and adolescents. Depending on their age,
adolescents entrusted to its care were also among those whom the French authorities
planned to hand over. The residents of the children’s home at Chéteau de la Hille in the
département of Ariége were saved at the last minute by the tenacity of the director and
her immediate superior. Over the following months, the children were smuggled into
Switzerland via secret escape routes. The relief organization Comité Amelot, which was
established in June 1940 in rue Amelot in Paris and was later financed by the American
Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JDC), succeeded in bringing around 1,350 chil-
dren and adolescents from France to safety in Switzerland in the autumn of 1943. Work-
ing for the Zionist youth movement, Sasha Racine Maidenberg brought children from
the Italian zone across the Swiss border in October 1943:

We had been walking for several hours when we saw the barbed wire that indicated
the border. We came closer and suddenly panicked when we saw soldiers in uniform
standing in front of us. It took a moment before we realized that they were Swiss,
rather than Germans. It had instilled such fear and terror in the children that they
ran away screaming. When things calmed down again, we gathered them back to-
gether and were able to cross the border without any problems.210

By contrast, Cécile Klein-Hechel, her husband and their four-year-old son, Claude, man-
aged to cross the border only after an exhausting ordeal fleeing via Alsace, Vichy, and
Grenoble (Doc. 324).211

With the beginning of the systematic deportations from Western Europe, the flow of
refugees from the Netherlands, Belgium, and France into the countries bordering France
that were not under German control, namely Spain and Switzerland, had increased sub-
stantially. At the same time, opportunities for escape declined abruptly. On 4 August
1942 the Swiss government issued a presidential decree in an effort to stem the ‘influx
of alien civilian refugees’: this influx, it was stated, had been ‘found to be increasingly
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organized’ and facilitated ‘by professional “passeurs” [smugglers]’. The cantons were
now required to expel foreigners who had entered the country illegally, ‘even if serious
disadvantages (danger to life and limb) might arise from this for the foreigners affect-
ed’.212 At that point the Swiss authorities already had information about the fate of Jews
who had been deported to Poland, even though they were not yet aware of the Germans’
policy of systematic murder. Not only Jews but also communist refugees now had little
chance of being admitted to Switzerland. The elderly and the sick, adolescents travelling
alone, families with children under sixteen, and pregnant women were considered hard-
ship cases and exempted from deportation. Part of the Swiss population reacted with
outrage to the expulsions, whereupon the Swiss authorities relaxed the measures
temporarily. During the months that followed, several thousand refugees successfully
crossed the border, which was only guarded fairly lightly, into Switzerland. However, the
decree was not definitively rescinded until July 1944.

The escape routes from France mostly ran via Geneva, Lake Geneva, and the difficult
terrain of the Jura Mountains. The focus was on the border at Geneva, where approxi-
mately 200 border crossings were recorded in August 1942, a further 2,000 in Septem-
ber 1942, and 1,300 in October 1942. Of the 9,860 Jewish refugees who by August 1944
had attempted to reach Switzerland, 9,000 did indeed find asylum there.2!3 The number
of border crossings increased again when the Germans occupied the southern zone in
November 1942, and then the Italian zone in September 1943. Crossing the Pyrenees into
Spain involved ever greater obstacles. Since November 1942, in addition to the French
gendarmerie, German mountain troops had been guarding this border (Doc. 282). In
February 1943 the area along the border was declared a restricted zone, with access to
non-residents prohibited.214

Elli and Hans Friedldnder were among those who sought to cross the border illegally
in the late summer of 1942. In their despair they had entrusted their 9-year-old son to a
Catholic boarding school in Montlugon, in the Auvergne, and agreed to his baptism. Elli
Friedlander wrote at the end of August: ‘If we must perish, we have one piece of great
good fortune: the knowledge that our beloved child has been saved’ (Doc. 261). A few
weeks later, the couple’s attempt to find safety in Switzerland failed (Doc. 278). The
Swiss authorities handed over Elli and Hans Friedldnder to the French gendarmerie,
who transferred them to the assembly camp at Rivesaltes, from which Jews were taken
to Drancy (Doc. 279). Just three days later, on 1 October 1942, refugees caught at the
border ceased to be automatically handed over to the French authorities. Instead, they
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were sent back — covertly — across the unmanned section of the land border. One month
later the Friedlanders were deported to Auschwitz, where they both perished. Their son
survived, later took the name ‘Saul” and became one of the most distinguished historians
of the Holocaust.21>

Police operations against Jews and the handover of Jews to the German occupiers
frequently elicited outrage and sympathy among the French population. The press in
both zones ignored the arrests for the most part, but the negative reactions filtered
through in the reports on public sentiment compiled by the prefectures. The outrage
intensified when leading representatives of the Catholic and Protestant churches repeat-
edly lodged protests with Pétain and also publicly protested against the deportation of
the Jews (Doc. 246). On 23 August 1942, three days before the large roundup in the
southern zone, the archbishop of Toulouse, Monseigneur Jules-Gérard Saliege, ordered
that a letter be read aloud in the churches of his diocese. In this much-heeded text he
publicly condemned the action being taken against the Jews. On 30 August the bishop
of Montauban, Pierre-Marie Théas, followed suit with a similar initiative, and on 22 Sep-
tember Marc Boegner, head of the Protestant Association, also had a letter read out.216

During the night of 7/8 November 1942, Allied troops landed in Morocco and Algeria
and opened the way for the Gaullist Free French Forces to enter these two regions. The
strategic location of North Africa, which made an Allied landing on the coast of Western
Europe substantially easier, meant Germany’s supremacy in this part of Europe was dir-
ectly threatened. In reaction, the Wehrmacht occupied the previously unoccupied south-
ern zone of France.2!7 Approximately 120,000 Jews were living in Algeria at the time of
liberation in November 1942, but they had to wait until mid March 1943 for the repeal
of the Vichy regime’s antisemitic laws and regulations (Doc. 284). The Crémieux Decree
that in 1870 had granted French citizenship to the Jews of Algeria and had been revoked
by the Vichy government in the autumn of 1940 was reinstated in October 1943 following
a declaration by the French National Liberation Committee.?!8

In Tunisia, by contrast, the situation for the estimated 66,000 Jews worsened dramat-
ically in the same period. One third of the country, including Tunis, the capital, lay
between two military fronts and was occupied by German and Italian troops in Novem-
ber 1942. During the six months of the German-Italian occupation, the Jewish popula-
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tion — with the exception of Italian citizens — was subject to persecution by the Tunis
Einsatzkommando, which was led by Walther Rauff.2!® Indiscriminate and organized
theft, forced labour and terror characterized the everyday life of the Jews (Doc. 303).
Moise Borgel, chairman of Tunisia’s Jewish community, later recounted the arrest of the
men, for the most part teachers, found in the school run by the Alliance israélite univer-
selle in Tunis. German soldiers beat them with whips and forced them on a march of
65 kilometres. To put an end to the excesses committed against individuals during the
first days of the occupation, senior figures in the Jewish community complied with Ger-
man orders. They provided several thousand workers to develop the German-Italian line
of defence, and they collected money and took out a bank loan to pay the ‘fine’ of 20 mil-
lion francs that had been imposed on the community. This penalty had been levied as
compensation for the damages inflicted by Allied bombing. Owing to the difficult trans-
port situation, systematic deportations to Germany never took place, although Rauff
had approximately twenty Tunisian Jews taken to German concentration camps, where
most of them perished. Among them were Joseph Scemla, a textile dealer in Tunis, and
his two sons, Gilbert and Jean, both students. In March 1943 they had tried to cross the
border to Algeria and seek refuge with the Free French forces, but had been betrayed in
the process. Following their arrest by German soldiers, they were taken to Germany by
plane and placed in Dachau concentration camp, where, in May 1944, they were sen-
tenced to death for espionage. They were executed two months later. During the six-
month period of occupation, approximately 5,000 labourers were forcibly recruited. The
number of Jewish victims during the German occupation in Tunisia is probably between
50 and 100.220

After the occupation of the southern zone of France by the Wehrmacht — whereupon the
Italian army ordered its occupying troops to advance to the banks of the Rhone - the
Office of the Higher SS and Police Leader was the only German authority in Paris that
managed to extend its activities to include the newly occupied territory. Berlin declared
this area an ‘Operational Zone’ and placed it under the control of the Commander-in-
Chief West. The newly established Einsatzkommandos of the German police in the region-
al prefectures now had access to areas where Jews had thus far largely escaped persecution.
According to German instructions, every assassination attempt by the French resistance
movement was to be followed by arrests of Jews — they were to be tracked down in trains,
at railway stations, and in other public spaces, and taken into custody. For this operation
the German police were still able to count on the help of the French. On 9 November 1942

219 In dealing with the Reich Foreign Office, the Italian embassy in Berlin emphatically insisted that
Jews who were Italian citizens be exempt from all anti-Jewish measures in Tunisia: Abitbol, The
Jews of North Africa during the Second World War, pp. 120-121; Martin Ciippers, Walther Rauff -
in deutschen Diensten: Vom Naziverbrecher zum BND-Spion (Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buch-
gesellschaft, 2013).

220 Account by Moise Borgel, 15 May 1943, published in Claude Nataf (ed.), Les Juifs de Tunisie sous
le joug nazi, 9 novembre 1942-8 mai 1943 (Paris: Manuscrit, 2012), pp. 25-38, quote: p. 30; Frédéric
Gasquet, La Lettre de mon pére: Une famille de Tunis dans Uenfer nazi (Paris: Le Félin, 2006);
Abitbol, The Jews of North Africa during the Second World War, pp. 119-121 and 130; Kaspi, Les
Juifs pendant I'Occupation, pp. 204-206; Clippers, Walther Rauff, p. 176; Filippo Petrucci, Gli ebrei
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the French government issued a law prohibiting foreign Jews from moving freely from
place to place or leaving their location of residence without explicit permission from the
police. Although the Jews in the newly occupied zone remained exempt from the require-
ment to wear the yellow star, the law of 11 December 1942 made it obligatory for all identity
documents and food ration cards to be stamped with the word ‘Jew’. The Italian occupa-
tion authorities refused to implement such measures in their zone.22!

In a meeting with Heinrich Himmler on 10 December 1942, Hitler — doubtless in
anticipation of a future Allied landing - ordered the ‘removal’ (Abschaffung) of all Jews
and ‘other enemies’ from France. This order led to the second major wave of deportations
from France, in the course of which around 8,000 persons were transported to Auschwitz,
Lublin-Majdanek, and Sobibor between 9 February and 25 March 1943.222 To this end the
German police authorities called for the remaining Jews in the internment camps of the
southern zone to be handed over, while the commanders of the Security Police in the
‘old’ occupied zone received instructions to arrest and transfer to Drancy everyone who
was eligible for deportation. The German authorities were determined no longer to per-
mit any distinctions to be made between French and foreign Jews.223

In January 1943 roundups of Jews took place in Rouen and Marseilles, in both cases
in the aftermath of assassination attempts by the French resistance movement. Following
a German directive, on 12 January 1943 the French police arrested 222 Jews in Rouen,
most of whom were French citizens.224 For Marseilles, Reichsfithrer-SS Himmler had
designed a ‘radical and perfect solution [...] for clearing up the situation’. With the as-
sistance of the French police and the Gardes mobiles, this involved carrying out mass
arrests, which also affected Jews, and blowing up the port area which, with its large
number of winding alleys and even subterranean passageways, offered an ideal hiding
place (and not just for members of the resistance).22> On 22 and 23 January 1943 French
police arrested almost 6,000 people in Marseilles, 1,642 of whom were handed over to
the occupation authorities and taken to Compiégne camp, north of Paris, the next day.
Among them were many French Jews, who were transferred one month later to Drancy
and shortly afterwards deported to Sobibor and Lublin-Majdanek (Docs. 287 and 298).
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Simultaneously, SS Police Regiment Griese sealed off the northern part of the port
neighbourhood and had its 20,000 inhabitants deported and temporarily interned in
Fréjus, where German police selected persons for transport on to Compiégne
(Doc. 306). In the first two weeks of February 1943, the Wehrmacht blew up the now-
vacated port area.226

The roundups in Marseilles and Rouen, which were carried out primarily by French
police, were ‘special operations’ insofar as they had been ordered by the German occu-
piers as reprisals for operations carried out by the resistance movement. With these ex-
ceptions, the French authorities continued to refuse to arrest French Jews. However, the
French and German police cooperated effectively in tracking down foreign Jews, as was
the case during the night of 10/11 February 1943, when 1,549 Jews were arrested in Paris.
They included children who were living in the homes of the UGIF, as well as patients at
the Rothschild Hospital, but it was primarily elderly people who were arrested; the aver-
age age of those detained was sixty-four.22” Rachel Jedinak, who in July 1942 had man-
aged to escape with her sister from internment in the Vélodrome d’Hiver, was now ar-
rested for a second time, along with her grandmother. Jedinak recalled:

They command us, my grandmother, my sister and me, to pack our things. Luckily,
my uncle and aunt spent this night elsewhere. The concierge let them into one of the
sealed apartments in the building. My grandfather can’t be transported, so the police,
without any qualms, decide to leave him behind, entirely alone. How could one ever
forget the heart-wrenching parting of my grandparents??28

Rachel Jedinak, together with her sister and mother, succeeded in escaping her pursuers
once again, but most of those detained were deported to Poland at the beginning of
March.

After the French resistance movement assassinated two German officers in Paris, the
order was issued to deport an additional 2,000 Jews. To prevent the inclusion of French
citizens, the French police initiated an arrest operation in the southern zone on 20 Feb-
ruary 1943 that targeted foreign male Jews between the ages of eighteen and sixty-five.
The 1,778 men affected were deported on 4 and 6 March to Sobibor, where they were
murdered.???

The second wave of deportations, which began early in 1943, again raised the question
of French police collaboration. The deportations initially targeted many French Jews who
had already been interned in Drancy camp for months or had been arrested in Rouen
and Marseilles (Doc. 286). The continuation of the transports, however, depended on the
renewed cooperation of the French police (Doc. 292). To expand the category of Jews
who were ‘able to be deported” (Jews without French citizenship), the German occupiers
had already contemplated a collective denaturalization procedure as early as July 1942,
and Prime Minister Laval had agreed to this in principle in August 1942 (Doc. 252). By
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December 1942 France’s Commissariat General for Jewish Affairs had prepared a draft
law on the deprivation of French citizenship for Jews naturalized after 1927. In addition,
foreign Jews were as a rule to be denied naturalization in the future. The French govern-
ment suggested moving the cut-off year from 1927 to 1932, which would still have meant
around 20,000 people being deprived of French citizenship, but not the 50,000 envisaged
in the draft by the Commissariat General, which was based on the German proposals.
Rothke - the German official in charge of Jewish affairs - and Commissioner General
for Jewish Affairs Darquier de Pellepoix forced through the original version.23

On this basis the German authorities prepared for the mass arrest of all Jews whose
citizenship was to be revoked if granted later than 1927. At dawn on 24 June 1943, a few
hours before the text of the regulation was made public, several thousand Jews were
to be arrested by the French police, under German supervision. A special commando
(Sonderkommando) led by SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Alois Brunner had been summoned
to Paris especially for this purpose, the same unit that had previously set in motion
the deportation of 43,000 Jews from Thessaloniki.23! The date for the operation was
postponed several times, and in the end the plan could not be carried out because Laval,
with reference to the planned arrests that he had explicitly rejected, prevented the text
of the regulation from being released. When Marshal Pétain officially confirmed this
decision at the end of August 1943, it was clear that in this instance the French authorities
would not cooperate. Rothke reacted by announcing that in future the German authori-
ties would no longer distinguish between French Jews and foreign Jews. As early as July
1943, in a report on the ‘present status of the Jewish question in France’, he had made it
known that if the denaturalization plan were to fall through, the German police and
military forces would arrest every Jew they could get their hands on.232

During the first half of 1943, tensions also developed between the German and Italian
occupying forces as a result of the German operations against the Jews. Immediately after
the occupation of the southern zone in November 1942, German police authorities had
ordered the resettlement of the Jews living in départements along the border and on the
coast — including the area under Italian jurisdiction - to specific départements that were
under German control. Jews who were potentially liable to deportation were to be taken
straight to Drancy. The Italians put a stop to the plan for their area of influence, and open
conflict broke out between the Italian and French authorities. The latter complained to
the German Security Police. The Italian Armistice Commission in Turin forbade the
French government to intern persons ‘of the Jewish race’ in the Italian zone.23> Word
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spread very quickly, and tens of thousands of Jewish refugees sought shelter in the Italian
zone of occupation.234 In a report dated April 1943, Joseph Weill described the resultant
onset of an ‘out-and-out migration’ (Doc. 299).

In mid February 1943 Helmut Knochen, Senior Commander of the Security Police,
emphasized in a letter to the Reich Security Main Office that the inclusion of the Italian
zone was a precondition for the planned deportations from ‘France as a whole’, noting
that ‘the migration of Jews into the Italian-occupied territory, which has already begun,
would otherwise assume vast proportions’ (Doc. 292). The Italian occupation authorities
also vehemently opposed the French roundup on 20 February 1943, and anyone who
had been arrested in the Italian zone had to be released. French protests at Italy’s policy
of obstruction were channelled from Paris to Berlin. The Reich Foreign Office already
faced a similar situation in Croatia, which was partly occupied by the Italian army, along-
side the German Wehrmacht. On 25 February 1943 Reich Foreign Minister Ribbentrop
discussed this issue with Mussolini for the first time. One month later, on Ribbentrop’s
instructions, the German ambassador in Rome was supposed to increase the pressure
on Mussolini (Doc. 296). But it became clear that Rome was continuing its placatory
approach and delaying tactics, especially where Berlin was concerned.235

For the Jews the situation had deteriorated dramatically since the Wehrmacht had
taken control of the southern zone. Many employees of the relief organizations that were
part of the UGIF were arrested in 1943, and as a result the organizations had to discontin-
ue their activities in the second half of the year.236 In February 1943 a roundup spear-
headed by Klaus Barbie, head of Department IV in the Office of the Commander of the
Security Police and the SD in Lyons, heralded the end of the protection that the UGIF’s
employees had largely enjoyed (Doc. 291). At the end of November 1942 Darquier de
Pellepoix had already ordered lists to be submitted of all UGIF employees in both zones.
The lists were to record their address, citizenship, and date of naturalization, if any.
Shortly afterwards Darquier de Pellepoix demanded the dismissal of non-French per-
sonnel by the end of February 1943, obviously again with the aim of enlarging the set of
‘Jews able to be deported’. The heads of the two sections of the UGIF obtained an exten-
sion of the deadline to the end of March 1943 and a slight reduction in the number of
dismissals. However, on 5 March the Commissariat General for Jewish Affairs provided
the German Security Police with a list of the UGIF’s foreign employees. It contained the
names of 297 persons in total, 129 men and 168 women, listed by nationality. Although
both the Commissariat General and the German authorities had been assured that those
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affected would continue to be protected until the end of the month, Rothke ordered
their arrest (Doc. 295), and approximately sixty of them were detained. Presumably some
of the individuals involved had realized the danger or received advance warning. In
addition, most of the addresses given to the Commissariat General were incorrect.23”

The number of persons who opted to live in hiding increased rapidly in 1943. Not all
of them were Jews; they included many non-Jewish Frenchmen, who since February 1943
could be called up for mandatory labour service (service du travail obligatoire, STO) in
Germany.23® The members of the Jewish-communist resistance movement already had
experience of life underground, owing to the banning of the Communist Party in 1939,
and therefore had the most efficient organization. Their output included numerous publi-
cations addressed to the Jewish population in French or Yiddish, as in the case of the
newspaper Unzer Wort. Most of the material published illegally by the movement was,
however, aimed at the French population as a whole and intended as a call for solidarity.
From February 1943 the National Movement Against Racism (MNCR) encouraged soli-
darity through resistance newspapers such as Notre voix, J'accuse and Fraternité
(Doc. 308). The papers provided detailed reports of roundups and the crimes against
Jews in France or in the East, which the authorized press failed to mention at all.23?

The armed Jewish resistance was largely communist-organized at first, particularly in
the immigrant sections of the partisan organization Francs-tireurs et partisans — Main-
d’ceuvre immigrée (FTP-MOI). Its activities were directed against the German occupiers
and their institutions and against French collaborators. Additionally, acts of sabotage
targeted major infrastructure facilities such as railway lines and telephone lines. A group
of young men in Toulouse founded the Zionist resistance group known as the Armée
juive (Jewish Army), which was subsequently joined by the Jewish scouting movement
in France (Eclaireurs israélites de France), which had gone underground in 1943, and
the Zionist youth organization.?4® The Armée juive had branches in several large cities
in the southern zone such as Lyons, Grenoble, and Nice. Jacques Lazarus wrote about
the Armée juive in Nice, which had around fifteen members, both boys and girls. At its
‘meetings [or] in the street, they exchanged the latest news and compared the lists of
“those lost and those saved”. The leaders handed out the money that was to be distribut-
ed, but also, in particular, envelopes that were full of false papers of all sorts’24! (see also
Doc. 319). In addition to helping people escape across the Swiss or Spanish border, the
groups that made up the Armée juive sought to acquire information and to combat in-
formers and collaborating French authorities. The cover of its Paris branch was blown
in July 1944 by a double agent who claimed to be employed by the British intelligence
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service and was simultaneously working for the Abwehr, the German military intelli-
gence office. Also exposed through betrayal was the Westerweel Group, which had
worked with the Armée juive to smuggle hundreds of young people out of the Nether-
lands to Spain, via Belgium and France (Doc. 335).

Allied forces landed in southern Italy in early July 1943. Consequently, that summer the
Wehrmacht began to prepare to take over the Italian zones of occupation, including
those in France. In early September Rothke and Brunner devised a plan for the arrest of
the Jewish refugees in the Italian zone, who had been largely spared thus far (Doc. 310).
After the proclamation of the armistice between Italy and the Allies on 8 September
1943, German troops promptly occupied this zone. A relentless manhunt was launched
the same day. An anonymous account describes the arrests that began on 10 September
in Nice, where there were more than 20,000 Jews: ‘Without wasting any time, the Ger-
mans began persecuting the Jews 48 hours after their arrival [in the city]. Residential
neighbourhoods were sealed off; ‘physiognomists’, who claimed to be able to recognize
Jews by their facial characteristics, drove through the streets, and ‘an army of informers
got down to work’. Checks conducted at railway stations thwarted numerous escape
attempts.242 As the yellow star had never been introduced in the unoccupied zone, and
as identity documents and food ration cards had thus far only rarely been stamped and
were frequently counterfeit, Brunner resorted to his own methods. He ordered individu-
als who had been arrested as the result of (paid) reports, submitted openly or anonym-
ously, to be taken to his headquarters in the Hotel Excelsior in Nice, where ‘experts’ were
to examine them for physical similarities to Jews. For men circumcision was the decisive
criterion. Under torture, those arrested were also interrogated about the whereabouts of
relatives, and they were subsequently transferred to Drancy. From mid September to
mid December 1943 Brunner’s staff arrested more than 1,800 Jews in Nice and the sur-
rounding area by this method alone.24> Among those placed under arrest was the father
of lawyer and Holocaust historian Serge Klarsfeld, who had taken the precaution of set-
ting up a hiding place for his family behind a wardrobe:

We heard the soldiers beating the Jewish neighbours and the children to make them
disclose their brothers’ hiding places. My mother, my sister and I went to the hiding
place, and my father stayed. He opened the front door and claimed that we were out
in the countryside. The Germans searched, they pushed the clothes in the wardrobe
in all directions, but did not touch the interior wall.244

In the autumn of 1943 the Security Police and mobile Einsatzkommandos also inten-
sified the persecution of Jews in other places in the southern zone, detaining Jews re-
gardless of nationality, gender, or age, in line with Réthke’s announcement. Jean-Jacques
Becker observed the new methods in Grenoble:
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German soldiers, who had arrived unobtrusively, suddenly blocked a square, a cross-
roads, frequented by many people. Everyone who was there was subsequently
searched, interrogated and - if suspicious for one reason or another - placed under
arrest.24>

After Brunner’s Sonderkommando took over Drancy camp, now called an ‘emigra-
tion camp’, or an ‘assembly camp’, the situation for the camp inmates deteriorated dra-
matically. The French officials from the prefecture of the Seine département were forced
to leave the camp; only the French gendarmerie remained behind, as the outer guard.
Inside the camp, Brunner had a separate security force established, made up of Jewish
prisoners. The buildings were renovated and workshops set up. Brunner also introduced
new punishments, such as beatings, torture, and detention in the cellars. His task was to
arrange for the quick resumption of deportations to the extermination camps in the East,
which had been suspended since the end of March 1943. Shortly before the first convoys
left, Brunner personally interrogated the prisoners in order to assign them to groups,
labelled ‘A’ to ‘F’, that were deemed either ‘able to be deported’ or ‘not able to be deport-
ed’.246 The internees who were earmarked for deportation were informed: ‘We are send-
ing you to labour camps, where you will live with your families and be paid for the work
you do’ (Doc. 334). Their heads were not shaved again before their departure. To increase
the number of persons being deported, prisoners at the camp were forced to travel as
so-called missionnaires (envoys) to Paris and the various regions of France to track down
other Jews in hiding. Their family members stayed behind in the camp as hostages for
the next deportation. By early September 1943 most of those found ‘able to be deported’
had left Drancy on four transport trains; one month later the deportations of those ap-
prehended on the Cote d’Azur began. The leaders of the UGIF were now also affected.
Raymond-Raoul Lambert and André Baur, together with their families, were deported
to Auschwitz on 7 and 17 December 1943. Lambert was murdered upon arrival; Baur
perished at Auschwitz in April 1944.

During this new phase, which was heavily influenced by Brunner and ran from the
resumption of the deportations in June 1943 until their discontinuation in August 1944,
Reich Railways trains transported almost 24,000 persons from France to the extermina-
tion camps in the East.247

Under the French chief of police, Bousquet, French Jews had been included in round-
ups only in exceptional cases. In late 1943, under German pressure, he had to vacate his
position. He was replaced by Joseph Darnand, commander of the Milice franqaise, the
Vichy regime’s paramilitary police force, who became secretary general for public order.
Darnand was prepared to collaborate unconditionally with the Germans. As French po-
lice were proving less and less willing to take part in mass arrests, the Milice now played

245 Becker, Un soir de I'été 1942 ..., p. 102.

246 Wieviorka and Laffitte, A l'intérieur du camp de Drancy, p. 219. From the end of June 1943, these
interrogations were carried out by his assistants, Ernst Briickler and Josef Weiszl: ibid., pp. 222
and 226.

247 Meyer, Tiéter im Verhor, pp. 191-193; Wieviorka and Laffitte, A l'intérieur du camp de Drancy,
pp. 249 and 255. The number of those additionally arrested in this way by September 1943 — mostly
children and older relatives of Jews who were already interned - is estimated at 200 to 300.
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an increasingly significant role in the persecution of Jews, members of the resistance
movement, and those who were evading conscription for forced labour.248 In addition,
during the last months of the occupation many French Jews in the provinces were arrest-
ed and deported, for example in Bordeaux in late December 1943 and in Laon, Saint-
Quentin, and Amiens in January 1944. Some prefects were troubled by these events. In
Amiens, Charles Daupeyroux appealed to several higher-level French authorities, ur-
gently requesting that they intervene (Doc. 320). Shortly thereafter he was relieved of
his duties.

In Paris the municipal police focused on persecuting foreign Jews, while the Criminal
Police continued to deliver to Drancy French Jews who had violated anti-Jewish regula-
tions. The efforts by the German police to step up the deportations in the final months
of the occupation are evident in the ‘Information Leaflet on Increasing the Number of
Jews Arrested’, signed by Helmut Knochen, Senior Commander of the Security Police,
and edited by Alois Brunner. Dated mid April 1944, the leaflet records, among other
things, that nationality played no role in the arrests and that the ‘entire network of rela-
tives’ was to be included (Doc. 329). Aline Vidal-Naquet almost fell victim to this new
zeal. When the 11-year-old came out of school in Marseilles on 15 May 1944, a friend was
waiting to warn her that she should not go home, because her parents had been arrest-
ed.24® Soon afterwards the couple were deported via Drancy to Auschwitz, where they
both perished. Their four children, one of whom, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, later became a
historian of classical antiquity, managed to hide in the homes of acquaintances and
thereby survived the war.

The Allied landings in Normandy on 6 June 1944 led to a sharp reduction in the num-
ber of detainees being transferred from the provinces to Drancy, so Brunner decided to
concentrate on the Jews in Paris. In mid June Knochen briefed Military Commander Carl
Heinrich von Stiilpnagel, but von Stiilpnagel opposed the plan because ‘it [would] only
bring turmoil to the thus far tranquil population of Paris’.250 In any case Brunner was not
in a position to execute his plan. Since the end of February 1944, the German police had
been demanding the handover of the lists kept in the police prefecture that contained the
names and addresses of the French Jews in Paris. The lists were not submitted to the Ger-
mans until early August, after several requests had been made to senior authorities, and
the large-scale roundup sought by Brunner never took place. On 20 July 1944, however,
he did manage to initiate the arrest of the children who had been taken in at the eleven
homes of the UGIF in the Paris area following the deportation of their parents. Among
them was Charlotte Schapira, who described in her memoirs the moment of terror when
the police raided the home at 2 a.m. Between 21 and 25 July, 233 children were taken to
Drancy, and most of them were deported to Auschwitz on 31 July.25! The last transport,
accompanied by Alois Brunner, left Drancy on 17 August 1944 with fifty-one deportees,

248 Kasten, ‘Gute Franzosen’, pp. 120-123 and 172.

249 Diary of Aline Vidal-Naquet, 15 May 1944, reproduced in facsimile in Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Mém-
oires, vol. 1: La Brisure et l'attente, 1930-1955 (Paris: Seuil, 2007 [1995]), p. 135.

250 BA-MA, RH 19 IV, OB West, Ic, war journal (brief daily notes), fol. 134, records of the phone calls
taken on 12 and 13 June 1944. We are grateful to Peter Lieb for bringing this document to our
attention.

251 Charlotte Schapira, Il faudra que je me souvienne: La déportation des enfants de I’'Union générale
des Israélites de France (Paris: L'Harmattan, 1994), p. 48; Klarsfeld, Vichy-Auschwitz, pp. 343-344.
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bound for Buchenwald. One week later, on 24 August, Allied and Gaullist armed forces
under General Leclerc marched into Paris. At the end of November 1944 they liberated
Strasbourg, and in February 1945 all of eastern France. A few harbour towns in western
France that had been fortified held out until April 1945.

By Serge Klarsfeld’s reckoning, between 1942 and 1944 a total of 73,853 Jews were
deported from France to the extermination camps in the East, including 11,000 chil-
dren - approximately 25 per cent of France’s Jewish population prior to the occupation.
Two thirds of them, or 56,500, did not hold French citizenship.252 In addition, 3,000 Jews
died in the French internment camps.

*

A comparison of the countries of Western Europe reveals a number of parallels in the
persecution of the Jewish population, along with features specific to each country. In
three of the countries — in France, Belgium, and the Netherlands - the timing of the
introduction of discriminatory and exclusionary measures against Jews was virtually
identical. And everywhere the German occupiers sought to take advantage of xenopho-
bic and antisemitic tendencies already present before the war, and to reinforce them
through targeted propaganda. The German officials in charge of Jewish affairs in these
three countries also made joint decisions about mass deportation, and they coordinated
the logistical preparations. Nonetheless, the percentage of deportees and murder victims
among the Jews in each of these countries and in the other countries of Western and
Northern Europe varied significantly. While more than 75 per cent of the Jews in the
Netherlands lost their lives, the figures for the other countries were lower: approximately
50 per cent in Norway, 45 per cent in Belgium, 34 per cent in Luxembourg, 25 per cent
in France, and 2 per cent in Denmark.

The reasons for this disparity are manifold. One variable that needs to be taken into
account is the number of foreign or stateless Jews in the individual countries. That figure
was small for the Netherlands, but relatively large for France and Belgium. In the latter
two countries, foreigners and stateless persons were the first to be deported. This group
had had little opportunity to integrate itself into Belgian or French society prior to the
occupation. The German authorities declared foreign Jews to be enemies of the German
Reich and invoked the laws governing warfare under which an occupying power was
allowed to take action against such enemies or to adopt preventive security measures.
The domestic authorities offered scant opposition to that line of action, but insisted that
Jews who were citizens of the relevant country be exempt from deportation. For their
part, the German Security Police made no secret of the fact that Jews who were local
nationals would not be spared for long. In early 1943 the second phase of the deport-
ations began, and both native and foreign Jews were targeted for persecution and deport-
ation, without exception. For all Jews in the countries of Western Europe, it was now
simply a question of trying to stay alive.

252 From March to November 1942 a total of 41,951 persons were taken to Auschwitz in 43 transports;
810 of these deportees survived the end of the war. Between 1943 and 1944, a total of 31,902 Jews
were deported to Auschwitz, Lublin-Majdanek, Sobibor, and Buchenwald, with 1,759 of them sur-
viving. In addition, there were several groups that were deported in separate procedures: Klarsfeld,
Vichy-Auschwitz, pp. 368-371.
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By contrast, most Jews in the Netherlands held Dutch citizenship. They were largely
integrated into Dutch society and relied on the protection of the national authorities.
Unlike in France and Belgium, in the Netherlands the Germans could not meet their
deportation quotas by first rounding up mainly foreign Jews. From the outset, therefore,
they were determined to target Jews with Dutch citizenship, and the government depart-
ments in The Hague were unable to resist this pressure. Unexpectedly and abruptly ex-
posed to the violence of the German occupation regime, Dutch Jews were left entirely
at the Germans’ mercy. The vulnerability of the native Dutch Jews was increased by the
fact that they had not experienced life as refugees or in hiding.253 The result was para-
doxical: Jews who were not citizens of the country in which they were living were perse-
cuted early on and particularly severely in every country except the Netherlands, where
no explicit distinction was made with respect to citizenship. But the number of victims
was highest precisely in the Netherlands, where relatively few foreign Jews had lived.
Participation in the raids by local police, who were familiar with the local geography,
also appears to have played a significant role in the number of Jews seized, a conclusion
suggested by the difference in the arrest figures for Brussels and Antwerp in summer
1942.

Another factor to consider is that in each country there was a correlation between
the proportion of deportees and the extent to which state structures and institutions
had been dismantled by the German occupiers. Prior to the collapse of Nazi rule in
1944-1945, the Danish and French governments had managed over the course of the
war to exert some influence on the progress of the persecution of Jews; by contrast, the
Netherlands had been placed under German civil administration at the onset of the
occupation. The survival of at least 200,000 Jews in France until the retreat of the Ger-
man occupation troops in the late summer or autumn of 1944 can be attributed not
least to the differing circumstances in the various zones of occupation, and in particular
to the opportunities for refuge, albeit only temporary, in the unoccupied southern zone.
Moreover, it was easier to avoid persecution in a relatively large country like France
than in smaller and more densely populated countries such as the Netherlands and
Belgium.254

Finally, the structural differences between the various German occupation regimes
were also of significance for the extent and pace of persecution. Only in the Netherlands
was the local police force directly under the control of the German authorities. Here, the
occupiers succeeded in enforcing anti-Jewish measures within a short time and, from
July 1942, in carrying out deportations steadily and in quick succession. In Norway, com-
mand over the police formally resided with the Norwegian collaborationist government,
which followed the instructions of the German occupiers without resistance. By con-
trast, the occupiers in Denmark were dependent on their own forces and could not count
on the cooperation of the Danish police. Danish SS volunteers were the only potential
auxiliaries who had local knowledge. In Belgium and France, political and economic

253 Griffioen and Zeller, ‘Comparing the Persecution of the Jews in the Netherlands, France and Bel-
gium’, p. 78.

254 A systematic comparison of the conditions for survival in France is attempted by Jacques Semelin
in Persécution et entraides dans la France occupée: Comment 75% des Juifs en France ont échappé a
la mort (Paris: Les Arénes, 2013), pp. 799-855.
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considerations also stood in the way of the relentless persecution of Jews. Here the Ger-
mans had to take care to avoid unsettling the local population unduly. They had also to
ensure that the national authorities retained the inclination to collaborate, particularly
in the case of the police, on whose cooperation they were dependent, not least because
local officials had a far better record of success with roundups than the Germans did.

The attitude of the local population was also significant. In Denmark in October 1943
the deportations evidently came to a halt because they met with disapproval among the
population. This was also the case for a temporary period in France and Belgium in late
autumn 1942. Public opinion was also particularly influenced by the introduction of
the conscription of non-Jews for forced labour in Germany - in the Netherlands in
April 1942, in Belgium in October 1942, and in France in February 1943. From that point
onwards, the Jews could increasingly count on support from segments of the non-Jewish
population that had abandoned their previous wait-and-see attitude and turned against
the occupiers. In France the conduct of the churches and relief organizations also played
a part, as did the impressions left by the mass arrests in July and August 1942, and the
deportation of Jewish children. As a result, in the autumn of 1942 the Vichy regime
abandoned its policy of negotiation through collaboration and seemingly became more
reluctant to be involved in open acts of persecution, though the precise extent of this
reluctance remains subject to debate.25>

When examining the persecution and murder of the Jews in Northern and Western
Europe, an additional aspect of local collaboration with Nazi Germany should be consid-
ered, namely, volunteering for the Waffen SS and participation in the crimes committed
by the Nazi regime in Eastern Europe. Nearly 50,000 so-called Germanic volunteers
joined the Waffen SS. The largest group comprised between 23,000 and 25,000 Dutch-
men, followed by some 10,000 Flemings, around 6,000 Danes, and approximately
5,000 Norwegians. Smaller numbers came from Wallonia and France and other coun-
tries outside Western Europe. There is no information on the involvement of SS volun-
teers from Wallonia and France who were sent to the Eastern Front from 1943 as part of
anti-Jewish operations. However, more evidence is available about Dutch involvement in
the practices of antisemitic persecution in Nazi-occupied Eastern Europe. Additionally,
between 5,000 and 6,000 Dutch people - farmers, fishermen, construction workers,
secretaries, artisans, and entrepreneurs — settled as colonists in the German-occupied
Baltics, Belorussia, and Ukraine. They used Jews as forced labourers and were involved
in atrocities. Some of these volunteers wrote about their actions and experiences in let-
ters to their families that reveal their identification with German goals in general and
towards the Jews.

It is clearly important to highlight the role played by local collaboration and cooper-
ation in the persecution and the murder of the Jews of Western and Northern Europe.
However, the overall picture of local responses remains complex. Obvious paradoxes
remain: there is no direct correlation to be observed between the extent of antisemitism
in individual countries during the decades preceding occupation and the subsequent
proportion of Jews deported from each country. In the Netherlands antisemitism was

255 The exact reasons for the relatively high survival rate in France have been the subject of intense
debate in recent years. See Jacques Semelin, The Survival of the Jews in France, 1940-1944, trans.
Cynthia Schoch and Natasha Lehrer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018).
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far less pronounced than in France, where at the turn of the century the widespread
condemnation of the Jews in the Dreyfus affair had caused a national crisis. And yet the
proportion of victims among the Jews living in the Netherlands was three times that
among the Jews living in France.

For all the importance of collaboration, complicity, passivity, and indifference on the
part of the non-Jewish population - alongside the manifestations of solidarity, resistance,
and help - ultimately the real driving force for persecution came from the German side.
Reasons for the divergent death rates are to be sought primarily in the differing charac-
ters of the German occupation authorities, evident in their institutional structures and
their personnel, and also in their access to suitable executive forces and the extent to
which the specific circumstances within each occupied country were taken into account.
The Germans’ overarching objective, explicitly formulated at the Wannsee Conference
and pursued with enormous energy, was to deport and kill all the Jews in the countries
of Western Europe. The scale of their success, despite all resistance, is horrifying.
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Denmark

Kristeligt Dagblad, 20 June 1939: article on the arrival of Jewish refugees in Copen-
hagen

On 9 May 1940 the police in Liding6 provide information about Charlotte Fried-
iger’s and Hellmuth Jacoby’s escape to Sweden

On 15 January 1942 the Reich Foreign Office calls for the introduction of anti-Jewish
measures in Denmark based on those in the Reich

De frie Danske, December 1942: the illegal newspaper reports on protests in Sweden
against the deportation of Norwegian Jews

On 24 April 1943 the Reich plenipotentiary in Denmark, Werner Best, warns the
Reich Foreign Office that measures against the Jews would jeopardize cooperation
with the Danish administration

Jewish Chronicle, 3 September 1943: article on the initial measures taken against Jews
in Denmark

On 8 September 1943 the Reich plenipotentiary in Denmark, Werner Best, proposes
to the Reich Foreign Minister that the Danish Jews be deported

On 17 September 1943 members of the Jewish Community describe for the Danish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs how German police searched the Community’s premises

On 22 September 1943 the Wehrmacht High Command announces the impending
deportation of the Jews from Denmark by the SS

On 25 September 1943 State Secretary Nils Svenningsen advises representatives of
the Jewish Community that Jews should not leave en masse

On 29 September 1943 the Bishop of Copenhagen protests on behalf of the Danish
Church against the persecution of Jews

On 29 September 1943 the Epstein family, in advance of their escape, grant Jorgen
Holde power of attorney over their property during their absence

In late September 1943 State Secretary Nils Svenningsen attempts to prevent the
deportation of the Jews from Denmark

Lise Epstein describes how she found out about the planned roundup of Jews in
Denmark and was able to flee to Sweden with her family in early October 1943

On 2 October 1943 a Danish member of the Waffen SS records his experiences dur-
ing the mass arrest of Jews

New York Times, 3 October 1943: article on the efforts in Sweden to save Jews from
deportation

On 3 October 1943 Danish students call a strike in protest at the imprisonment of
Jews

On 5 October 1943 the Reich plenipotentiary in Denmark, Werner Best, reports to
the Reich Foreign Office on the arrests and the flight of many Jews to Sweden
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On 6 October 1943 Sven Christiansen describes the efforts of Danish physicians to
aid Jews in their escape to Sweden

In diary entries for 3 to 7 October 1943, Ivar Philipson from the Jewish Community
of Stockholm describes the efforts to organize assistance for Jews fleeing Denmark

Benjamin Bliiddnikow records in his diary how his refugee boat capsized on 7 Octo-
ber 1943

On 8 October 1943 Johanna Salomon describes to her daughter in New York their
family’s escape from Denmark and reception in Sweden

On 16 October 1943 Max Lester writes to his ex-wife and children about his escape
to Sweden

On 23 October 1943 the Social Aid Department reports on how the property of Jews
who have fled is safeguarded on behalf of the Ministry of Social Affairs

In his diary Ralph Oppenhejm describes his impressions as an inmate when a Dan-
ish delegation visited Theresienstadt on 23 June 1944

Gilel Storch forwards the report from two Danish ministerial officials who had been
shown around the Theresienstadt ghetto on 23 June 1944

In April 1945 the Dane Kai Nagler experiences his liberation from Theresienstadt as
part of the “‘White Buses™ operation

Norway
The Jewish Bulletin: in September 1942 the prime minister of the Norwegian govern-
ment in exile in London condemns the persecution of Jews in his country

On 7 October 1942 a Nasjonal Samling activist writes to Prime Minister Quisling
with suggestions regarding the introduction of measures against Jews

New York Times, 24 October 1942: article on the killing of a Norwegian border offi-
cial and the impending annihilation of Jews

On 25 October 1942 the head of the Norwegian State Police orders the local police
to arrest male Jews

On 29 October 1942 Ruth Maier describes her dismay at the oppression of the Jews
On 4 November 1942 David Bermann writes to his wife from Veidal camp
On 10 November 1942 Norwegian church leaders protest against the arrest of Jews

The Law on the Compulsory Registration of Jews of 17 November 1942 stipulates
who is to be considered a Jew

On 25 November 1942 the Senior Commander of the Security Police and the SD in
Oslo announces the transport of Jews to Auschwitz via Stettin

On 25 November 1942 the Reich Security Main Office gives instructions for the
deportation of Jews from Norway to Auschwitz

On 27 November 1942 the head of the Norwegian State Police reports to Quisling
on the arrest of Jews and their deportation from Norway to Auschwitz
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On 30 November 1942 the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs endeavours to rescue
several Jews who have been deported from Norway

On 1 and 2 December 1942 Norway’s representative in Stockholm reports to the
government in exile in London on efforts in Sweden to aid Jewish refugees

On 3 and 4 January 1943 Myrtle Wright and her friends make arrangements for the
escape of several Jewish children to Sweden

On 8 January 1943 exiled representatives of Norway’s Jewish community urge the
government in exile to do everything possible to save the deported Jews

On 26 January 1943 David Century turns to Vidkun Quisling out of concern for his
relatives who have been deported to Poland

In late January 1943 the Office for the Liquidation of Confiscated Jewish Assets in-
forms returning SS volunteers about the sale of household items of deported Jewish
families

On 4 February 1943 Max Solomon gives his sister in the USA an account of the fate
of Jews deported to Poland

On 5 February 1943 Myrtle Wright describes the increasing difficulty of rescuing
Jewish children

Norsk Tidend (London), 7 April 1943: article detailing a police officer’s account of
the arrests of Jews in Norway

On 7 May 1943 a Norwegian textile manufacturer appeals to the Ministry of the
Interior for the release of an employee who is in a so-called mixed marriage

On 17 June 1943 Marcus Levin writes a summary of where the Jews deported from
Norway have been taken

On 6 August 1943 Isaak Mendelsohn asks the representative of the Norwegian gov-
ernment in exile in Sweden to help save his deported relatives

Jewish Telegraphic Agency, 26 April 1945: report on five Norwegian Jews who sur-
vived Auschwitz

Netherlands

On 30 June 1942 the chairmen of the Jewish Council summarize the results of a
discussion about labour deployment in Germany

Deutsche Zeitung in den Niederlanden: on 30 June 1942 Commissioner General
Hanns Albin Rauter further restricts the freedom of movement of Jews in the Neth-
erlands

Writing in her diary on 3 July 1942, Etty Hillesum is convinced that the decision has
been taken to annihilate the Jews and accepts the prospect of her own death

On 4 July 1942 a Rotterdam resident calls on the Archbishop of Utrecht and the
Jewish Council to act

On 12 July 1942 Annie Bierman-Trijbetz bids farewell to a friend before being de-
ported, ostensibly for labour deployment in Germany
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On 13 July 1942 Pastor Willem ten Boom suggests to the secretary of the General
Synod that people pray for a better relationship between Christians and Jews

Het Joodsche Weekblad, 14 July 1942: supplementary edition on the arrest of 700 Jews
as hostages

On 15 July 1942 Betsy de Paauw-Bachrach describes the departure of her brother,
who has been called up for labour deployment in Germany

On 17 July 1942 the representative of the Reich Foreign Office in The Hague reports
to his office in Berlin on the smooth progress of the first deportations of Jews

On 17 July 1942 the property management company De Administratie asks the
Household Effects Registration Office when the release of an apartment belonging
to deported Jews is to be expected

Storm SS, 17 July 1942: an inflammatory article demands further anti-Jewish meas-
ures and criticizes the Church’s stance

On 23 July 1942 a Dutch policeman tells the mayor of Beilen what took place when
a train carrying Amsterdam Jews arrived in Westerbork

On 25 July 1942 Dutch Prime Minister Pieter Sjoerds Gerbrandy, speaking from
exile in London, condemns the start of the deportations in a radio address

On 26 July 1942, in a statement to be read from the pulpit, the General Synod of the
Dutch Reformed Church protests against the deportation of the Jews
The Times, 28 July 1942: article on the beginning of deportations in the Netherlands

Deutsche Zeitung in den Niederlanden, 3 August 1942: article on a speech given by
Commissioner General Fritz Schmidt concerning the attitude of the German occu-
piers towards the Jews

De Waarheid, 3 August 1942: appeal for a protest against the deportation and whole-
sale murder of the Jews

On 4 August 1942, after his wife’s arrest, Kurt Vogel asks Bishop Mutsaerts to negoti-
ate with the Germans

On 13 August 1942 the lawyer Jaap Burger describes going to the Central Office for
Jewish Emigration in an attempt to protect Jews from deportation

On 13 August 1942 the representative of the Reich Foreign Office in the Netherlands
informs his superiors that it is increasingly difficult to fill the deportation trains
bound for the East

On 14 August 1942 the police in Amsterdam accuse Abraham Abram of accepting
money in return for hiding a Jewish woman

On 19 August 1942 the farmer Jan Everhardus Blikman writes a letter to Westerbork
camp requesting the temporary release of a Jewish harvest worker

On 25 August 1942 Emma Margulies asks the Central Office for Jewish Emigration
to allocate an apartment to her and her Jewish husband

From 8 to 10 September 1942 the writer Sam Goudsmit describes the anxiety caused
by the evening arrests

On 11 September 1942 Salomon de Vries describes the beginning of his life in hiding
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On 11 September 1942 Gerrit Vinke and his wife decide to hide Jews in their home
and go to Amsterdam to fetch them

On 16 September 1942 an employee in the Office of the Senior Commander of the
Security Police and the SD in Arnhem summarizes instructions for a roundup of
Jews

On 18 September 1942 the Central Committee of the Jewish Council discusses its
own role with respect to the deportations

On 23 September 1942 the representative of the Reich Foreign Office confirms that
Jews of foreign nationality are exempt from wearing the yellow star

On 24 September 1942 Higher SS and Police Leader Rauter informs Himmler about
the progress of deportations from the Netherlands

On 25 September 1942 Christiaan Broer Hansen itemizes the costs of the damage he
sustained during the arrest of a Jew

Minutes of the Jewish Council meeting on exemptions from deportation for its own
employees and on additional measures anticipated, 1 October 1942

On 4 and 5 October 1942 Sam Goudsmit expresses indignation at British actions in
the war and describes the progress of the deportations in Amsterdam

On 5 October 1942 Gerard Aleid van der Hal asks General Christiansen to exempt
him from deportation because he is a severely disabled war veteran

On 11 October 1942 Amsterdam resident Kurt Schroeter reflects on the uncertainty
facing the Jews and the system of exemptions

In a Radio Oranje address on 17 October 1942, Queen Wilhelmina expresses sym-
pathy for the plight of the Jews in the Netherlands and appeals to the population for
solidarity

Between 13 September and 19 October 1942 Detje Pinkhof writes a fairy tale for her
sister Claartje about her time in Westerbork camp

On 19 October 1942 two members of the Jewish Council describe the Jewish com-
munity’s problems to the head of the Central Office for Jewish Emigration

On 19 October 1942 Leny Jakobs-Melkman reflects on whether she should put her
children into hiding

On 28 October 1942 the German representative for the City of Amsterdam empow-
ers his counterparts in the provinces to have the homes of Jewish deportees emptied

On 1 November 1942 Bob Cahen tells his family about life in Westerbork camp

On 2 November 1942 Salomon and Hanna Gotlib throw a postcard out of the de-
portation train to say farewell to their daughter and son-in-law

On 11 November 1942, after the deportation of Jewish colleagues, the staff of the
Hollandia Works are called upon to strike

On 21 November 1942 Salomon de Vries weathers a suspected roundup from his
hiding place

A concealed letter that successfully reached Westerbork describes the train journey
to Auschwitz from 30 November to 1 December 1942



