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SZERKESZTOSEGI AJANLO

A hurban pusztulast jelent. A kifejezést hagyomanyosan a jeruzsalemi Szentély pusztulasara
hasznaltak. A sz6 a spanyol kilizetést is jelOlte. Az orthodox zsiddsag a vészkorszakra is alkal-
mazta a kifejezést. A pusztulas viszont dnmagaban térténeti és szociokulturalis sikon nehe-
zen értelmezhet6, csupan erkolcsi kovetkeztetések vonhatok le beldle. Az indulé folydirat célja
differencialtan - korszakonként tagoltan, azok kontextusanak figyelembevételével - szemlélni
azokat a jelenségeket, amelyek a kozép-eurdpai, és a vele érintkez6 térségek zsidésagainak
életében a Soa idején az 6sszeomlashoz vezetett. A periodika nagy hangsulyt kivan fektetni az
egyUttélés kérdésére, melyet a tarsadalmi strukturaval, mint kontextussal egyutt valtozonak
tekint. A holokauszt torténete nem zarhato le a kozosségek pusztulasaval. A visszatérék ujra-
kezdési stratégiai ugyanugy kiemelt figyelmet érdemelnek. A zsid6 kdzdsségek a martiriumot
évszazadokon keresztil tudatosan mutattak fel, mint az Orokkévalé nevének megszentelését
(kidus Hasém), ezaltal a pusztulas kozdsségi értékmegerdsitd és kohézids erdt keltd jelentés-
réteget is kapott. A mult eseményei az altalanos emberi egylttélés mintdzataiban szamunk-
ra is Utbaigazitd és dsszetartd erdvel birhatnak. Ezért a folydirat helyet kivan adni a memor-
buch-elemzéseknek, a visszaemlékezés és a narrativitas kérdésének, valamint a holokausztrél,
s altalaban a genocidiumokroél sz616 alkotasok mlveészetszocioldgiai vizsgalatanak is.

A magyarorszagi zsiddsag a Soa elbtt egy kdzép-eurdpai zsido vilag részét képezte, ugyanak-
kor az orszag hatartertlet is volt. Egyfeldl otthont adott a német-cseh-morva gyoker( askenaz
ritusu zsidésagnak, masfeldl - az orszagban megjelené Habsburg galiciai zsidésag révén - a
kelet-eurdpai zsidosaggal is érintkezett. Balkani hatarain tul pedig mar az Oszman Birodalom
szefard zsiddsaga volt taldlhaté. A folydirat kitekintést nydjt a kozép-eurdpaisag mellett ezekre
a déli és keleti teruletekre is.

Hurban: egyuttélés - 6sszeomlas - Ujrakezdés c. folydirat célja hazai és kulfoldi tudomanyos
eredmények kozlése és bemutatasa, helyi kozosségtorténeti kutatasok segitése és a holo-
kausztmegemlékezésekhez kot6dd hirek szemlézése. Elsd szamunk egyuttal a HDKE munkatar-
sainak bemutatkozo lapszama is. Szerz8ink a sajat kutatasi teruletukdn elért Uj eredményeiket
jelenitik meg. Tudatosan tukrozi a stab sokszin(liségét a fogalmi keretek és a megkdzelitések
sokfélesége, amelybdl a periodika interdiszciplinaris megkozelitése is adodik.

Szerkeszt6ség



Haunting Female Holocaust Narratives from the 1960s in Hungary

Testimonies, memoirs and fictional accounts of the Holocaust written by female survivors,
whether artistic or not, were little or not at all studied in Holocaust studies until the 1980s,
as feminist scholars have pointed out. Feminist scholarship on women'’s Holocaust studies
became significant when feminist scholars began to examine gendered memoirs, testimonies
and fictions. Additionally, historical, empirical explorations on gender and the Holocaust tend
to reveal the changing role of women in ghettos, in concentration camps, in the survival strat-
egies, or in resistance, and to illuminate the perpetration of sexual and reproductive violence
against women under the Nazi rule by a complex, intersectional analytical way.2 Comparing
these approaches to Hungarian developments, the gender focused research started around
the turn of the millennium in Hungary. Despite expanding of the exploration on gender and
genocide for the last decades, which endeavour has particularly been concerned with forgot-
ten or unpublished journals, interviews of survivors, only a few studies of Hungarian memo-
rial sites are addressing issues of gender in response to the importance of the remembrance
of collective trauma for contemporary and formerly understandings of the past and for the
formation of collective identity and memory. From the new perspectives on “Women and the
Holocaust” in the context of East-Central Europe Andrea Petd, Louise O. Vasvari, Katalin Pécsi,
llana Rosen (among others) open new avenues of inquiry, when they engaged to the analysis of
interviews and archival materials for Holocaust memory.3

My fieldwork in Hungarian women’s memory is pertained to memorial narratives of perse-
cution, mainly those memorializing practices that concern female testimonies published before
1989. This paper relies on a tiny part of a greater research focused on the female public rep-
resentations of trauma and mass violence during the 1960s in Hungary, in which women'’s
stories of genocide were recounted through memoirs, non-fictional accounts, and novels. All of
women’s holocaust testimonies | will present in this paper appeared as public representations
during the 1960’'s: Gaborné (Katalin) Vidor's memaoir: The Grave is Running High (1960), Boris
Palotai’'s novels: The Man (1962), The Birds Silenced (1964), Erzsi Szenes's diary: The Soul Resists
(1966), however the Hungarian collective memory seem to have forgotten them completely.*

This project though was only intended to study forgotten Hungarian female testimonies on
the Jewish genocide identifying a kind of counter memory, but it inevitably links with other novel
research in reliance on Hungarian Holocaust representations and memorialization practices
under the Communist era.> The view about general setting of “deep silence” on Jewish genocide
in Hungary before 1970s and 1980s ordinarily rests on the argument of academic historiogra-
phy. According to Gabor Gyani, or Regina Fritz, the official memory of the Holocaust was not

1 This paper is an extended version of the English-language presentation of the international conference held at HDKE
(Holocaust Memory: Recent Challenges in Research and Representation Conference, November 10-11, 2020.). A part of my
research on Hungarian women’s narratives was published in Hungarian - Hivatalos amnézia és az emlékezés kényszere. A
holokauszt ndi elbeszélései az 1960-as években [=Official Amnesia and the Compulsion of Remembrance: Hungarian Female
Holocaust Narratives during the 1960s] — in Multunk, (64.) 2. 2019. 77-110.

Ofer — Weitzman (eds.) 1998, Weitzman — Ofer 2015.

See among others Petd — Hecht — Krasuska (eds.) 2015; Petd 2020; Vasvari 2014; Vasvari 2016; Pécsi 2007; Pécsi 2013.

The broader version of my paper was published in Hungarian in 2019. See Jablonczay 2019.

See Zombory — Lénart — Szasz 2013; Ebenshade 2019.; Kékesi - Zombory 2022.
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achieved until the 1980’s. They state that “renewed public interest in the Holocaust reappeared
as late as the 1970s and especially the 1980s after the deep amnesia imposed on it, a pause
beginning at the late 1940's."s Gabor Gyani refers a “real tide of the partly fictional, partly docu-
mentary biographic memory literature in Hungary” in the 1970s, he also adds that

“Starting in the 1970s quite a large number of texts on Holocaust memory started to appear in
book form, making available the authentic experiences of the Jewish victims of the Nazis and their
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Hungarian collaborators to a reading audience”.

It is acknowledged that the scholarships of the historical policy in terms of the Holocaust
started to work mainly after the collapse of the Communist rule, but along with the new per-
spectives and researches together are forcing us to rethink and to pose question on how the
development of collective memory can be reinterpreted concerning multifarious dimensions
of remembrance and forgetting during different period before 1989 raising issues of political
context, aesthetics, cultural and media attention on Jewish genocide. In so doing, | shall con-
front the principal claims on the “deep silence” before 1970s by arguing on a public discourse of
the Jewish genocide has been constituted around the issue of “coming the terms with the past”
during the 1960s, in which women have already participated adding their voice.

Instead of interpreting the opportunity of the remembrance, or staging questions on the
progressions of political discourse that shaped the public discourse of the Holocaust, which
have also been greatly influenced by foreign policy events (the Eichmann-trial of 1961, and
Arab-Israeli Six-day war of 1967), | would like to concentrate on female narratives, which have
become a part of the public memory of mass trauma in their contemporary age, although most
of them fell into oblivion a few decades later. My questions in this paper mostly arose from
feminist perspective focusing on representational, memorial practices of female experiences
and behaviours under extreme conditions: how they spoke of the unspeakable, in which way
they recounted her traumatic experiences in their public representations in the 60's.

GENDER AND HOLOCAUST MEMORY

The international discourse on gender issue within the Holocaust studies loaded theoretical
debates staging the question: have the testimonies been claimed to be universal examples of
suffering, or can they be examined from the gender perspective? Feminist Holocaust studies
have sparked important issues on gender differences of the experiences and the testimonies
of the ghettos, of deportation, of the concentration camps. The research on women and the
Holocaust following first conference on this issue in 1983 thanks to Joan Ringelheim and Esther
Katz in USA; subsequently scholars began to gather to different kind of sources, historical
documents, interviews, and personal memories. Several scholarships set out to corroborate

6  Gyani 2016: 215; Fritz 2012.
7  Gyani 2016: 224-225.



women's particular experience with a finding and recovery gesture. By stressing the gender
differences in experiences and their memories, as Myrna Goldenberg, Joan Ringelheim, Esther
Katz, Dalia Ofer, Lenore J. Weitzman, Zoé Waxman, Marlene Heinemann, and others remind
us that the gender differences also shape the experiences of those inflicted by physical and
psychological pain. These feminist scholars pointed out that women also wrote down their tes-
timonies, but these testimonies were not interesting to be researched by historical or cultural
memory scholarships until the 1980s, men’s narratives dominated the Holocaust discourse,
which have not shaped the experience of women, and we must mention that female experi-
ences did not easily enter public discourse. These studies on the field of Holocaust and feminist
studies addressed the particular experience of women under “double jeopardy” subjugating
them to sexual and emotional violence as women as well as mothers, and the researches also
stressed the significance of bonds of womanhood (maternal consciousness and sisterly solidari-
ty) providing singular strategies for surviving.s The decisive role of feminine identity (biological
roles) in relation to the rate of their survival (nurturing, supportive bonds) displays that their
bodies could be fatal, since pregnant women were sent directly to the gas chambers, thus
gender differences shape the experience of the genocide. At the same time, they submit when
“woman” functions as a metaphor for marginalization, interpreting the female gender as a sign
of suffering, absence, and vulnerability is also problematic.°

Dalia Ofer, Lenore Weitzman (1998), Carol Rittner (1993), Joan Ringhelheim (1998) among
others, claim that the study of women in the Holocaust is necessary to retrieve the absence
of women'’s voice and testimonies in Holocaust history and memory. In contrast to this point
of view, Ruth Bondy (1998) or Lawrence Langer (1998) disagree over whether women and men
should be considered as two diverse groups. After the millennium, the common-sense notions,
such as representation or “different voices” were challenged from many directions. The schol-
ars with new feminist perspectives on the Holocaust underlined those early scholarships with
their “recovery mission” emphasized the lost voices, different experiences of women by sug-
gesting the field's shortfall to endow to women's voices, the sex difference as given was treated
instead of examining its position as social construction affording sex stereotypes. Most re-
cently, for historical and empirical research, Dalia Ofer and Lenore Weitzman have provided
a new theoretical framework defining structural sources for gender differences in the Holo-
caust and proposing the more powerful model concerning sequential development of women'’s
coping strategies during the Holocaust. This model departs from traditional gender concepts,
they portray how women'’s various behaviour during the atrocities, continuing or disrupting of
pre-war roles, their diverse responses to them in accordance with their different ages, back-
grounds or social class can be analysed.™

The scholars working in the field of memory studies - particularly around national memory,
counter memory, memorialization, testimony, post memory - have also started to engage with
feminist analyses of gender, sexuality, race, nation and class for decades. Within the field of
study of women's history and memory, the form of counter memory has proven useful as
a conceptual tool, addressing gender differences in the act of remembering, and disclosing
the political structures due to the forgetting strategies of official nationalized memory.” The
female research on Holocaust memory also posed in terms of gender differences in narratives
of female testimonies staging: how does the role of female witness diverge from that of male
victim, how does gender shape the acts of remembering in narrated memory?? Sara R. Horo-
witz addressed the issue on different reflexions, recollections, interpretations of Nazi atroci-
ties subjected women to violence, arguing that “women’s testimonies reveal distinctly different

8  Disch — Morris 2003.

9  Remmler 1994: 170.

10 Weitzman — Ofer 2015.

11  Lourie — Stanton — Vicinus 1987.
12 Hirsch — Smith 2002.

n o u

patterns of experience and reflection from those of men”, “women may remember differently
from men - or they may remember different things”. She has also added that

“Treating women as a more or less unified group with similar behavioural characteristics ignores
important differences in cultural background, social class, age, economic standing, level of educa-
tion, religious observance, political orientation- differences that, like gender, contribute to the way
victims responded to their circumstances.”s

Horowitz argued that discussing women in Shoah literature, three areas (women are figured
by men; women’s own memoirs, gender perspectives in research) reveal the differences
between male and female narratives on women's representations. According to her, women
are portrayed as marginal, helpless, fragile, morally deficient, and eroticised in their victimiza-
tion by men'’s narratives.

The debates on the crisis of representation also claimed about the difference of testimonies
articulated by men and women, whether “real” differences between men and women should
be validated or women'’s victimhood should be understood to produce gender as an identity?
Recognizing the role of cultural interposition in the memorial practices and in the public imagi-
nary, and the meaning of the constructed role of gender, we can acknowledge that memories
carry the stories of sexual abuse, violence, abortion, the murder of children, heroic and painful
stories of female supporting, these experiences could not have been integrated into their own
Holocaust memoirs by female survivors. In these narratives often, as Lawrence L. Langer stres-
sed, the texts and the sub-contexts collide with each other, the reader must uncover - through
the effort of confrontation with the witness - the covered stories of the sufferer from below
the text as sub-contexts," furthermore, the memory of the body is central, in which the female
body is portrayed as fragmented, dismembered, or absent (intersected that of body with cate-
gories of class and race).

The new horizon interrogates the notion of representation as “standing for an absent object,
event, or experience”, which could not be a vehicle for self-expression, or construction of “fact”
as a basis of truth assertions about the past or present. Furthermore, the question is posed on
the paradox of the testimony. According to Lisa Disch,

~the most compelling connection between the fields of Holocaust and feminist studies: the fraught
connection of authority to experience that is played out in the event of testimony. Testimony cuts
to the heart of debates about representation insofar as first-hand accounts are taken not simply
to represent the past but also to remember it, to construct it through available narrative frames.
This is the paradox of testimony: that speaking neither discloses the self nor reports the past but
lays bare (...) the uncertainty of authorship, experience, and identity”.”s

13 Horowitz 1998: 370.
14 Langer 1998.
15 See Disch — Morris 2003: 13.



HAUNTING FEMALE NARRATIVES IN THE 1960S

There is a shift within the field of (female) memory and Holocaust studies from recognizing “dif-
ferent voices” to demonstrate how the past is turn out by testimony, memory or art, including
the increasing interest towards the dynamics of remembrance evolving the circulation of the
meanings in a broader environment.’® Nevertheless, the forgotten and erased female mem-
ories and authors should be recovered by analysing the ways of cultural remembering and
forgetting. What a culture recalls and what it forgets are involved in the dynamics of gender
and power, in that case, the process of recalling/forgetting and the foreign policy have become
inextricably intertwined. As we know from the scholarship of memory studies, the narrated
forms of traumatic experiences, the representability of traumatic events are always transmit-
ted into compelled conversion. The witness did not only tell his’/her own memory, the individ-
ual stories and memories are shaped by social narratives, indeed, the remembrance is always
forged in conjuncture with the public and private.” The acts of remembrance are linked with
the mediation of cultural practices that forms of memory can receive frame, meaning, and
encoding of genres,’® which themselves evolve with changes in media technologies over time.”

| sought to examine the female representations of traumatic events, which were both
respond to and produce cultural memory, but these forgotten female texts can be interpreted
as alternative or counter-narratives of the past within a public discourse on a Holocaust during
the 1960s. The explored testimonies established narrated traumatic memories that can be de-
scribed in a genre of “life writing"20 in which the biographical and autobiographical, the fictional
and non-fictional, the individual and collective acts of remembering, the haunting presence of
the past in the present, the representational difficulties of the narrative regarding the painful
traumatic stories are embedded in a politically and socially regulated representational and dis-
cursive formations of larger structures of violence, oppression or terror.

Gaborné Vidor's testimony, The Grave is Running High (Hdborog a sir) was published in Hungary
once in 1960, in Germany under the name of Katalin Vidor (Unterm Zeichen des Sterns) in 1963
(translated by Bruno Heileg), and was reprinted in 2014 under the title Alltag in Der Hblle.» The
little information we have about her life is from the official biographical lexicon, from her book
and from journal reviews. According to these sources, Katalin Vidor was born as Catherine
Sommer in Zalaegerszeg on September 22nd, 1903, died in West Berlin on June 7th, 1976. Her
book appeared under her official Hungarian name, Gaborné Vidor (as an official name of a wife
after marriage). She was deported to the extermination camp Auschwitz-Birkenau in 1944 from
her hometown, Zalaegerszeg.?2 After four months in Birkenau, she was selected for labour, and
was transferred to Sackisch, then to Merzdorf, both subcamps of the Grol3 Rosen concentra-
tion camp. She survived, but her son, Tibor, her family and her husband’s family were killed.
Her husband, Gabor Vidor (1895-1958) was forced into Labor Service in a cement factory then
he was obliged to move to Italy as a medic in an ambulance. After 1945 he lived as a dentist

16 Disch — Morris 2003: 13; Rigney 2008.

17 Hirsch — Smith 2002.

18 Rigney 2008.

19 See Niinning 2008; Erll 2008.

20 See Vasvari 2016.

21 Vidor 1960; Vidor 2014.

22 A small Jewish community lived in Zalaegerszeg from centuries; there were 1076 inhabitants in April 1944. The ghetto
was established in May 16, 1944 to which the Jews of the city, Zalaegerszeg, Lenti and Nova (375 families, 1,221 people)
were forced to move. The inhabitants of the rural ghettos were concentrated in transit and assembly camps of Zalaegerszeg,
squeezing in around 3,450 people. The Jews were deported from the III. and IV. Gendarmerie districts between July 4th and
6th with four railroad trains. 2,900 people onboard the train left Zalegerszeg on July 5th and arrived in Auschwitz on July 7th.
In April 1945 around 100 people returned to the city. By 1962 the number of the Jewish community had decreased to 30 in
Zalaegerszeg. Balazs (ed.) 2008; Vidor 2014: 196-198.

in Feldafing (Upper Bavaria). Katalin Vidor, after her liberation from the concentration camp,
apparently lived again in Zalaegerszeg and Budapest, later moved into Berlin. She worked as
a translator (on especially psychological theme), she wrote articles in journals (Zala Newspaper,
New Life, Life and Literature), finally she begun to publish on her experiences in the camp only
fourteen years later after her release (1960). Unfortunately, Katalin Vidor's personality and her
testimony were forgotten in Hungary. Nevertheless, the question arises, whether the oblivion
has at all periods prevailed, whether the testimony has been always neglected?

From the viewpoint of my research based on reconsidering the (female) representations
of Holocaust under the communist era, it is a remarkable fact that her testimony still had
reviews during the 1960s in literary journals, and that the printed copies were soon snapped
up demonstrates she had an impact on that era. In 1961, one of her reviewers elaborating on
his assessment as this testimony is a memento of the female lager and the horror of Auschwitz,
stressing the survival witness how could remain a human being under the destruction and de-
humanization.2® In her narrative the female survivor, the witness, wanted to emphasize the ex-
perience of exclusion, stigma, violence and destruction, publishing her statements built on her
own experience and memory in own right as a part of the public discourse. We cannot claim
that this female memoir of Auschwitz has been completely laid unremarked in its time, entirely
neglected, or tabooed. On the contrary, this book was awarded with the so-called “plane prize”
of 1961 by the institutional side of the remembrance by the Publishing Directorate General of
the Ministry of Culture. After that, the book was translated into German (GDR).% The translator,
Bruno Heilig also translated two other memoirs during these years (Oszkar Betlen: Elet a haldl
fédjén. Auschwitzi visszaemlékezések, 1959 [Leben auf dem Acker des Todes, 1962], Gyorgy Sos: Vég-
tisztesség, 1962 [Die letzte Ehre, 1965)].% It can be assumed that the German translation of Katalin
Vidor's memoir would not have taken place without this state award. Unfortunately, with the
changes in the political circumstances, particularly it became negligible from the 1970s, when
the criticism had acknowledged that Katalin Vidor's memoir is a shocking document after all
suggesting that the written form of this memory was inappropriate in the literary sense.? Thus,
this testimony, like many others, went into oblivion for almost 50 years in the Hungarian cultur-
al memory and Holocaust remembrance.

Inasmuch as Katalin Vidor published her memoir under the communist era, in the early of
1960's, it is presumed that the manner and the perspective of the records were influenced
by the political and social environment surrounding her. The survivor, who recollected and
interpreted her experiences, met Soviet liberators, and the context may have been charged
politically, but a communist hue or reference to soviet resistance would not appear in the rest
of the narrative. The writer of the memoir was starting to recall the moment of the Soviet
liberation by remembering the traumatic events in the process of writing. She tries to tell a
retrospective narrative of the past, the story of the traumatic events can be told. As it is well-
known, in the narrated memory, the remembering includes a reinterpretation of the past in
the present, which process is not a passive, the narrator actively gives meaning to the past.”
Several records of personal experiences recalled from a second level of the narrative, a present
and the past has been taken together, providing insight into the way in which remembered,
narrated records, in accordance with the memorial writings of the 1960s, differed from that
of previous ways of speaking. Since the remembering process is embedded in the narrative,
the survivor contacted the past by remembering past events 14 years later. A sentence stated
by survivor in her narrated memory, “the grave is running high"> , gives title of the recollection

23 Nyerges 1961.

24 Molnar 1962.

25 Karpati 1993: 106.

26 Foldes 1977.

27  Smith — Watson 2010: 16.
28 Vidor 1960: 166.



and is a deeper indicator or a symbol to designate the phenomenon of the haunting past in
the present. For the author telling the truth is imperative, for the sake of millions, whose mon-
strous death claims remembrance to educate and warn. Moving between past and present in
narrating the displacement and dehumanization confronts us with the unspeakable brutality,
cruelty, murders, and fear, the everyday life in hell, recounting how they would make great
effort to survive during the ordeal (often from an intellectual observer position). Additionally,
she focuses on the experience of mutual support and solidarity, the strategies of survival. She
is describing their hopeless, paralysed situation living in the shadow of death, every concept is
annihilated, the coordinate system of reality is lost:

“death comes in milliseconds” (...) in one of the camps, the “untaugliches” no longer sit on the
ground, and the chimneys shed more smoke ... Tomorrow perhaps we will do - the paralyzed
fantasy strains, then stumbles into a realistic thought: at night we will have more space in the
block, and at the moment this is the ‘point’, the tomorrow is not yet interesting.” >

Thefirst-person narrator tries to select the events, and as in every autobiographical narrative,
the act of remembering is connected to rhetorical acts.* However, here this selection is rather
supposed to be linked with the unspeakability of traumatic events. When the survivor-narrator
recounts her story, the present tense is much more frequent in the way of narration than the
past tense, the events are recorded simultaneously by a narrator as a “penetrating eye”, but
she also has an interpretative perspective through which she appears in the foreground. The
narrator of the recollection is forced to omit the circumstances of the deportation, the painful
memory of arrival and separation from her family. Recounting her story being in the camp,
but only two days after her arrival since those two days are entirely forgotten, she cannot
remember, because of the fear she felt about asking herself: where her family was, and what
happened to them?

The first part of the memoir is about the ordeal of Auschwitz, when in November they were
being transferred to a textile factory in Mezdorf and is dedicated to a testimony on children
and mothers of Auschwitz. Like many other female testimonies, the survival-narrator cannot
tell the stories of violence against children, or the drama of death directly, the dying is coun-
terpointed by stories of heroism, self-sacrifice, and solidarity. The text recounts on women's
bounding, how important it was for women to create the sense of sibling belonging, how they
were able to help each other, similarly to Holocaust sources and scholars who have stressed as
well, “the fact that survival, first and foremost, was random, virtually all memoirs by women im-
plicitly or explicitly credit survival to some manner of women'’s friendships and collaboration.”s
It can also be pointed out that, on the one hand, socialisation gave women a learned role in
relationships and interdependence, and on the other hand, they were more inclined to write
so-called collective biographies rather than autobiographies, in which stories of friendships
and solidarity were more prominent than in men'’s narratives.

It will also be striking how she presents herself as an actor when she would reach a numbed,
Muselmann state, that can be described as “distortion in/of Auschwitz", “when the soul is stricken
down death” 3 receiving outside help from someone as she tries to help others. Recounting a
story of human affection, beyond all suffering and torture, recounting some stories in which
women help each other in order to avoid being perished and succumbed, how can they save

their lives and children’s lives, or obtain the necessary food. She emphasized that the role of

29 Vidor 1960: 7. [The English translation of the Hungarian original (and all other Hungarian originals) was made by Timea
Jablonczay.]

30  Smith — Watson 2010: 16.

31 Vidor 1960: 12.

32 Goldenberg 1996: 86.

33 Bos 2003: 36.

34 Vidor 1960: 35.

nurturing could have helped to survive: their responsibility as mothers, or women forced them
to overcome their own depression and to conceive strategies for their survival. She attempts
to express the extreme joyful feeling when two children find their mother in a wonderful way,
and the crisis of language comes to light from a new perspective, the real joy cannot be repre-
sented:

“My science stops here again. Shall | say joy, laughter, crying? ... Words, words, and words. They
embrace, they almost absorb each other. The questions and answers are immersed in the flood of
questions and answers, the language is just a crutch, a support for the heart, because nothing but
nothing is interesting, just to hug again, to intertwine, and to live together - or die!”*

In recounting the uncomprehending gladness of liberation, she also refers to a Czech little
boy born in Mezdorf:

“a mother pushes a little boy, Tomika born in Mezdorf, in a car home on the country road. Women
surround the car and go. No, the wheels of the car are not spinning in the dust of the road: the
Czech women put their hearts in front of the car, by means of rolling into Prague.”

A careful reading of The Grave is Running High may reveal that narrative memory tries to veil
the unspeakable trauma: what happened to her family, with whom she was deported togeth-
er to Auschwitz, what happened to millions? The stories of saving children are highlighted in
her narrated memory, but the death of her own son has remained unspeakable. According to
Lawrence Langer, particularly, in a female testimonial narrative “the subtext of her life and her
testimony is not a quest for release but an admission of irreplaceable loss.””” But as Sara R.
Horowitz states,

“examining the ways the atrocity of the Shoah affected women or men, in specific terms - in
their roles as mothers, fathers, wives, husbands, daughters, sons, lovers, friends, workers,
homemakers - reveals to us something of the trauma they continue to bear.”s

According to the German edition, this is not just a book about Nazi terror, about death,
suffering of victims, but it is a report about life, about the humanity that still exists during the
extreme ordeal. The focus is on women'’s recruitment in their autonomous human existence,
even though they have been mentally and physically damaged. Even in Auschwitz, many of
them apparently saw themselves not only as objects of the Nazis, but still at the same time,
they could remain subjects of their own lives.»

Boris Palotai (1904, Nagyvarad - 1983, Budapest) was born into a Hungarian Jewish family in
Oradea (Nagyvarad), lived in Kosice between 1919 and 1940, and in 1940 moved to Budapest.
During the war she and her family survived the persecution by hiding with forged papers in
Budapest.+ In terms of her career, it can be noted that she already belonged to the Hungarian
literary circle in Kosice, her lyrical verse and her novels were started to be published in inter-
war period, but she became known and renowned in Hungarian publicity particularly after the
war during the Communist era without so much as receiving a real recognition of her in the
high literary field. The literary evaluation of her writings has remained incomplete, namely her
works - out of which many films were made - were inserted into a popular category, but they
were neglected. Most likely, this aesthetic aspect was one of many reasons due to which the
Hungarian literary history could not draw attention to those novels that are steadily connected
with the memory of the Holocaust.

35 Vidor 1960: 35.
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Boris Palotai's two fictional novels, The Man (A férfi) (1962), and The Birds Silenced (A madarak
elhallgattak) (1964) are engaged in the direct antecedent and aftermath of the Holocaust de-
picting the process of traumatic memory elaborated in narrative structure of novels from
female perspective, but here the effect of the trauma is not emerged from the experience of
the survivor. The struggle of remembering is at the heart of the two novels, the events are
focused on two perspectives shifting the emphasis. These novels particularly recount the
compulsion to remember and confront the hidden past, they make prosecutions and call for
empathy for the victims, moreover, these novels can attract and hold the attention by means
of their own narrativizing processes, literary skills based on narrative coherence and fideli-
ty. The Birds Silenced narrates two stories: during the 1960's the male protagonist (a writer)
recalls to 1944. In the narration of the two stories of the novel, two times are layered on top
of each other: from the present time of the early 1960s past events were being emerged: a
love story of a hiding Jewish girl in the summer of 1944, which story was repressed in the
consciousness of the male protagonist. The protagonist was a celebrated writer during and
after the Nazi era, nevertheless, who is not described as a collaborator of the Nazis, but who
does not recognize the circumstances and consequences of inhumanity and terror, who does
simply look away, and with that he will be an accomplice of the murderous system. We would
say today that this man characteristically inhabited what Michael Rothberg refers to as the
implicated subject, who is neither perpetrator nor victim, but beneficiary and accomplice of a
system of power that makes some people victims and others perpetrators. To quote literally
Rothberg,

“Implicated subjects occupy positions aligned with power and privilege without being them-
selves direct agents of harm, they contribute to, inhabit, inherit, or benefit from regimes of
domination but do not originate or control such regimes. An implicated subject is neither
a victim nor a perpetrator, but rather a participant in histories and social formations that
generate the positions of victim and perpetrator, and yet in which most people do not occupy
such clear-cut roles. Less “actively” involved than perpetrators, implicated subjects do not fit
the mould of the “passive” bystander, either. Although indirect or belated, their actions and
inactions help produce and reproduce the positions of victims and perpetrators. In other
words, implicated subjects help propagate the legacies of historical violence and prop up the
structures of inequality that mar the present; apparently direct forms of violence turn out to
rely on indirection. Modes of implication—entanglement in historical and present-day injus-
tices—are complex, multifaceted, and sometimes contradictory, but are nonetheless essential
to confront in the pursuit of justice.”™

In fact, it is a position occupied by a large part of society, by the community itself, a po-
sition that is widely reflected in the works of memory published in the 1960s. Compared to
the unconsciously acting protagonist, the other characters represented in the novel wear
masks and play a role: in the age of disaster, in the destructive world of totalitarianism,
they are forced to wear masks under the pressure of the destructive machinery, it is under-
lined that the roles of privacy cannot function as they cannot trust each other. The char-
acters appearing next to the protagonist represent different statuses and habits, who will
be an accomplice to the system, or who will be resistant. In the narratives the layers of the
present and the past (and narrative levels) overlap, the past becomes apparent, namely, the
retrospective mode of the narration with act of remembering to begin to work, from a level
of reflection along with the excavation into the past, the traces of trauma are starting to
haunt. The male protagonist wants to deny his responsibility for the traumatic events, but
the traces emerge after 17 years, it gradually turns out that he was unaware responsible for
someone’s (her lover) deportation, and her death. The memory of the male fictional protag-
onist oscillates between amnesia, forgotten details and overly clear memory images. The

41 Rothberg 2019: 1-2.

fictional representation of the individual act of recalling and forgetting with the past sym-
bolically refers to the forgetting strategy of Hungarian collective memory passing the re-
sponsibility of the community by reason of the mass murder. The book was published many
times and was translated into several other languages. Even a movie was also made from
the novel by Zoltan Fabri (Nappali sotétség, Daytime darkness) and it did not only become
popular in a narrow intellectual circle.

The plot of another novel, titled, The Man, was drawn about the effect of certain experiences
upon those who survived them. The female protagonist had just returned home from the con-
centration camp and tried to remake her life after the liberation, getting help from her female
friend, who had no exact experiences about the atrocities. The female protagonist of this novel
struggles to recover a collapsed connection with life, she survived an unspeakable ordeal, but
she cannot overcome her suffering, her memory; because of the loss of her family, she lost
hope to remake her life. The present - in which she was forced to live -always collapsed to the
past, repetitive images appeared around her children who were thrown up onto a van, dis-
appearing right before her eyes, shipped in gas chambers. This past is incomprehensible, her
life is split into absent past and present, but this past cannot be inserted into her present, the
past is haunting. As Lawrence Langer argues, “women who outlived the atrocity also inhabit two
worlds, the world of then and the world of now.™>

“The maternity continues to haunt: one biological feature of their gender, the capacity to bear
children, has had a singular impact on their efforts to confront their ordeal. The woman could not
escape the taint of her memory, “her absent past is permanently present inside”.*

In Boris Palotai’s novel the memory of the body and the portrayal of the body are playing
a central role in the process of act of remembering: the body as it was scared, it was under
total humiliation, but it can operate a site which tries to stand against the loss of identity,
precisely because of her deep bodily memory a resumption of her life proves impossible.
Not only the representation of the process of the unbearable memory is crucial, the re-
membering processes and images intersect with the meaning of the collective memory
regarding the past, and the present provides recognition for the female protagonist and for
the reader about Hungarian complicity. It is symbolically emphasised that the resumption
in Hungary is impossible, the investigation of survivor-witness about the past, when she
discovers the hidden past of a Hungarian man, all society is uncovered, pointing out the
accomplice of Hungarians.

The fiction supposedly can be interpreted as a pseudo-factual novel,+ which intends to
provide a fictional realm by means of additional claim to extratextual verification. In doing
so, the novel reifies its memorial status: even though it is not the author’s own testimony,
but it is held to be a remembrance of her friend, another survivor-female writer, Tereza
Rudnoy (1909-1947) which contains a fictionalized set of biographical elements referring to
Rudnoy'’s tragical story before and after the liberation. Her children were executed in Ausch-
witz after arriving at the camp, her husband is assumed to have died in labour service; she
and her sister were only members of their family to survive the ordeal. Rudndy tried to
begin to rebuild her life, however she died in an accident in 1947.4s As a survivor she aimed
to speak of the unspeakable with her fictionalized testimony (a kind of documentary novel),
titled Liberated Women Survivors [Szabadul6 asszonyok] - published in 1947 [2011], a month
before her death - she wanted to tell the truths struggling against amnesia after the horror
and liberation. This testimony had not merely personal therapeutic function for own writer

42 Langer 1998: 353.
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45 When she wanted to ferry over the Danube, from Léva (Slovakia, from her sister) to Esztergom, the ferry storm-bound, all
passengers drowned.



- she formulated it immediately after the release in Boris Palotai's home supporting her
-, but it has a collective value as well. Unfortunately, her life, her previous works, and her
extraordinary testimony totally went into oblivion after her death.#

Erzsi Szenes (Elisheva Senesh) (1902-1981) was a Czechoslovakian-Hungarian-Jewish woman
writer, a Holocaust survivor, later Israeli writer and journalist. She wrote down her autobi-
ographical accounts in her half-literary ghetto-diary entitled The Soul Resists [A lélek ellendll],
(1939-1941) published in 1966, and in her memorial texts published in Israel / have a homeland
(Van hazdm) in 1956. Accordance with her records, she participated in the Jewish resistance (she
was not a partisan or fighter, but she attempted to have a talk with diplomats/politicians on
behalf of saving Slovakian Jewish community) during the Nazi era, moreover she was one of the
witnesses in the Eichmann-trial. She was known for her poetry in Hungarian and Czechoslova-
kian literary circles in the interwar period. Must be noted here, that after the war her reputa-
tion has only remained in the Czechoslovakian-Hungarian literary history. In Hungary she was
only able to reappear in the publicity for a short time, in 1960’s, before and after she was totally
forgotten. The memory of her and the history of her oblivion are also peculiar.

On the day, 19th of March 1944, the German command reached Budapest, the occupation
was enforced meeting no resistance from the Hungarian Army. She was arrested on the 21+
of March 1944. During her imprisonment she was repeatedly interrogated, tortured and re-
located to a camp in Kistarcsa, Hungary, then deported to Auschwitz. Her parents were de-
ported from Mihalovce to Auschwitz and murdered in the autumn of 1944. During this time,
her brother was killed by the SS nearby Banska Bistrica. From Auschwitz she had to endure in
Fallerslaben, then she was transmitted to Salzwedel into a military factory, where she was until
she and her fellow prisoners were liberated by the American forces. After spending three years
in Bratislava, her experiences related to the Holocaust were published in a Slovak-language
journal (she was a columnist of Knihy a Osudy). Already shattered by the realization of her dis-
rupted life, she decided to leave for Bratislava at the beginning of the first immigration wave
of Holocaust survivors from Europe to reach Israel in 1949. Until her death (1981) she lived in
Tel-Aviv and Jerusalem, worked as a writer, published her memoirs, short novels, articles in an
Israeli-Hungarian journal, Uj Kelet (New East) organized around a Hungarian literary circle.

The manuscript of her diary, The Soul Resist” that remained unpublished until 1966, was
written inside the Mihalovce ghetto between 1939 to 1941. Her autobiographical accounts begin
from the time of her confinement in the ghetto until the time of her rescue. Besides emphasiz-
ing the original version of the text - that was written during the time of terror in a hiding place
risking the author’s life - we might also consider textual aspects - titles, paratextual elements
and the functional structuring of the narrative devices - all of which constitutes the narrative
activity of the diarist at some level. In her diary she considers events happening around her,
internal observations, and reflections, external and internal events seem to carry the testimo-
nial authority to which she devoted considerable effort. Since the text of the diary comprises
more narratives and descriptions, observations, and comments with highly reflective accounts,
it tells us about the mechanism of memory and the writing act. Through the writing act, she
reflects on the process of life, in which the retrospective view on the past assigns meaning
to her life. Among other things, self-discovery and self-presentation are threaded throughout
her interrelated experiences; such varied functions belong to autobiographical writing. What is
significant in this context is not the function of the diary as a momentary interpretation of life,

46 Teresa Rudndy recounted her experiences about devastation, hopelessness, tormented memories, in posing questions about
law and revenge after the liberation. The docu-novel narrates the story of the last 24-hour, the antecedents and consequences
of liberation: it confronts us with crucial issues: whether liberation can bring true freedom, whether the unforgivable can
be forgiven? Rudnody’s novel examines female body experiences through extraordinarily strong visual narrative devices,
connected to visual effects that are at the focus. The text portrays strong female bodily experiences; within this representation
the fragmented female body could be revealed as a sign of suffering, absence and vulnerability.

47 Szenes 1966.

which also operates in her text, but the autobiographical effort linked to testimony. Namely at
such a moment of crisis, the author, like Szenes, recognizes the significant role of the crisis and
attempts to struggle over meaning and order in her life, she may discern the pattern of repeat-
ed experiences through telling the story of which narrative identity is constructed. However,
within testimonial discourse in relation to the genre of the Holocaust diary the personal experi-
ence and self-introspection is linked with the “fate of a whole people”, in which “the narrative “I”
represents a community or collective”, the personal transformation is linked to a group marked
by marginalization, oppression, and struggle.

Szenes's book, The Soul Resists was published in Budapest and aimed to claim the interest
of the Hungarian public, it is explicitly addressed to the Hungarian audience, therefore her
Hungarian cultural identity is stressed pointing out her exclusion and the shaping of her iden-
tity as a traumatized Jew. Critics underlined that she belongs to Hungary, for instance, Andras
Mezei highlights that “in the shadow of death-camps” “she is thinking of Hungarians all the
time: my country,” concurrently reviewers also admit that her accounts consist of fragmented
lyrical and prosaic elements, but they continue to say that these accounts are described by
the writer as a guildsman. At the same time as the publication of her book, Erzsi Szenes also
reappeared personally on the Hungarian literary and cultural scene: at the invitation of the
poet Ferenc Juhasz she visited Budapest in 1966 and was guest of honour on that year’s Day
of the Book, as a part of the diplomacy, David Giladi, ambassador of Israel also attended to
the event visiting her. She was interviewed by several newspapers and the radio. In interviews
at the time Szenes spoke of being a witness in the Eichmann-trial® and at the trial of Hunsche
and Krumey in Frankfurt in 1964, for she was on the transport that was called back from the
border by Horthy, but which, as she put it, on Eichmann’s orders, was slid over the border for a
second time by the SS. The personal appearance of Szenes in Budapest with the publication of
her diary was a particularly quaint moment: she became one of the representatives, indeed a
diplomat, of the process of ,the coming to term with the past” that articulated in the 1960s and
of the short-lived period of Israeli-Hungarian cooperation that was blocked with the collapse of
the Soviet-Israeli relationship very soon, in 1967. The authority of the survivor who wrote her
testimony and who appeared in the publicity is constructed becoming a witness, as she explic-
itly attended at the Eichmann-trial. According to Annette Wieviorka this trial opens a new erg,
through which the memory of the Holocaust is being admitted to the public sphere, from this
the survivors turning into witness “became an embodiment of memory” attesting to the past
and to the continuing presence of the past™'.

Concluding, female witnesses entered the public discourse on the Jewish genocide during
the 1960's in Hungary. Many memories and fictions, including female testimonies, memoirs or
fictions on the traumatic past were published, they were closely aligned with a new discourse
begin to constitute around the constraint of the “coming to terms with the past” in this era.
Although female narratives also participated in the principal concerns of the remembrance,
these memories could be easily relegated to the margins of the literature, and they went into
oblivion erasing from the cultural memory. In these memorial texts, the working of the re-
membering process is conspicuous, so to speak, a more complex reflexive narrative form of
memory constituted: the memory techniques convey both the inner experience of trauma and
the haunting past in the present. This retrospective mode is articulated from a level of reflec-
tion, the narrator or the protagonist recall the past after 15-20 years, and in the remembrance

48 John 1989; Hutton 2005: 62.
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of the traumatic past - about humiliation, stigma, vulnerability - the process of “coming the
term with the past” is emphasized. The female survivors of their own memoirs or the protago-
nists of the fictional renditions recall the unbearable traumatic stories on the horror displaying
double texts, along with the memories of the unsayable pain of loss confront us amidst the
compulsion of infinite remembrance.
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HOLOCAUST RESEARCH IN GERMANY:
CURRENT STATUS AND FUTURE CHALLENGES

CURRENT STATUS

Several years ago, | wrote in the introduction to a collection of essays | co-edited on Mass Vio-
lence in Nazi-Occupied Europe:

“In light of how sophisticated and differentiated Holocaust research has become, it may
come as a surprise that, in contrast to Poland, the Netherlands, or the United States, a pro-
fessorship for the study of the Holocaust has only very recently been set up for the first time
at a German university. The country’s first ever professorship for Holocaust studies was
inaugurated at Frankfurt's Goethe University in May 2017. While the country has multiple
academic programs and researchers focusing on the Nazi genocide of the Jewish people, the
new chair is the first long-term professorship with a specific focus on the repercussions that
have followed the Holocaust through to the present day.”

Shortly after my co-editor and | penned those words, a second German professorship devoted
to studying the Holocaust was established, namely the Chair of ‘Modern German Literature with a
focus on Holocaust and Camp Literature and its Didactics’ at the Justus Liebig University in Giessen.
Like Frankfurt, Giessen is located in the German state of Hesse. Unlike the Frankfurt professorship,
the Giessen professorship is for the time being merely a short-term post, with funding secured only
for the first five years (though since extended). Furthermore, though undoubtedly an expert on
Holocaust literature, the professor in question - Sascha Feuchert - is not a historian; he is a literary
scholar.?

This is not to say that Frankfurt and Giessen are the only German universities where the Holocaust
is currently taught. Many institutions of higher education, such as the Friedrich Schiller University in
Jena, the Free University in Berlin or my own University of Potsdam, offer numerous courses on the
Holocaust, but the range of courses offered clearly depends heavily on the involvement of affiliated
or integrated institutions - such as the Fritz Bauer Institute at Frankfurt’s Goethe University or the
Research Unit for Holocaust Literature at Giessen'’s Justus Liebig University - and/or the commitment
of individual lecturers.> Furthermore, only one university in Germany offers a Master of Arts pro-
gramme on the Holocaust; the institution in question, however, is not even a German university: it is
an American private university in Berlin - Touro College. At a national and institutional level, very little
has changed at Germany’s universities since the establishment of the country’s first professorship
for Holocaust studies in May 2017. The same applies to the study of Nazi Germany as a whole. Only
a single chair has an explicit working focus on National Socialism and bears this emphasis in its name,
namely the chair of ‘German History in the 20th Century with a Focus on the Period of National
Socialism’, which has existed at the Humboldt University in Berlin since 2009.

* University of Potsdam

—_

Kay — Stahel (eds.) 2018: 3.

Weitere Holocaust-Professur in Hessen 2017.

For instance, I taught three university courses specifically on the Holocaust and a further course on Nazi Germany in the
space of less than three and a half years between October 2017 and February 2021.

4  Nagel — Kahle 2018: 30-31.
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In this context, the content of university teaching on the Holocaust is also worth noting.
According to a study produced by Berlin's Free University in 2018 entitled ‘University Teaching
about the Holocaust in Germany’, only a third of the total number of courses on the Holocaust
taught at German universities over four semesters between 2014 and 2016 focussed on the ac-
tual historical events. In the words of the authors of the study, the small proportion of classes
dealing with the events themselves ‘indicates a clear deficiency'. Of the remaining two thirds
of courses, more than a quarter dealt with literary or media representation of the Holocaust.
This finding demonstrates that there is no guarantee of regular and basic courses of study on
the history of the Holocaust at all institutions of higher education in Germany. Even the afore-
mentioned Master of Arts degree offered by Touro College is in Holocaust Communication and
Tolerance.®

One result of the current state of affairs of teaching on the Holocaust at German universi-
ties is that now, as before, leading German historians who have published ground-breaking
studies on the Holocaust and Nazi Germany work abroad: Christian Gerlach in Switzerland,
Dieter Pohl in Austria, Wolf Gruner, Jurgen Matthdaus and Thomas Kuhne in the United States,
Nikolaus Wachsmann, Christian Goeschel and Daniel Siemens in the United Kingdom. The list
is extensive. Does the high number of German scholars abroad mean that opportunities have
been created for universities to appoint non-German scholars to senior positions in the field
of Holocaust studies? In a word, ‘'no’. The appointment of non-Germans to senior positions at
German universities is virtually unheard of. The few senior positions in the field of Holocaust
studies and National Socialism are firmly in the hands of scholars born in the ‘land of the per-
petrators’. The salient point here is that this state of affairs tends to reinforce orthodoxy and
discourage debate in the field.

In an interview given in 2016, Frank Bajohr - who is director of the Centre for Holocaust Stud-
ies at the Institute of Contemporary History in Munich, which was established in 2013 (more
on which below) - stated: ’[...] the Holocaust is, like no other topic, an international field of re-
search.s This is undoubtedly true. But where, then, are the international scholars at German
universities and research institutions? The fact that the Holocaust is an international field of
research is certainly not reflected in appointments of international scholars to senior positions
in the world of German academia. In this respect, at least, German universities remain paro-
chial and inward-looking. In many university departments, ‘diversity’ is understood to mean
that not all members of staff are white German men; there are also a handful of white German
women. There seems to be comparatively little interest in introducing students in Germany to
the perspectives of historians from countries occupied by Nazi Germany or those who fought
against the German war machine, at least when it comes to teaching.

To be fair, if we compare the situation now with the situation ten or twelve years ago, there
has been a marked improvement. At the time, the Fritz Bauer Institute for the History and
Impact of the Holocaust, which had been founded in Frankfurt in 1995, was the only one of

5 Naégel — Kahle 2018: 23-24 (quote: 23).
6  Négel — Kahle 2018: 75.
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its kind in Germany. Even after its establishment, however, Germany still lacked an institution
comparable to the Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies at the United States Holocaust Me-
morial Museum in Washington, DC or the International Institute for Holocaust Research at Yad
Vashem in Jerusalem. The last ten years have witnessed the establishment of the Centre for
Holocaust Studies in Munich, the Chair for Research on the History and Impact of the Holocaust
at Frankfurt’s Goethe University (a post held by the director of the Fritz Bauer Institute) and
the Chair of Modern German Literature with a focus on Holocaust and Camp Literature and its
Didactics at the Justus Liebig University in Giessen, all mentioned earlier.

The establishment of the Centre for Holocaust Studies at, of all places, the Leibniz Institute
for Contemporary History (Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, or IfZ) in Munich, however, leaves a bitter
aftertaste in view of recent accusations that, over a period of decades, employees of the insti-
tute systematically ostracised Jewish historians such as Raul Hilberg (1964 und 1980), Joseph
Wulf (1963), H. G. Adler (1965) and Gerald Reitlinger (1954) in connection with research into the
Holocaust, and hindered the investigation and disclosure of Nazi crimes, as in their refusal to
publish a complete and annotated edition of the so-called Incident Reports of the Einsatzgrup-
pen.” This is all the more remarkable if we bear in mind that the IfZ was set up in 1949 under the
unambiguous name ‘German Institute for the History of the National Socialist Period’ (Deutsch-
es Institut fiir Geschichte der nationalsozialistischen Zeit).t The historians in Munich were clearly
guided here, among other things, by motives of self-interest. They argued, for instance, that the
publication of a German translation of Reitlinger’s book The Final Solution would ‘disrupt’ the in-
stitute’s own plans for a comprehensive documentation of Nazi Germany'’s anti-Jewish policies.
These plans initially failed to materialise, however. Indeed, 37 years would elapse before the
appearance of the institute’s own ‘comprehensive documentation’?

A further motivation in obstructing the publication of Reitlinger, Hilberg, Adler and co. was,
it seems, that the historians in Munich believed that they could more objectively understand
the National Socialist era and were better equipped to apply the necessary critical methodol-
ogy when examining the historical sources. In 1987, the then director of the institute, Martin
Broszat, even claimed that Jewish historians were not capable of writing a rational historical
account of Nazi Germany because they were biased. Of course, Broszat’s membership in the
Hitler Youth and the Nazi Party did not stop him from writing on the subject. The lack of good
judgement displayed by the historians from the Institute for Contemporary History in rejecting
the works of Jewish historians testifies not only to their conceit, as well as an absence of intel-
lectual sovereignty and openness, but also to a greater regard for their own self-interest than
for the advancement of academic research and historical learning.

Of course, times have changed, and the Institute for Contemporary History - once vilified
by some as the Institute for the Promotion of National Socialism (Institut fur die Férderung des
Nationalsozialismus), as an employee of West Germany’s domestic intelligence agency noted in
1951 - is today no longer the same organisation that it was in the 1950s and 1960s or even the
1980s. Having said that, the institute has still not investigated its own past role in shunning Jew-
ish historians and hindering the investigation and disclosure of Nazi crimes. In response to the
most recent accusations, current director Andreas Wirsching has stated that ‘transparency in
dealing with one’s own past, too, is a decisive leitmotif’ for the institute he heads.” On the face
of it, this is good news. At a time when German federal ministries and institutions such as the
Federal Intelligence Service are finally having their history examined by independent experts,

7 Aly2017: esp. 1-3, 6-7, 10-12, 16-17, 20 (fn. 25) and 21-22; Schlott 2017. On the case of Wulf, see also Berg 2003: 337—
345. On the case of Reitlinger, see also Berg 2002: 105—-110.

8  Winkler 2018.
For both quotes, see Berg 2002: 107. The publication in question is Benz 1991.

10 On the motivations of the IfZ historians, see Aly 2017: 18-21. On Broszat’s 1987 statement, see “The Holocaust Won’t
Disappear” 2007. On Broszat’s membership in the Hitler Youth and the NSDAP, see Berg 2003: 615.

11 On the nickname of the IfZ in the 1950s, see Winkler 2018. For the Wirsching quote, see Wirsching 2017.

it would be prudent for the Institute for Contemporary History to also have its own history
subjected to a careful external examination. Regrettably, though, we are still awaiting this ex-
amination. There is, then, considerable room for improvement when it comes to teaching and
research on the Holocaust in Germany.

German universities and research institutes might learn from watching the work being done
in a different but related field of Holocaust education, namely the preservation of historical
locations of Nazi persecution and terror, and the establishment there of memorial sites. Memo-
rial sites at original locations of Nazi crimes, especially former concentration camps, are now
institutionalised as an integral part of political culture in Germany. In what was West Germany,
however, this was the result of tenacious efforts on the part of civil society. Only after German
reunification in 1990 did state-sponsored and institutionalised memorial policies lead to for-
mer concentration camps becoming central places of political education and public heritage in
Germany. Even so, a lengthy process of recognition was required before universities began to
take an interest in integrating memorial site visits into their teaching. This phenomenon is thus
relatively new. An empirical examination of university courses on the Holocaust reveals that
more than one fifth of such courses offered now include an excursion to a memorial site locat-
ed at a former concentration camp.” The integration of such excursions into university teaching
benefits from the sheer abundance of memorial sites throughout Germany - owing, of course,
to the profusion of sites of Nazi persecution and terror between 1933 and 1945. Wherever you
are in Germany, in both towns and rural areas, you are never very far from remnants of the
Holocaust: former concentration camps, labour camps, Gestapo prisons, psychiatric clinics,
POW camps, and so on.

Today, then, the memorials for victims of the Nazi regime are not only state-institutionalised
places of remembrance and historical-political education but also places of research on the
Holocaust. Accordingly, a more extensive interaction with universities has been reported. Con-
centration camp memorials are increasingly perceived, furthermore, as potential occupational
fields for graduates of master’s degree programmes such as Contemporary History, Public His-
tory or Holocaust Communication and Tolerance.™

FUTURE CHALLENGES

In summarising the current status of Holocaust research at universities, academic institutions
and memorial sites in Germany, | have hopefully already pointed to some areas in which there
is potential for improvement and where, structurally-speaking, some of the future challenges
might lie. Further challenges exist, of course, where the content, core focal points and ap-
proaches to historical research itself are concerned.

In terms of the ways in which the Holocaust is taught and researched, one of the future
challenges facing Holocaust research in Germany will be to integrate it into the wider fields of
genocide studies, for one thing, and research on mass violence, for another. The authors of the
study produced by Berlin’s Free University in 2018, mentioned earlier, conclude that, in Germa-
ny, ‘comparative genocide research has so far been neither widespread nor very visible'."» Some
Holocaust scholars, such as Yehuda Bauer and Saul Friedlander, repudiate the very notion that
the Holocaust can be placed ‘within the framework of explanatory categories of a generalising
kind'. According to Friedlander:

12 Nigel — Kahle 2018: 80-81.
13 Nigel — Kahle 2018: 81.
14 Nigel — Kahle 2018: 82.



“The absolute character of the anti-Jewish drive of the Nazis makes it impossible to integrate the
extermination of the Jews, not only within the general framework of Nazi persecutions, but even
within the wider aspects of contemporary ideological-political behaviour such as fascism, totali-
tarianism, economic exploitation and so on.”s

| disagree. We can simultaneously accept the unprecedented nature of the Holocaust on
the one hand and still place it in a broader comparative context on the other. Comparing two
things is not the same as equating them. If applied correctly, comparison remains one of the
historian’s most valuable tools, and - when applied to the subject in question - it can indeed
reveal differences as well as similarities in the Nazi persecution of Jews and other victim groups.

For all the differences in the nature of the victims and, frequently, the ways in which they
were murdered, however, they had something fundamental in common. It is no coincidence
that all the major Nazi killing programmes took place during the war years.’* The commonality
shared by the different victim groups is closely related to the wider military conflict. While each
of the killing programmes possessed a racial (and racist) component, the logic of war was cen-
tral to the rationale for killing each and every one of the victim groups, for they were regarded
by the Nazi regime in one way or another as a potential threat to Germany’s ability to fight and,
ultimately, win a war for hegemony in Europe. From the perspective of the Nazis, then, winning
the war required their ruthless destruction. This view was informed and justified by Nazi racial
thinking, so it is difficult, if not impossible, to separate German wartime strategy from Nazi
genocidal racial policies. Indeed, one might go so far as to argue that in the case of the German
Reich genocide itself, and mass killing policies in general, constituted a form of warfare.

The mentally and physically disabled in Germany were seen as undermining the health and
vitality of the German nation in wartime, while the disabled in the occupied territories were
viewed as rivals for food and accommodation; the Polish ruling classes and elites were mur-
dered as pillars of Polish national identity and potential focal points for resistance to the Ger-
man occupation; as alleged leaders and revolutionaries pulling the strings behind the scenes,
Jews everywhere were believed to pose a threat to the very existence of the German people;
Soviet prisoners of war and urban dwellers were regarded as direct competitors of German
troops and the German home front for precious food supplies; rural populations in Eastern and
Southeast Europe were suspected of aiding and abetting partisans; Roma - whether itinerant
or sedentary - were considered to be potential spies and a general factor of destabilisation
behind German lines. Indeed, it was the context of war that provided the necessary final ingre-
dient that turned these programmes of persecution into programmes of mass killing.

In view alone of this intertwinement of war and extermination, it makes a great deal of sense
to consider the different strands of Nazi mass killing together rather than in isolation from one
another. This of course means going against the grain of most scholarship on the subject and
examining the genocide of the European Jews alongside other Nazi mass murder campaigns.”
Taking an integrative approach to Nazi mass killing in no way contradicts the view - advocated
here, too - that the Holocaust was an unprecedented phenomenon, not least in its comprehen-
sive and systematic nature. Instead, it is possible to argue that the Holocaust was unprecedent-
ed yet simultaneously regard it as one part of a wider process of demographic reconstruction
and racial purification pursued by the Nazi regime, first in Germany itself and then, as the war
progressed and the Nazi empire grew, in each and every one of the territories occupied by
German forces.

15 Friedldnder 1981: 2. See also the excellent discussion in Levene 2005: 38—-39.
16  On this and the following, see Kay 2021: 1-3.
17 AsIdoin my book Kay 2021, the first comparative, comprehensive history of Nazi mass killing.

By the same token, the Holocaust - and Nazi Germany in general - needs to be placed in
the broader context of German history. Again, this does not mean denying the unprecedented
nature of the Holocaust or the special place it deserves to have in German public conscious-
ness. However, the Holocaust and Nazi Germany are still often viewed in isolation from prior
and subsequent events, so that the historical circumstances in which the Holocaust took place
are neglected and continuities in German history are overlooked. This allows leading scholars,
such as Guenter Lewy in a recent book on Holocaust perpetrators, to claim that ‘[p]rior to 1933,
the Germans arguably were among the least anti-Semitic people in Europe’.’® The unprecedent-
ed ‘Jew census' (Judenzdhlung) that was carried out in the German army in 1916, as well as the
concealment of its results until the end of war, contradict this claim. The publication of falsified
statistics in 1919 was exploited by radical right-wing parties and organisations to reinforce a
massive wave of anti-Semitic propaganda. The correct results of the census - which revealed
that the same proportion of German Jews as non-Jews had been drafted into the military and
that 77 per cent had fought in combat operations - were not published until 1922, by which
time the damage had already been done.”

The key to understanding and explaining the vision that Nazi ideology had of society and
the violence it spawned - including the Holocaust - is to be found in the First World War, its
outcome and, above all, societal perceptions of this experience.? According to Sebastian Haff-
ner, one of the most perceptive contemporary commentators on National Socialism, the war
years later became ‘the positive underlying vision of Nazism’.2 Immediately after the war end-
ed, scapegoats were sought for Germany'’s defeat, resulting in the stab-in-the-back myth of
a betrayal by Jews, communists and pacifists on the home front. The defeat - and right-wing
rationalisations for it - bred a traumatic fear of internal instability in times of war and crisis.2
Lessons were drawn from the constantly invoked crisis of 1918: a repetition was to be avoided
at all costs. This called for radical preventive measures. Whatever was deemed necessary was
also regarded as legitimate. Thus, in wartime, all real and prospective enemies (ideological
opponents, racial undesirables, those considered unproductive, worthless or a burden, and
other potential dissidents) were to be removed and eliminated with the goal, on the one hand,
of preventing a reoccurrence of the defeat and turmoil of 1918 and 1919, and, on the other, of
purifying and strengthening German society and, later, a German-dominated Europe in the
name of the National Socialist utopia.

But | digress. The point of these remarks is that one of the key future challenges for Holo-
caust research in Germany - and indeed beyond its borders - will be how to ensure a greater
historical contextualisation of the event that marked a ‘shattering of civilisation’, as Dan Diner
has termed it, while still recognising its unprecedented nature.?

18 Lewy 2017: 124.

19 Rosenthal 2007.

20 See Keller 2014.

21 Haffner 2002: 23.

22 See Gerwarth 2020; Gerwarth 2016.
23 Diner 1988.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aly, Gotz 2017: Wie deutsche Historiker und Verlage die Ubersetzung von Raul Hilbergs Buch
“The Destruction of the European Jews” behinderten. Ein Sittenbild. Perlentaucher. Das
Kulturmagazin, 18 October 2017, https://www.perlentaucher.de/cdata/K5/T29/A10155/
hilberg-vortrag-und-dokumente.pdf [last accessed on 7 August 2023].

Benz, Wolfgang (ed.) 1991: Dimension des Vblkermords. Die Zahl der jiidischen Opfer des
Nationalsozialismus. Munich.

Berg, Nicolas 2002: Lesarten des Judenmords, In: Herbert, Ulrich (ed.): Wandlungsprozesse in
Westdeutschland. Belastung, Integration, Liberalisierung 1945-1980. Gottingen, 91-139.

Berg, Nicolas 2003: Der Holocaust und die westdeutschen Historiker. Erforschung und Erinnerung.
Gottingen.

Diner, Dan (ed.) 1988: Zivilisationsbruch: Denken nach Auschwitz. Frankfurt am Main.

Friedlander, Saul 1981: On the Possibility of the Holocaust: An Approach to a Historical
Synthesis, In: Bauer, Yehuda - Rotenstreich, Nathan (eds.): The Holocaust as Historical
Experience: Essays and a Discussion. New York, 1-21.

Gerwarth, Robert 2016: The Vanquished: Why the First World War Failed to End, 1917-1923. London.
Gerwarth, Robert 2020: November 1918: The German Revolution. Oxford.

Haffner, Sebastian 2002: Geschichte eines Deutschen. Die Erinnerungen 1914-1933. Munich.

Kay, Alex J. 2021: Empire of Destruction: A History of Nazi Mass Killing. New Haven, CT - London.
Kay, Alex J. - Stahel, David (eds.) 2018: Mass Violence in Nazi-Occupied Europe. Bloomington, IN.

Keller, Sven 2014: Volksgemeinschaft and Violence: Some Reflections on Interdependencies,
In: Gotto, Bernhard - Steber, Martina (eds.): Visions of Community in Nazi Germany: Social
Engineering and Private Lives. Oxford.

Levene, Mark 2005: Genocide in the Age of the Nation-State. Volume |. The Meaning of Genocide.
London - New York.

Lewy, Guenter 2017: Perpetrators. The World of the Holocaust Killers. New York.

Nagel, Verena - Kahle, Lena 2018: Die universitdre Lehre (iber den Holocaust in Deutschland.
Berlin.

Rosenthal, Jacob 2007: “Die Ehre des jidischen Soldaten”. Die Judenzdhlung im Ersten Weltkrieg
und ihre Folgen. Frankfurt - New York.

Schlott, René 2017: “Die Aufklarung der Judenverfolgung hat sich totgelaufen”. Stiddeutsche
Zeitung 26 October 2017.

“The Holocaust Won't Disappear”. Spiegel Interview with Israeli Historian Saul Friedlander.
Spiegel International, 8 October 2007.

Weitere Holocaust-Professur in Hessen. Pressestelle der Justus-Liebig-Universitdt GiefSsen, 26 May
2017, https://www.uni-giessen.de/ueber-uns/pressestelle/pm/pm85-17 [last accessed on 7
August 2023].

Winkler, Willi 2018: Alte Kameraden, Siddeutsche Zeitung 2 April 2018.

Wirsching, Andreas 2017: Der Holocaust-Forschung wurde ein Barendienst erwiesen. Die Welt,
5 December 2017.



RECENT TRENDS IN HOLOCAUST RESEARCH

Unless one is blessed with the gift of prophecy it is hard to say exactly where research about
the Holocaust is headed. It is possible, however, to look at what has been happening in the
field during the last few years and point out some current trends, some (or more) of which will
most likely continue in the immediate future. It is also possible to examine salient issues in
public discourse about the Holocaust and suggest how they may influence scholarship in the
immediate future.

Even in this time of pandemic, when we are largely housebound, there are available resourc-
es for exploring recent publications and the subjects of those publications. For this article, |
have relied primarily on the Yehuda Schwarzbaum Online Library Catalogue at Yad Vashem, the
online index of articles on Jewish subjects at the Jewish National Library - RAMBI, and the listing
of publications in the most recent issue of Holocaust and Genocide Studies, to get a feel for what
has been published recently. In addition, the Israel Academy of Science published a report in
2020 entitled, The State of Holocaust Studies in Research Universities and Colleges in Israel, that
also provides important insights regarding the field, chiefly in Israel, but also in other places.’
Owing to the fact that that research about the Holocaust appears in a great many languages,
and not all of the publications appear in the sources with which | worked, this is not an exhaus-
tive study of the trends, but rather impressions garnered from the sources cited above.

Roughly speaking: there is continuity in a number of areas that have been at the heart of
Holocaust studies for a long time; there are somewhat newer subject areas that continue to be
explored; there are newer trends from the broader field of history that have made their way
into the field of Holocaust research and the same can be said of some newer methodologies;
postwar issues like commemoration and representation have become and continue to be a
very central part of Holocaust research; and several important related fields of research and
discussion continue to intersect with Holocaust studies.

Toward the end of the last decade several noteworthy general histories of the Holocaust
appeared. The common thread in them was an attempt to provide more up-to-date presen-
tations and analysis across the broad history of the Holocaust based on new scholarship. The
first to appear in 2016 was the late David Cesarani's last book on the subject, The Final Solution:
The Fate of the Jews 1933-1949. Cesarani wove into his narrative many newer ideas among them
the dysfunctionality of the Nazi regime and how that affected their anti-Jewish measures, the
deep intertwining of the events of the war with those measures, and the centrality of Jewish
voices to depicting and analyzing this history. His book was followed by a series of other one
volume histories by Peter Hayes (2017), Laurence Rees (2017), Guenther Lowy (2017), Mary
Fulbrook (2018) and David Crowe (2019), which not all aspired necessarily to be as compre-
hensive as Cesarani, but each of which covered much of the subject.2 Projects to provide more
up-to-date compendiums of the history or the Holocaust, are an ongoing phenomenon. At the
time of this writing, for example, several of the major institutions dealing with the Holocaust,
like the USHMM and Yad Vashem, have been working to update their online information, and

* Senior Historian. International Institute for Holocaust Research, Yad Vashem.

1 Bartal 2020. The translations from this document are my own RR.
2 Cesarani 2016; Hayes 2017; Rees 2017; Lewy 2017; Fulbrook 2018; Crowe 2019.

Cambridge University Press is preparing a four-volume history of the Holocaust by organized
by broad subjects that reflects newer findings and understandings.

Holocaust research continues to grapple with some of the most fundamental issues regard-
ing this watershed event, and this is clearly evident in publications from the last year or two.
Certainly, one of the first issues that came to be explored is that of the German perpetrators,
investigating what they did and why. There are many influential publications on this topic,
beginning with the works of Leon Poliakov, Harvest of Hate, and Gerald Reitlinger, The Final
Solution in the early 1950s; continuing with Raul Hilberg's seminal study The Destruction of the
European Jews and soon after, the problematic but also stimulating book by Hannah Arendt,
Eichmann in Jerusalem in the early 1960s; the focused study about the Commandant of Sobibor
and Treblinka Franz Stang|, Into That Darkness by Gitta Sereny appeared the following decade;
then the opposing ideas put forth in the 1990s by Christopher Browning in Ordinary Men and
somewhat later by Daniel Goldhagen in Hitler's Willing Executioners; these were followed by the
sophisticated analysis offered in the early 2000s by Yaacov Lozowick in Hitler’s Bureaucrats, and
David Cesarani in Eichmann.? Through these books, we have come to understand that the Ger-
man perpetration of the Holocaust did not simply spring from a special trait in German society,
like the vaunted Prussian military upbringing, but was a product of more complex social fac-
tors, the public discourse of the time, shifting values and the motivations of individuals, and of
course within this, the centrality of Nazi racial antisemitic ideology and more traditional forms
of antisemitism.

Two new research works stand out that continue to explore these ideas, often focusing on
individuals, not a single individual, but on each member of a defined group. This kind of eye-
level research has been a staple of educational work since the dawn of the millennium and
also has found its way into research. lan Rich, in Holocaust Perpetrators of the German Police
Battalions: The Mass Murder of Jewish Civilians, 1940-1942, expands on the work of Browning
in Ordinary Men by examining policemen, and seeks to analyze the motivations and the influ-
ence of lower ranking policemen on their subordinates who murdered Jews in Poland and the
Ukraine.* According to the publisher’s information about the book it,

“transcends anonymous group portraits and provides a micro-historical portrait of individual
killers that offers broader insights into the overall actions of the SS and police under Heinrich
Himmler. Rich’s comprehensive analysis of SS and police personnel records and post-war trial
investigations reveals the method by which police battalions were transformed into instruments
of mass murder in the occupied east during the Second World War.”

The prolific University College of London researcher Mary Fulbrook also addresses the
self-understanding of perpetrators. In a very thought-provoking online exhibit that is meant to
be used for educational purposes, entitled Compromised Identities? she and her team delve into

3 Poliakov, 1954; Reitlinger 1953; Hilberg 1961; Arendt 1963; Sereny 1977; Browning 1992; Goldhagen 1996; Lozowick
2002; Cesarani 2004.

4 Rich2018.

5 https://www.amazon.com/Holocaust-Perpetrators-German-Police-Battalions/dp/1350038024; accessed 21.10.20.



“how perpetration and complicity are represented and understood both at the time and later
[and]... consider ways in which individuals and others tell their stories about being involved in
state-sponsored violence, and how the stories change over time... [And how] individuals and soci-
eties understand themselves and create identities through the narratives they tell.”

Since the last decades of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first, regional studies
about the events of the Holocaust have been produced and continue to be produced. For
example, Avihu Ronen'’s PhD thesis on Zaglembia (1989), Yehuda Bauer’s study of the shtetls
in the Kressy (2009), David Silberklang's study of the Lublin district (2013), and Laszl6 Cs8sz's
study about Jasz-Nagykun-Szolnok county in Hungary (2014).” In this vein appeared the English
language version of Wolf Gruner’s study, The Holocaust in Bohemia and Moravia, which assesses
the role of the Germans, the role of the local Czechs and the responses of the Jews.s Two stud-
ies also appeared that examine borderland areas and discuss the special dynamics of border-
land areas during the Holocaust, echoing works by other earlier researchers like Bauer and the
late Alexander Prusin.® Mihai I. Polic published, The Holocaust in the Romanian Borderlands and
Gaélle Fisher and Caroline Mezger edited a volume entitled The Holocaust in the Borderlands;
Interethnic relations and the Dynamics of Violence in Occupied Eastern Europe.™ The latter result-
ed from a workshop conducted through EHRI, European Holocaust Research Infrastructure,
which seeks to provide a platform to make documentation about the Holocaust more readily
accessible from archives throughout Europe and enhance research about the subject. The call
for papers for this workshop constitutes a lucid explanation about the subject of borderlands,
and evinces newer approaches to the study of the Holocaust by placing it within some signifi-
cant intersecting contexts.

“As recent research has shown, the Second World War, Nazi Germany's occupational policies, and
existing and shifting dynamics of local interethnic relations were crucial to the distinct unfolding
of the Holocaust in different borderlands. This workshop sets out to explore this topic further and
more systematically. It aims to bring together novel and critical insights on the borderlands of
Eastern, Central, and Southeastern Europe and the growing body of research on the dynamics
of violence in the wider region. By placing the Shoah into larger contexts of different military oc-
cupations and interethnic conflicts during World War Il, this workshop seeks to problematize the
relationship between state structures and popular mobilization — perspectives “from above” and
“from below” — in the unfolding of Holocaust violence...”"

A variant of a regional study that came out in 2019, is that of Geraldien von Frijtag Drabbe
Kinzel and Valeria Galimi, which compares and contrasts several cities, Amsterdam, Antwerp,
Florence, Thessaloniki, Vienna and Warsaw.

Deeply interconnected with both the subject of perpetration of the Holocaust and regional
studies is the growing body of work that examines the role of local people outside of Germany
in the persecution of their Jewish neighbors. This, too, is not a new subject, and it particularly
came to the fore at the start of this century with the appearance of the book Neighbors by Jan
Tomasz Gross in 2000. It has been followed by a number of important studies since then by
Jan Grabowski, Barbara Engelking, Christoph Diekmann and others that highlight the role of lo-
cal in the persecution of their Jewish neighbors.™ In 2018 Grabowski and Engelking edited two
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thick volumes in Polish followed by the English version Night Without End, about the fate of Jews
who tried to survive the murders in Poland, and which highlights the role played by their Polish
neighbors in their suffering and usually, death.”> Grabowksi followed this volume in 2020 with
his book in Polish about the Polish Blue Police, who collaborated with the occupation regime in
their murderous anti-Jewish measures.’® Other new studies have also explored the role of the
locals in additional venues. Based on their personal records, Yuri Radchenko wrote an article
about members of the OUN-M, Ukrainian nationalists and their role in the persecution of Jews;
Efraim Zuroff and Rdta Vanagaité searched out sites of murder in Lithuania and highlighted
the involvement of Lithuanians in the murder of the Jews there; Laurent Joly analyzed the role
of French bureaucrats in anti-Jewish persecution; and Simon Levis Sullam published a mono-
graph that should help put an end to the intrenched myth that the Italians were exceptionally
benevolent toward their Jewish neighbors.”

Especially in the wake of the writings of Hilberg and Arendt in the early 1960s that cast Jewish
leaders during the Holocaust in a negative light, and because of the common public perception
that Jews had passively gone to their deaths like sheep to the slaughter, a body of research
emerged that regarded Jews as subjects and not just objects, and investigated the wide range
and multilayered dynamics of Jewish responses and behavior during the Holocaust. The con-
cept of Amidah (standing up), which entailed many forms of resistance, began to gain traction
by the late 1960s, and as time went on a more refined discussion of Jewish behavior began to
appear.® The new book Resisting Persecution, Jews and their Petitions during the Holocaust, edited
Thomas Peglow Kaplan and Wolf Gruner explores a kind of Amidah that up to now has received
little exposure, attempts by Jews to use the system to give them protection.” Reviewing the
volume Marion Kaplan wrote:

“In exploring how persecuted Jews petitioned Nazi officials - and, in some cases, Jewish leaders -
for justice, rights, and mercy, editors Wolf Gruner and Thomas Pegelow Kaplan have initiated a
thought-provoking and entirely new approach to Holocaust Studies. Challenging those who claim
Jews were ‘passive’ victims or that only political or armed defiance can ‘count’ as resistance, this
volume distinctly reveals that despite having far less power than the authorities, Jews demon-
strated agency, protested -- even defied -- persecution, and, in some instances, succeeded. These
eye-opening essays highlight a spectrum of responses over geographical regions and over time,
becoming ever more urgent. Here we see active Jewish individuals and groups grasping at the kind
of actions available to them, contesting oppression as it increased exponentially."> (https://www.
berghahnbooks.com/title/KaplanResisting, accessed 21.10.20)

Other recent and current research also focuses on Jewish behavior and responses from var-
ious perspectives. Gruner has continued publishing in this vein and his newest book Resisters,
How Ordinary Jews Fought Persecution in Hitler's Germany, focuses on acts of defiance and eye-
level resistance. For his forthcoming PhD dissertation at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
Yaron Nir Freisinger is researching Josef Zelkowicz and the Circle of Intellectuals with which he
was associated in the Lodz Ghetto; whereas Hans Schippers returned to the story of the West-
erweel Group which was involved in rescuing mostly young Jews in the Netherlands, and he
focused on the dynamics in a group that was composed of Jews and Christians.>
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Undoubtedly there is some behavior that is very difficult to categorize or even fathom. The
issue of Jewish Kappos is such a topic. In her monograph from 2019, Bitter Reckoning: Israel Tries
Holocaust Survivors as Nazi Collaborators, Dina Porat evokes the atmosphere around Kappo
trials in Israel in the immediate postwar years. She shows how the trials actually shifted public
opinion from seeing the Kappos as brutal traitors to seeing them as victims.2 In an article from
the volume based on a Yad Vashem conference on Jewish Solidarity, Vera Buser sees the Kap-
pos in a more complex way. She demonstrates that in Blechammer, Karl Demeter displayed
brutality, but at least at times he did so for a positive reason. Apparently, in some cases he
hoped his brutality would prevent the German guards from being even more violent toward a
given prisoner, and in other cases his brutality was a ruse to convince the guards that he was
with them and not against them. This was so that he could continue to serve as a functionary
with the goal of blocking the worst of the violence against the prisoners in his charge.=

Probing the Holocaust through trials and legal issues is one of the oldest approaches in the
field of Holocaust research that also continues today. Although it was not always the main fo-
cus, the Holocaust was clearly present in the first volumes that appeared regarding the Nurem-
berg Trials and the subsequent legal proceedings. Two significant books that discuss law and
justice that appeared in 2019 are Christian Rabi, Mauthausen Vor Gericht,and Rajika L. Shah
et. al. Searching for Justice after the Holocaust, Fulfilling the Terezin Declaration and Immovable
Property Restitution. Although it is not inconceivable that there will be new trials of perpetra-
tors, it is clear that the time for such trials is rapidly nearing an end. Nonetheless, the trials that
were held and the material that was gathered for them remain important sources for historical
inquiry. Moreover, issues like restitution of property remain very current. For example, the Re-
uters news service reported last spring, that in the recent Polish elections, the return of prop-
erty to the Jewish heirs of the victims was very contentious. Polish television, Reuters reported,
accused the opposition candidate of putting foreign interests above Polish interests when back
in 2015 the spoke of the need to address the issue forthrightly.

Clearly, Holocaust research does not take place in a vacuum, and therefore, it is also influ-
enced by wider trends and newer methods in historical research, and most likely it is reason-
able to assume that these trends will continue in the foreseeable future. On the one hand, time
has always been an element of historical inquiry in general and of the Holocaust in particular.
Yet on the other hand, it has only been delineated more recently as a distinct aperture for
exploration.” The same can be said for a number of other subjects that have been specified
in a volume published in 2018 and edited by Marek Tamm and Peter Burke, Debating New Ap-
proaches to History. The essays in this volume discuss some of the newer ways that history is
being investigated or how certain topics have been rearticulated. Among other topics, the vol-
ume includes articles on perspectives of gender, post-colonial history, the history of emotions
and the history of memory, which have also found expression in recent years in Holocaust
research.=

In December 2018, Yad Vashem held a conference entitled “The Time Dimension During and
Regarding the Holocaust: In Real-Time and in Retrospect.” The call for papers conveyed the
various aspects of time in relation to the Holocaust that the conference addressed:
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“0) The experience of waiting and ‘non-moving time’ in ghettos, in hiding, and in camps; b) Con-
trolling time as a tool for perpetrators; c) The historiographical question of defining the time-
frames of the Holocaust and defining the Holocaust as a ‘period;’ d) The cycle of life and the cal-
endar cycle in Jewish life as a tool for preserving identity; e) Ways of measuring time in extreme
situations; f) Linear line and circular time in the self-consciousness of the Jews; and g) The acceler-
ation and slowing-down of time in the Jewish experience and consciousness.”?

Geography is another old/new prism applied to researching the Holocaust. Regarding using
it as a vehicle for exploration, nearly a quarter of a century ago Deborah Dwork and Robert
Jan Van Pelt analyzed the Auschwitz Birkenau Extermination Camp through the lenses of ge-
ography and urban planning in their groundbreaking book Auschwitz, 1270 to the Present= This
was followed several years later, by Tim Cole’s geographical study of Budapest during the Ho-
locaust, Holocaust City, The Making of a Jewish Ghetto.>* Cole essentially mapped the creation of
the Jewish starred houses and the Budapest Ghetto, and from that derived important insights
about the nature of the Nazi and Hungarian regimes in 1944 and into 1945.

In 2018, Zoltan Kékesi, also returned to Budapest's geography, but with a twist, in his article,
“By the Footsteps: Spatial Imagination, Cultural Production, and Anti-Jewish Politics in Buda-
pest.” He added an aspect of imagination. According to the article abstract:

“By focusing on Budapest as an imagined space, this article attempts to contribute to the applica-
tion of spatial theories to Holocaust research. The article places the outlines of the Budapest ghettos
on the ‘historical maps’ of local anti-Jewish urban imaginations. By doing so, it argues that anti-Jew-
ish spatial policies in 1944 relied, in part, on a symbolic topography created by a long tradition of
cultural representations. At the same time, it presents examples that confirm Michel de Certeau’s
statement that city spaces, imagined or real, are produced on ‘ground level'—namely, by footsteps.
Antisemites, too, were walkers in the city and created racialized images of the city ‘from the bottom
up""BZ

An article by Annette Finley-Croswhite and Gayle K. Brunelle in 2019 suggests that an early
and seminal event in Paris during the Holocaust actually created a landscape. According to
their article abstract, the bombing of six synagogues by the French right-wing Mouvement So-
cial Révolutionnaire in October 1941,

“created a ‘Holocaust Landscape’ in Paris, with serious implications for Jews in Occupied and Un-
occupied France. [And] several threads of the narrative thus interject the story of the bombings
into the larger history of the Shoah.”:

Within the framework of a larger ongoing digital undertaking about history and geography
at Standford University, that is innovative in both approach and methodology, there is an on-
going project, “The Holocaust Geography Collaborative”. The official explanation for the project
elucidates these newer approaches. According to its website, the project

“argues for how the key geographic concepts of location, scale, resolution, territoriality and the
space/place dichotomy are fundamental to an expanded understanding of the genocide. Central
to all of these terms and to the original case studies of our collaborative were also the question of
time and place. When something happened was just as crucial as where something occurred. The
very nature of the geographic focus of our projects require either an emphasis on dynamic map-
ping that shows change over time or a focus on the relationship of the individual’s experience of
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movement through a particular space. The temporal scales involved in dynamic mapping or the
movement of peoples (as we believe it to have occurred) can be described but not captured easily
in a print format. The dynamic digital environment and the use of Gl Science allow for visualiza-
tions of these spatial concerns in more robust and innovative ways.”*

Their first findings were already published in Geographies of the Holocaust in 2014.% They also
have produced GIS (Graphic Information System) databases about deportees from Italy and
Jewish survivors in Budapest. Most recently Simone Gigliotti and Alberto Giordano, both who
have been involved in the Collaborative, are embarking on a GIS project about Jews who sailed
to Shanghai during the Holocaust period.=

As with time and geography, emotions have often been integral to historical discourse, and
like them, they have only really been articulated as an angle of inquiry during the last decade
or two. Writing in The Journal of Contemporary European History in 2016, Christian Bail reviewed
a number of books on this topic that have appeared since the start of the twenty-first century.
He notes that it is a complicated subject that is still in the process of coalescing:

“What exactly is the history of emotions?’ This question, often still encountered by historians work-
ing in the field, suggests that the history of emotions is difficult to understand yet hard to ignore.
Historians active in other areas may have noticed the recent founding (and funding) of emotions
research centers by Queen Mary, University of London, the Max Planck Society and the Australian
Research Council. Yet the emergence of a critical mass of emotions researchers has not altogether
dispelled concerns that emotions are not really accessible to the historian or worthy of sustained
and serious consideration. Even a pioneer of the once dubious field of cultural history such as
Peter Burke has wondered about the history of emotions’ viability while recognizing its promise.
As he sees it, if historians regard emotions as stable across time (and thus pre-cultural, it seems)
then all they can do is chart changing attitudes to these constant emotions. This leaves historians
writing intellectual history but not the history of emotions. If historians, by contrast, treat emo-
tions as historically variable then they may deliver more innovative work, but they may also end
up struggling to find evidence for their conclusions.”

About ten years ago in a print discussion with a number of scholars, Alon Confino proposed
the possibilities for the history of emotions in research about the Nazi period. Confino wrote:

“A history of sensibilities goes beyond the logic of ideological thinking into those emotions and
memories that make human motivations and actions, into those images of the self, collectivity
and the past that cannot be reduced to ideology. This adds new perspectives to the history of
twentieth-century Germany, creating new links (as well as ruptures) among the various ideologi-
cal regimes. It makes us able to capture that which it was possible to experience, feel and perceive
in a given society and regime, and that which it was not, drawing out more clearly, for example,
the emotional configuration in the Third Reich compared to what came before and after."

Since then, it seems that only a few works have been published in this vein about the Holo-
caust period. Among them, Simone Gigliotti, now of Royal Holloway, wrote an article entitled
“Emotional History and Dramatic Disruption” in 2016. At the conference of the American His-
torical Association (AHA) in New York City early in 2020, the Harvard scholar Jan Burzlaff gave
a paper entitled “Totalitarianism from Below: Toward a History of Emotions of German Jews.”
According to the article synopsis, he addressed how German Jews reacted to the unfolding
persecution:
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“This paper offers the first insights into what aims to be a history of the emotions of Nazi Germany
and the Holocaust, a field merely in its infancy. Based upon a dozen personal memoirs submitted
by German Jewish émigrés to the so-called Harvard contest in 1941, the paper argues that the
social exclusion of German Jews after 1933 is a powerfully emotional process."

In 2020 Marion Kaplan published a monograph about the hope and anxiety Jewish refu-
gees felt in Portugal during the war years, two emotions that are obviously fundamental any
discussion of emotions.® In addition, during summer 2020 Yad Vashem held an online confer-
ence on the subject of Ego Documents. Such documents are firsthand accounts that include
elements of introspection, which is certainly part of the history of emotions. As an example of
what was discussed, one of the sessions combined the subject of ego documents with the sub-
ject of Jewish functionaries - Kappos and others. Among the presentations was that of Dani-
ela Ozacky-Stern, “It is Our Duty to Save the Strong and the Young'’: Revisiting a Controversial
Ego-Document about the Aktion in the Oszmiana Ghetto”. In this Aktion, Jewish policemen from
Vilna were sent to choose among the weaker ghetto residents to be handed over the Germans
in an attempt to keep as many others as possible alive. The subject of Sarah Cushman'’s paper,
also presented in the session, was “Privileged Jewish Women in Auschwitz-Birkenau and Their
Ego-documents.” This was a micro study about the dynamics between several women with
more protected positions in the camp, and how they saw themselves.

The study of the Holocaust through the lens of different groups in society is ongoing, and
developing more and more. Subjects like women, family, and children have been and contin-
ue to be investigated from new vantage points. In spring 2020, the entire issue of the journal
Nashim (Women) was addressed to women health care providers during the Holocaust era.*' In
2019, Sharon Kangisser Cohen and Dalia Ofer edited a volume about the rehabilitation of child
survivors in the immediate aftermath of the Holocaust.©2 Dalia Ofer also published an article
about children and solidarity within Jewish families in Warsaw during the Holocaust.» In 2020
Yad Vashem issued a call for articles for Yad Vashem Studies about another important group
in society, the elderly. Of course, the definition of elderly is not necessarily what we would use
in our more normative world. In the fire storm of the Holocaust years any survivor over 50 was
considered elderly. It is also worth mentioning that other victims of the Nazis, like the disable
continue to be researched and discussed in conjunction with the murder of the Jews. In 2019
IHRA published a volume based on a conference it sponsored on this topic.#

Newer methods of research often are tied to newer resources that have become available.
The advent of EHRI, as was mentioned above, provides an unmatched portal to archives with
material about the Holocaust, and as it continues to develop, will increasingly allow scholars
to discover new material. Similarly, International Tracing Service material which was digitized
a number of years ago and is now open to the public at large contains tens of thousands of
records about individuals. This compendium facilitates engaging in micro history, and allows
researchers to uncover common threads or variations between a great many individuals. Al-
though it has not yet been digitized, the opening of the Vatican archives also promises to yield
important information about the important subject of the Vatican's and Catholic Church’s ac-
tions and attitudes during the Holocaust era.
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The digitation of resources allows for new ways to explore material and present information,
and has engendered a new field, digital history. According to one of the centers that works in
this new realm, the Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New Media at George Mason Uni-
versity:

“Digital history is an approach to examining and representing the past that takes advantage of
new communication technologies such as computers and the Web. It draws on essential features
of the digital realm, such as databases, hypertextualization, and networks, to create and share
historical knowledge.”s

At Yad Vashem there are ongoing digital database history projects. The Transports to Extinc-
tion or Deportations of Jews project,

“examines the transports as an historic event that is significant in its own right, not just as a
technical stage during which Jews were transported from one place to another. Indeed, the trans-
ports played an important role in translating the grim theory of the ‘Final Solution of the Jewish
Problem’ into reality and enabling it to spread its tentacles to the very edges of the territories con-
trolled by the Third Reich...The aim of the resulting database is to reconstruct all the transports
that took place during the Holocaust from territories of the Third Reich, countries under German
occupation, Axis states, and satellite states. The database has been constructed on the basis of
information from a wide variety of documents, research, legal material, survivors’ testimonies,
and memoirs."* ()

And the Online Guide to of Murder Sites of Jews in the Former USSR, alongside the Yad Vashem
project The Untold Stories,

“combine the results of historical research with documents reflecting personal experience, to pro-
vide concise information on the location of murder sites, the identity of the perpetrators, the
number of victims and how the Jews were murdered.”

In my own research | have found that the metadata from digital archives, libraries and other
databases is a very useful tool for exploring history. The idea of bibliometrics, using statistical
methods to analyze publications, is not new, but the digital environment makes it easier and
presents more possibilities to map what, and how much, has been published about a given
subject. | first tried this regarding survivor memoirs back at the start of this millennia, using the
digital Yad Vashem Library catalog.®® In other later research projects | have also mined digital
databases. For my monograph Conscripted Slaves, Hungarian Jewish Forced Laborers on the East-
ern Front during the Second World War, | used the digitized card index of the Hungarian military
for those laborers who either were killed or were missing in action. This allowed me to trace
the path companies followed on the Eastern Front, to map out how many men were killed or
missing in action at a given time or place, explore the age distribution of the forced laborers
and analyze other factors.® More recently in an article | wrote about the moment of liberation
for Hungarian Jewish survivors, using Yad Vashem’s databases and the Degob website, | was
able to identify sites of liberation, indications of relative proportions of survivors in those plac-
es, and then specific testimonies of survivors to add descriptive details.>
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In December 2019 the Israeli Academy of Sciences published a report The State of Holocaust
Studies in Research Universities and Colleges in Israel. Among the many important elements that
surfaced in the report is that more than half of the courses taught in Israel at the university
and college levels are about commemoration and representation, which is indicative of the
trend not only in Holocaust teaching but in research, too. Out of all the research papers that
were written in academic institutions in recent years in by Israeli scholars, the report cited that
about a third deal with the events and other aspects of the Holocaust itself, about a third deal
with historical and ideological contexts of the Holocaust, and about a third with Holocaust
representation and commemoration.s' This direction in research is also clearly evident in the
RAMBI articles database for 2018-2019, where the most prominent topics under the keyword
Holocaust are representation, commemoration and other post-war issues.

Among other issues touched upon in the report is that academic and public discourse about
the Holocaust is most likely influencing research, but it is hard to gauge just how much. The
relationship between Holocaust and Genocide is one such significant discussion in both aca-
demia and the public spheres. In Israel, according to the report,

“it appeared that there is a fundamental disagreement among the community of Israeli resear-
chers - between those who think that the Holocaust should be studied as a subject of knowl-
edge that stands on its own, and those who are sure that Holocaust research should be merged
with Genocide Studies. These positions are contiguous to the narrowly focused debate among
researchers of the subject regarding the question whether the Holocaust is unique and unprece-
dented, or an event that is part of the series of genocides."

Other subjects such as the relationship between the Holocaust and colonialization, and the
Holocaust and racism, have found expression in publications in recent years. The monograph,
Decolonizing Auschwitz? Komparativ-postkolonial Ansaetze in der Holocaustforschung, by Steffen
Klaevers from 2019, and the volume Holocaust Memory and Racism in the Modern World, by Shirli
Gilbert et.al. are salient examples of these topics in academic discourse.=

Competing narratives about the Holocaust, some of which are clearly a distortion of the his-
torical record, is also a heated issue of late. So far most of the publishing on this subject has
been in journals, such as the special volume of “* entitled Disputed Holocaust Memory in Poland,
and the articles | wrote for the Israel Journal of Foreign Affairs, 2019 “Distorting the Holocaust
and Whitewashing History: Toward a Typology, and 2022, “Competitive Victimhood and Holo-
caust Distortion.> It is hard to tell where these controversies may lead in terms of research and
scholarship, but it does not seem at the moment that they will be resolved anytime soon.

Lastly, it is important to pay attention to a major point in the Israeli report about the need
to provide better and more focused academic training to ensure that the level of scholarship
about the Holocaust will remain high. The report emphasized the importance of context for the
scholarship about the Holocaust. According to the report,
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“seven historical and ideological contexts have been defined for which familiarity and understand-
ing are essential for Holocaust research: Nazism, racism, antisemitism, twentieth century Europe,
the Second World War, genocide, and relevant phenomena before the Holocaust and after it
ended.” It went on to note that in addition, researchers need knowledge and familiarity about a
number of other subjects for the places and topics they are investigating, including: modern Euro-
pean history in general and that of the specific place, general and local Jewish history, sociology
and culture, relations between Jews and non-Jews, Jewish integration into and contribution to the
prevailing non-jewish cultural life, wider national movements, inter-ethnic and inter-religious re-
lations, and political trends.”>

In other words, how we teach and what we teach certainly will have a significant effect on
future research.

55 Bartal 2020: 13-14.
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Transit camps during the first wave of deportation from Slovakia in 1942

THE ANTI-JEWISH POLICIES OF THE SLOVAK STATE DURING 1938-1941

At the end of September 1938, the Munich Agreement was signed, which had a negative im-
pact on democratic Czechoslovakia. Overnight, the first Czechoslovak Republic became a thing
of the past, and its Slovak portion went on to create an undemocratic regime. The strongest
political party in Slovakia was the Hlinka Slovak People’s Party (HSLS), which had long been
promoting its autonomy programme, and was known for its negative attitudes toward Jews.
Several days after Munich it finally succeeded in achieving autonomy, and immediately took a
clear stand against Jews. The HSLS espoused autonomy in the “Manifest of the Slovak Nation”,
in which it declared:

“In the spirit of the right to self-determination, we ask for executive and government power in
Slovakia to be seized immediately by Slovaks. For the Slovak nation, victory of the right to self-de-
termination means a victorious end to our long years of struggle... We shall persevere by the side
of nations fighting against the Marxist-jewish ideology of disruption and violence.”

The period of autonomy, which lasted several months, featured similar declarations and
specific acts, for example, the deportation of approximately 7500 Jews to southern Slovakia,
which had been awarded to Hungary following the Vienna Arbitration. The Slovak autonomous
government, led by Jozef Tiso, passed this measure as a reaction to the arbitration, and prima-
rily affected Jews without property or citizenship.?

After the creation of the Slovak State (14 March 1939) preparations began for the “solution
to the Jewish question”. A few weeks later, on 18 April 1939, a government decree was issued
introducing the term Jew based on religion, and prohibited the presence of Jews in certain
occupations such as lawyers, notaries public, and journalists.? Additional measures were grad-
ually implemented, which increasingly discriminated against Jews in Slovakia, affecting public
services* (lay judges, civil servants, appraisers, experts), Jewish doctorss and pharmacists¢, or
prohibiting young Jews from serving in the army and introducing mandatory labour.” Aside
from these measures and many others, the Slovak State also conducted anti-Jewish propagan-
da to paint an image of Jews as enemies of the Slovak nation. It was used in the press, various
propaganda posters, or publications.

Slovak 7 October 1938 (20.) 228. 1.
Fatranova 2007, 19-21; Niznansky 2016, 34.
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Following negotiations between representatives of the Slovak State and Nazi Germany in Salz-
burg, the evolution of anti-Jewish policies escalated to a more radical phase. This manifested
itself in the arrival of Dieter Wisliceny in Slovakia (as an adviser for the solution to the Jewish
guestion) and increasingly stringent measures. The process of Aryanization of Jewish property
also accelerated, and Jews were gradually forced from the streets of Slovak towns and then
from towns as such. The anti-Jewish measures culminated with the adoption of Government
Decree No 198/1941 on the legal status of Jews, which contained 270 sections. It was known
as the Jewish Codex, and the period press called it the strictest racial legislation in Europes, or
spoke of the racial purification of Slovakia.® The Jewish Codex took its inspiration from Germa-
ny, as was written in 11 September 1941:

“Overall, it is a summary of all statutory measures, containing 270 sections based on Germany’s
Nuremberg Laws.”®

The racial nature of this decree was defined right in the first section, which said:
“Pursuant to this decree, regardless of sex, a Jew is considered to be:

a) someone who has at least three racially Jewish grandparents;

b) a mixed-race Jew who has two racially Jewish grandparents.”

Similarly, as in the case of the Law for the Protection of German Blood and German Honouir,
the term “mixed-race Jew” was also introduced in Slovakia.

In the fall of 1941, negotiations were already taking place between representatives of Nazi
Germany and the Slovak State concerning the deportation of the Jewish population. A key
meeting took place during October 23-24 in Hitler's main tent, attended by leading represen-
tatives of the Slovak State: Jozef Tiso, Vojtech Tuka, Alexander Mach, and Ferdinand Catlos.
According to historian Ivan Kamenec, an important discussion that took place on 24 October
1941 included only Vojtech Tuka, Alexander Mach, and Heinrich Himmler and his entourage.
During this time Himmler was working on plans for the extermination of European Jews, and
told representatives of the Slovak State of plans to deport them to occupied Poland. They didn't
have to press the Slovak delegation in any way, as both Tuka and Mach were in favour of this
idea, and presented the deportation as departure of Jews for purposes of work. A final decision
on deportation of Jews from Slovakia was reached during negotiations between Vojtech Tuka
and Germany's ambassador to Slovakia, Hans Ludin. Tuka also agreed with the deportation of
persons of Jewish origin with Slovak citizenship from Germany, occupied Austria, and the Pro-
tectorate of Bohemia and Moravia.” Prior to this meeting, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs con-
tacted the Slovak government, other ministries, and other institutions with a request regarding

8  Ludové noviny 21 September 1941 (2.) 25. 1.
9  Gardista 11 September 1941 (3.) 207. 3.

10  Gardista 11 September 1941 (3.) 207. 3.

11 Decree No 198/1941.

12 Kamenec 1991, 155-156.
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the deportation of these Slovak nationals. Specifically, it was interested in the government'’s po-
sition on whether it wished to have them deported to Slovakia or to the East.” The agreement
included a deportation fee, as noted by lvan Kamenec:

“During negotiations V. Tuka also concluded an agreement on a so-called colonization fee. It stat-
ed that the Slovak government had to pay Germany 500 reichsmarks for every deported individual
to pay for ‘resettlement costs’. The agreement, which also applied to Jews that would eventually be
deported from the Slovak State, was one of the most embarrassing acts of the HSL'S government
during its entire existence. All of the aforementioned meetings were strictly confidential. Here, a
small circle of people, headed by V. Tuka, was playing its own ‘political gagme’.”"*

At a conference in a Berlin suburb by Wannsee Lake on 20 January 1942, attended by repre-
sentatives of Nazi Germany’s ministries, institutions, and security forces, the logistical and orga-
nizational implementation of the “final solution to the Jewish question in Europe” was planned.
The minutes of the meeting that survived the war mentioned Slovakia, and stated that Slovakia
would not pose any great difficulties during the preparation of the “final solution”.s

PREPARATIONS FOR TRANSPORTS OF THE JEWISH POPULATION

Organizational preparations for the transports had already commenced during the first
months of 1942. On 12 February 1942 the Presidium of the Ministry of the Interior ordered all
district authorities and other subsidiary institutions to draw up a list of Jews. Jews were to be
entered on special “A”, “B”, and “C" lists. The “A” list contained all Jews “regardless of capacity
to work, sex, nationality, or current employment (economic classification) under any legal title,
if they are not or will not be placed on the ‘B’ and ‘C’ list.”* The “B” list applied to able-bodied
men from 16 to 60 years of age, and the “C” list contained Jewish men over the age of 60 and
Jewish women aged 16 and up."”

At the end of February 1942, a decree of the Ministry of the Interior came into force
prohibiting Jews from moving from their current place of residence.' Less than a week later,
a compulsory marking for Jews was instituted, according to which

“lews [§ 1(1) of Decree No 198/1941] must wear a yellow star 10 cm in diameter, sewn on the left
side of the breast of their top garment. When worn, the star must be entirely visible and the gar-
ment to which it sewn must not be of the same colour.”®

Aside from the marking of Jews themselves, their homes also had to be marked in the same
way,® as another decree of 12 March 1942 prohibited Jews from leaving their homes between
6 p.m. and 8 a.m., or from changing their place of residence without prior written permission.>

Based on these measures, the Slovak State was able to organize deportations in a better and
more efficient manner, as it had at its disposal the necessary information on Jews: which
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16 Document No 8. Decree of the Presidium of the Ministry of the Interior of 12 February 1942 to all district offices and other
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17 Document No 8. Decree of the Presidium of the Ministry of the Interior of 12 February 1942 to all district offices and other
subordinate institutions on the census of Jews. In Niznansky (ed.) 2005, 105-106.
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households were Jewish, where they were located, and when Jewish families were present in
them. The Ministry of the Interior asked the Ministry of Labour and Public Work to take care of
the logistics of the upcoming transports; specifically, they contacted the Department of Rail-
ways, which was to arrange the transport of Jews. A letter dated March 5 discussed transport
in freight wagons, with each wagon being holding 40 persons, for a total of 1000 persons per
transport, which comprised 25 wagons numbered 1-25. The doors of each wagon also had to
be secured to make sure they could only be opened to a width of 10 cm. The start of transports
was stipulated as 25 March 19422

Starting in March 1942, five transit camps were created: Bratislava-Patronka (commander Im-
rich Vasina), Novaky (commander Jozef Polhora), Sered (commander Jozef Vozar), Zilina (com-
mander Rudolf Marcek), and Poprad (commander Jozef Petrik), which were to serve as loca-
tions through which the transports were to take place. Each camp was assigned a German
non-commissioned officer to help with implementing the transports.s The transit camps had
differing capacities, with the largest being at the camp in Novaky (for 4000 Jews), then the camp
in Sered (for 3000 Jews), Zilina (for 2500 Jews), Poprad (for 1500 Jews), and Bratislava-Patronka
(for 1000 Jews). The Ministry of Transport and Public Work answered the letter of the Ministry
of the Interior of 5 March 1942, agreeing to provide wagons for the transport of Jews. They also
agreed to the dates the Ministry of the Interior had requested for the transports, and drew up
the first tentative timetables, in which they already included the transit camps that were to be
gradually established. Specifically, they wrote:

“In order to grant your wish that the transports cross Slovak territory at night, we have pro-
posed the following timetable to German Railways:

1. Lamac departure (Note: Bratislava-Patrénka) 6:55 p.m. Cadca arrival 4:28 a.m.

2. Sered departure 9:11 p.m. Cadca arrival 4:28 a.m.

3. Novaky departure 7:13 p.m. Cadca arrival 4:28 a.m.

4. Poprad departure 8:10 p.m. Cadca arrival 4:28 a.m.

5. Zilina departure 3:20 a.m. Cadca arrival 4:28 a.m.

The timetable has been created so that handover in Cadca to German territory always takes
place at the same time. We are doing so to make things easier for German railways and bor-
der officials.”>

The correspondence shows how they planned the deportations, as well as that the transit
camps that were under construction played a key role in this process, as they intended to or-
ganize most of the transports through them.

On 12 March 1942 the General Command of the Hlinka Guard issued orders for its mem-
bers, assigning them the task of implementing the transports. The concentration of Jews was to
gradually take place, based on § 22 of Decree No 198/1942, in Novaky, Sered, Bratislava, Zilina,
and Poprad. They were concentrated based on lists submitted by the Ministry of the Interior
to individual District Authorities, according to which Jews were to be concentrated at the afore-

22 Document No 16. Letter from the Ministry of the Interior of 5 March 1942 to the Ministry of Transport and Public Works, the
Railways Department, concerning the transport of deported Jews. In Niziansky (ed.) 2005, 115.

23 Deportations in 1942. In Niznansky (ed.) 2005, 42-43.

24 Document No 37. Instructions of the Ministry of the Interior of 12 March 1942 to the commanders of transit camps in
Bratislava-Patronka, Sered, Novéky, Poprad and Zilina for the preparation and implementation of the deportation of Jews. In
Niznansky (ed.) 2005, 139.

25 Document No 157, 5 March 1942 — 14 January 1943, Bratislava. Correspondence between the Ministry of the Interior and
the Ministry of Transport and Public Works in connection with the transport of Jews from Slovakia to concentration camps. In
Hubernak 1994, 36-37.
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mentioned camps. District authorities continued with the preparation of summoning notices
for Jews that were delivered by subsidiary authorities (notary and district). The instructions
emphasized:

“A Jew that has received such a summons must without exception report on the specified date and
time to the location given him in the summons. These will be district transit locations that will be
designated by the district commander (there may be several if needed). Jews will then be escort-
ed from these district transit locations under the supervision of gendarmes and Guardists to the
main transit camps for Jews. Obviously, Jews will try to avoid this obligation in all sorts of ways,
and will either try to escape, commit suicide, or do something similar, just so they don’t have to go
to work. We therefore order you to notify local Hlinka Guard commanders of this measure, who
can set up inconspicuous patrols in their municipalities to monitor the movement of Jews, their
behaviour, travel, interaction with Aryans, and everything that would hinder the problem-free
concentration of Jews."”

The intensive preparations for the planned transports and inhuman conditions are docu-
mented by a report from Jozef Petrik, the commander of the transit camp in Poprad. In it, he
wrote:

“I am informing you that today | was in the local barracks under Gerlach, and accompanied by Lt.
Col. Noscak, the commander of the garrison and barracks, | inspected the accommodations for
Jews in Poprad (women), regarding which | note the following: Jews (women) at the transit camp in
Poprad will be housed in the barracks under Gerlach in one building, in which these at most 1500
persons can be located, and will sleep on a floor covered in straw (not on beds)."

Several days later, only two days prior to the departure of the first transport, the Ministry
of Transport had already specified the plan for transport from Slovakia. They stipulated that
according to mutual agreement with the German Reich Railway the transports would cross
the border at Skalité - Zwardon. Transports were handed over at Zwardon station, with Slovak
Railways accompanying the train comprising 25 freight wagons#, four additional wagons for
baggage, and one special wagon for guards. At the same time, in the document they noted:

“that the destination station (Auschwitz or Lublin) must be adhered to precisely according to the
given timetable for reasons of smooth transport on German railways. We can change the order of
boarding station in Slovakia as needed if you notify us of the change in time - prior to the return of
the train to Cadca.”™

The Ministry of Transport drew up a plan for the first twenty transports, with departure from
Slovakia planned starting March 25, and wanted to organize them all via five transit camps.
They also noted that all transports would be dispatched in the late afternoon and that trans-
ports in Zilina would be loaded at night.»

26  Document No 32. Instructions of the Hlinka Guard Main Command of 12 March 1942 on arranging deportation by the
Hlinka Guard. In Niznansky (ed.) 2005, 132.
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The deportations officially began on 25 March 1942 with the departure of the first transport,
containing young women and teenage girls, from the transit camp in Poprad. At the same
time Jews were being assembled, for example in Sered, where the first Jews arrived at the
transit camp on 26 March 1942. The first transport left Sered on 29 March 1942 at 9:11 p.m.,
precisely according to plan. This specific transport was headed for the Lublin District in the
east of Poland, and contained 1000 young Jewish men.® By the end of March 1942 the first five
transports had departed from all five transit camps. As Gardista informed on the day the first
transport left Sered:

“To this we can also add that since March 25 a thousand Jews are leaving for labour camps every
day. To this day, 4000 Jews have thus departed. These transports are departing with the greatest
order and without difficulties.”

After a meeting with the representatives of the 14th Department of the Ministry of the Inte-
rior and Wisliceny, the consultant for the solution to the Jewish question, it was decided to sus-
pend transports between 6 and 11 April 1942. They also agreed that after this date transports
will contain not only able-bodied Jews, but also their family members.»

CONDITIONS IN THE CAMPS

The propaganda of the Slovak State attempted to describe conditions in these camps in a pos-
itive light. When the first transports left Slovakia in March 1942, the Gardista daily wrote:

“To this we can also add that since March 25 a thousand Jews are leaving for labour camps every
day. To this day, 4000 Jews have thus departed. These transports are departing with the greatest
order and without difficulties. The transports and the camps are being watched by Guardists, who
are taking care of them in exemplary fashion. Very good care is being taken care of health, supply,
and other such matters, so it is impossible to speak of Jews being treated in some harsh or God
forbid inhuman manner.”>s

Up to that date the first four transports departed from the transit camps in Poprad, Bratisla-
va-Patrénka, Zilina, and Sered. The first to arrive at one of the transit camps were young wom-
en and teenage girls from eastern Slovakia, who were being moved to Poprad. Among them
was Laura Spanikova, who described completely different conditions:

“The order said all girls, all single ones, were to report, and that was that. We went like baby
chicks, they loaded us on a bus, our parents wrung their hands and cried, but nothing helped. And
we young people thought we were going to work, well so what, we'll work. We left on 25 March
1942 on a bus to Kysak, in Kysak we transferred to a train to Poprad. In Poprad they unloaded us
into a building where there was straw, and we lay down on that straw. And I'll never forget when
a Guardist came and too everything we had on us: earrings, bracelets, watches, and rings. And
he told us: 'You won't be needing that anymore!” We still thought that it was all fun and games.””

Helena Weinwurmova (neé Weisova), who was deported from the Bratislava-Patréonka tran-
sit camp, had similar memories. She recalled the following:
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“Guardists came and told us that they were taking me and my older sister to go to work. We spent
two days and two nights at Patronka. We just lay there in the straw and had just enough food to
subsist on. That was on 24 March, and on 26 March 1942 they loaded us into cattle wagons and
locked them. One pail of water as a toilet and one pail of drinking water. And we then travelled
two days and two nights, not knowing at all where.”s

Their memories of the start of the transports are proof of the different reality of the trans-
ports that propaganda claimed were occurring in complete order and that Jews were being well
taken care of in the transit camps. More such articles were published during the transports.
Right at the start of the deportations, they claimed the following:

“The transports and the camps are being watched by Guardists, who are taking care of them in
exemplary fashion. Very good care is being taken care of health, supply, and other such matters,
so it is impossible to speak of Jews being treated in some harsh or God forbid inhuman manner.”

At the end of May 1942, the Gardista paper published an article informing the public about
Jews being “moved” out of Slovakia. It described the transports, which included young, old, rich,
and poor Jews, who were leaving Slovakia in freight wagons. Later they described life in one
unnamed transit camp.«

“lournalistic curiosity led us to one of these transit camps. It lies outside a certain district Slovak
town, far from the urban hustle and bustle, inconspicuously hidden. Only the two-armed Guard-
ists who patrol the camp day and night give away that something unusual is going on here. Many
people pass this way every day, and many of them don’t even notice it. The camp is surrounded
by an ordinary wooden fence, which in some places is not even topped by barbed wire, and the
appearance of the buildings and accommodations reveals that it wasn't built for this purpose.™

But the reality of conditions in these camps was different. At the start of the transports, Pres-
ident Tiso received an anonymous letter about the conditions in the Zilina transit camp. The
anonymous author wrote the following about the camp:

“Allegedly 1600-1800 Jews are concentrated in Zilina, housed in army barracks. These barracks,
which date back to the former world war, have no windows, the roof is defective in places, and
floor is rotten. Quick alterations are being performed only now, and these people are exposed to
all the whims of nature. For example, one night these people stood outside under the open sky,
whether as punishment or because the rooms weren't ready, that’s irrelevant. It changes nothing
on the fact that people had no place to lay their head! Is this not worse than in the Middle Ages?
Where is humanity and moral responsibility?™>

The anonymous author continues and says that the concentrated Jews are being stripped
of all valuables, money, and clothing by the Guardists. They also speak of the violent, ruthless,
and brutal nature of the Guardists, who treat the Jews in a very callous manner. Jews in the
transit camp have no papers, which were confiscated, and were assigned numbers. He also
noted that conditions in Zilina are identical with those at the Bratislava-Patrénka transit camp.«
Another complaint regarding the way in which Jews were being concentrated and deported
was also addressed to the office of the President of the Republic. In the letter to President Tiso
from May 1942, its author asks for corrective action with regard to the poor conditions at the
Zilina transit camp. He gives examples of people who were already deported, among them a

38 Weinwurmova [DVD].

39  Gardista 29 March 1942 (4.) 73. 3.

40 Gardista 31 May 1942 (4.) 122. 5.

41 Gardista 31 May 1942 (4.) 122. 5.

42 27 March 1942, Bratislava. An anonymous letter to Dr. Jozef Tiso on conditions in the transit camp for Jews in Zilina. In
Hubernak 1994, 72.

43 27 March 1942, Bratislava. An anonymous letter to Dr. Jozef Tiso on conditions in the transit camp for Jews in Zilina. In
Hubernak 1994, 72-73.

pregnant widow with nine children, a 95-year-old postman, an 84-year-old butcher, or a wom-
an who had just given birth. He asks what benefit the departure of these people could have,
who are not capable of working. Similarly, as in the anonymous letter from the end of March,
he describes how the Guardists confiscated all the Jews' possessions and physically assaulted
them. The letter arrived at the presidential office sometime in June 1942, and was eventually
archived; pursuant to the applicable provisions of Constitutional Act No 68/1942+, the request
did not need to be processed.#

TRANSPORT LOCATIONS

During the entire process (before, during, and after the deportations), propaganda played a
very important role. It was used intensively to communicate the implementation of the trans-
ports, which were presented to the public as departure for work or moving away. From March
1942 most communication regarding the transports was handled by Minister of the Interior
Alexander Mach. Six days before the departure of the first transport, he spoke of the fact that
he had issued guidelines for the last phase of the solution to the Jewish question. At the same
time, he asked Guardists to not let themselves be misled and fooled by some information be-
ing spread by Jews. He emphasized that Jews were going abroad only to work.* Following the
departure of the first transport, he declared the following in Issue 70 of Gardista dated March
26:

“Apparently Jews are faced with the most horrible fate. Apparently, they are to be taken some-
where to mysterious marshes, where they are to be murdered, shot. Nothing like that lies in store
for them, only one thing lies in store for Jews: they will have to work. That is all!"™

Two days later, the Slovak daily published an article entitled “Move Jews Out of Slovakia”, in
which Minister Mach spoke of the Jewish question in Slovakia. In it, he reacted to the current
situation, and discussed the moving out of Jews, which in his words was not yet complete, be-
cause his goal was to move out all Jews. He called the deportations “emigration activity”, and
once again presented the departure of Jews as departure for work, which according to him they
were to perform in production centres.®® Two months prior to the end of the transports, the
president of the Slovak State, Jozef Tiso, declared:

“Do not forget that in recent years, the following slogan sounded: Jews to Birobidzhan! No, we're
not sending them to Birobidzhan, as that would be a little too far. Prior to the world war, what all
did the English promise Jews just to get their money. They promised them an independent state, and
then didn't give it to them. And see, Hitler didn’t ask the Jews for anything and didn’t get anything
from them, and now he’s giving, he’s giving them a state!"

After the transports ended, an article was even published entitled “How Jews Are Living in

44 Constitutional Act No 68/1942 was passed by the legislative assembly of the Slovak State, thereby sealing the fate of Jews
that had been deported or were still waiting for deportation out of Slovakia. Based on this act, these Jews were stripped
of their citizenship and their property was forfeited to the state. This measure applied both to Jews that had already been
deported and those that they were planning to deport.

45 Ministry of the Interior of the SR, Slovak National Archive, Ministry of Interior Collection, Box No 243, 9268/42

46 Gardista 19 March 1942 (4.) 64. 4.

47 Gardista 26 March 1942 (4.) 70. 3.

48 Slovak 28 March 1942 (24.) 72. 3.

49  Slovak 11 August 1942 (24.) 186. 4.
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the East"®, the purpose of which was to eliminate doubts regarding the true fate of the Jewish
transports. According to the Gardista daily, it was a reportage that

“will also perfectly subvert all those horrible rumours, spread by unfriendly, mainly whispered
propaganda about the alleged atrocious treatment of deported Jews. The reportage will convince
everyone that deported Jews are living an orderly life in their new homeland, to the extent that
they want to work, that’s true, because manual labour is not part of Jewish nature.”

In reality, the transports from the transit camps were headed to the Auschwitz camp or to
the Lublin District. Those deported in the first wave included Alfréd Wetzler and Rudolf Vrba
(originally named Walter Rosenberg), who in the spring of 1944 managed to escape from the
Auschwitz-Birkenau camp complex. Alfréd Wetzler was deported on 12 April 1942 from the
Transit and Labour Camp for Jews in Sered. After the war, he described the departure in his
book as follows:

“..you're leaving for work, - continues the deputy commander of the Sered camp, an ungainly
man with purple veins under watery eyes, - everything has been readied there for you. There’s no
need to panic. After all, we're treating you as people deserve, and there it will be the same. Don't
worry! Each of you will do what they do: the cobbler will cobble, the doctor will treat, so everyone
will be able to work at their trade. In exchange for work you will be given a place to live, food, and
pay so you can buy what you need. And you'll all be nicely together there. Do your work and after a
half-year, a year at most, you will return.”>

Filip Muller, who was born on 3 January 1922 in Sered, departed on the same transport. As
soon as he arrived at Auschwitz, he was placed with the Sonderkommando, who operated the
gas chambers. First, he worked in the main Auschwitz | camp, where they built the first gas
chamber. Later he was moved to Auschwitz Il - Birkenau, where the Nazis built high-capaci-
ty gas chambers and crematoria. In his book Sonderbehandlung, he described what the gas
chambers looked like. He described them as a rectangular space measuring about 250 metres,
with a low ceiling. They contained columns supporting the ceiling, as well as hollow columns
into which Zyklon B crystals were thrown. Fake showers were used to deceive the people enter-
ing the chamber. According to him, about 1000 people fit into these chambers. There were also
various signs that on one hand served to direct people to the chamber and on the other to give
the impression that it involved only a shower and disinfection.s* Muller's description contained
many important details:

“Slogans such as ‘Freedom through cleanliness’ or ‘Lice - your death’ served to deceive, as did
clothes hooks installed at a height of 1.5 metres on both walls, with numbers. There were wooden
benches by the walls. They gave the impression that they were there to let people undress in com-
fort. Other signs on the walls asked those arriving in several languages to tie their shoes together
and hang them with their clothes on the hooks and to remember their number so that they could
find them more easily after their shower. The way from the dressing room to the gas chamber
was also described as the way to the ‘bath and disinfection room’. The entire furnishings of the
underground space, based on sophisticated camouflage and bold deceit, could give the impres-
sion of some sort of international information centre. With horror | realized that everything I'd
experienced up to now was child’s play compared to what lay in store for me. Every detail served

50 Fritz Fiala’s reportage with this headline was published on 7 November 1942, less than a month after the departure of the
last transport. In his reportage, he wanted to eliminate any traces of doubt in connection with the deportation of Jews from
Slovakia, and above all about the places to which Jews were being deported. In the article, he for example spoke of the
fact that Jews had in the East the Jews had self-governance, that they lived in freedom, and that they were happy. All this
information was part of the propaganda apparatus used by the Slovak State to support the deportations. See: Gardista 7
November 1942 (4.) 256. 5.

51 Gardista 6 November 1942 (4.) 255. 3.

52 Lanik1989, 7-8.

53 Miiller 2018, 48.

to satisfy and fool mistrustful and suspicious victims as soon as they entered the gas chamber, so
they entered it quickly and didn’t cause problems.”*

Rudolf Vrba was first deported to the Lublin District, to the Majdanek camp. He was regis-
tered in this camp at the end of June 1942.

“Even though | was mentally prepared, my first encounter with the camp shocked me. | wasn't
afraid, at least not for myself - | was determined to live, to escape. But | was sick to my stomach
from the horrible atmosphere of that place and the disgusting feeling remained with me as the stink
of rotten blood in my nose. As we passed through individual sections [Majdanek was split into sev-
eral sealed-off sections], emaciated skeletons whispered: ‘Some food? Something in your pockets?’
When they spoke, they didn't look at us. They continued with their work: digging, sweeping, pushing
wheelbarrows, so heavy that they almost ripped their skinny forearms from their joints. We threw
them what we had, secretly and inconspicuously, with a flick of the wrist. And then | saw how life in a
concentration camp can debase a human being. | discovered another side of life in the camp, some-
thing that was completely foreign to my world, something completely disgusting. First the skeletons
threw themselves like jackals on the scraps of food, fighting and growling. Then the guards attacked
them and beat them willy-nilly with clubs. The inmates didn’t notice the blows, continued to scrabble
in the mud, and then one separated from the bunch and started running, and while the guards ran
after him and beat him, he was stuffing a dirty piece of cheese in his mouth.”s

Another deportee who passed through a transit camp in Slovakia was Dionyz Lénard. When
they started deporting Jews from Slovakia, as an able-bodied Jew he was sent to the transit
camp in Novaky, where he was included in a transport. At the camp he had an opportunity to
see the cruel manner in which the Guardists treated arriving Jews. Like Vrba, he was sent to
Lublin, to the Majdanek concentration camp. In the camp there was hunger, rampant diseases,
and inmates were subjected to constant beatings and murder. Lénard was an eyewitness to
several murders committed by the SS. Like Wetzler and Vrba, he escaped from the camp, with
the difference, however, that he succeeded in doing so two years earlier. He managed to es-
cape at the start of June 1942, and returned to Slovakia roughly in July. Dionyz Lénard escaped
from that camp before they built a gas chamber there,* but his testimony was very important,
because it gave proof of the conditions being completely different from those claimed by the
propaganda of the Slovak State.

SUMMARY

The transit camps were built for organizational purposes during the first wave of transports
from Slovakia in 1942. The operated from March to October 1942, and most Jews deported
from Slovakia passed through these camps. After the transports, some of the transit camps
were closed (Poprad, Bratislava-Patrénka, and Zilina) while the rest continued on as labour
camps (Novaky and Sered). The head of the 14th Department of the Ministry of the Interior,
Anton Vasek, declared:

“It is generally known that the measures of the Slovak Republic have resulted in 4/5 of Slovak Jew-
ry having been moved out.”™’

Only six days prior to the departure of the last transport from Slovakia, the Propaganda Office
contacted the Ministry of the Interior with a request for statistics for a yearbook. Aside from oth-

54 Miiller 2018, 73-72.

55 Vrba 2007, 72-73.

56 Hlavinka 2016, 76-77.

57 Gardista 10 November 1942 (4.) 258. 7.
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er data, the Propaganda Office also requested the number of Jews deported, more precisely, the
decline in Jews by individual district (note: Slovakia had six districts) since 1940. The total decline
in Jews was around 73 %.% A total of 57,752 Jews were deported from Slovakia, only a few hun-
dred survived, and most died in the Nazi concentration and extermination camps.
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Ghettos in the Baltic States under German Occupation, 1941-1944

For many years the historiography of the Holocaust in the Baltic States focused on the six main
ghettos in Lithuania and Latvia. However, it neglected the role played by ghettoization in the
countryside prior to the mass shootings in 1941. More recent studies, by Christoph Dieckmann
and Menakhem Barkagan, among others, have now shown that more than 100 improvised
ghettos were established in Lithuania and around 29 in Latvia.' These numbers contrast sharp-
ly with a figure of only about 20 for each region given in a study by Ilya Altmann published just
a short time before.2 Many ghettos were short-lived and served to concentrate the Jews for
just a few weeks before the killings. Nonetheless, the Jews were housed separately from the
non-Jewish population, and they were subjected to forced labor and other systematic forms of
discrimination.

This essay will analyze the patterns of ghettoization in the Baltic States and demonstrate
how the many smaller and short-lived ghettos were used to concentrate the Jewish population
and facilitate the process of destruction. The role of local collaborators will also be examined
and their cooperation with the German killing squads. Finally, the history of the larger ghettos,
forced labor camps for Jews (Zwangsarbeitslager fiir Juden or ZALf]), and concentration camps in
this region will be reviewed, as a policy of “destruction through work” was applied in the Baltic
States through the end of the occupation.

How many ghettos did the authorities establish in German-occupied Lithuania? Even today
some secondary sources focus only on the three main ghettos in Lithuania. These were the
ghettos in Kaunas, Vilnius, and Siauliai, which (together with that in Svencionys) were the only
ones that remained after the massacre of the Jews in the smaller towns and villages in the pe-
riod from July through December 1941, when some 100,000 Jews were killed in the Lithuanian
provinces. Yet the careful research of Christoph Dieckmann demonstrates that comprehensive
orders were issued by the German and Lithuanian regional authorities in summer 1941 to es-
tablish ghettos throughout the country.

For example, in the Siauliai region, at that time under the German military administration, an
order was issued for ghettos to be established at the end of July. However, this was not imple-
mented in all towns immediately. So once the German civil administration took over in August,
the District Commissar (Gebietskommissar), Hans Gewecke issued another order on August 13,
1941, for the Jews in the region to be ghettoized. These orders were then implemented largely
by the local Lithuanian authorities, as the Germans had very few personnel on the ground.

Dieckmann 2011; Barkagan 2008.
Al’'tmann 118-119.

Dieckmann 2011, II, 803—809.
Dieckmann 2011, II, 803—809.
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Borders as of 1942
Map of Ghettos in German-Occupied Lithuanias

The broad scope of ghettoization across all of occupied Lithuania can be seen from this
map. The map shows the location of 115 ghettos and holding camps that were identified and
described in the USHMM Encyclopedia of Camps and Ghettos. Many of these ghettos held not
only the Jews of the town concerned but also Jews brought in from neighboring villages and
other small towns. The pattern of ghettoization was influenced also by the orders issued at the
level of the region (Gebiet) and even the county (Kreis) below this, which influenced the precise
chronology of ghetto establishment and their liquidation. The operations of the German killing
squads (Einsatzgruppen) and Lithuanian auxiliary units (such as the Ypatynga Buras squad) had
to be coordinated closely with the local Lithuanian authorities.

Similar ghettoization orders were issued by the District Commissar for Wilna-Land, Horst
Wulff, in August 1941. This led to the establishment of more than 10 short-lived ghettos in
his region in late August 1941. On September 19, a further order was issued to place all Jews
there behind barbed wire. However, these orders served only as a cover for the murder of
the remaining Jews by the end of September 1941. For several locations, such as Velucionys,
where Jews were briefly concentrated for 2-3 days and then shot, the existence of the site was
too short for it to match the criteria used to define a “ghetto” - so these sites have not been
included on the map.s

5  Dean (ed.) 2012, 1037.
6  Dean (ed.) 2012, 1034-1035.



Such decisions, of course, raise the question of how to define a ghetto. While | appreciate
the linguistic analysis of the emergence of the term “ghetto,” carefully described by Dan Mich-
man,” which stresses that it meant different things to different people at different times, for the
purposes of compiling an encyclopedia it was necessary to develop a workable definition, in
order to decide what to include and what to exclude. As the German authorities never strictly
defined what a ghetto was, the definition was honed over time by analyzing individual cases
and all the evidence that we encountered. Here are the four main principles used in deciding
this question case by case:

1. Resettlement into an area only for Jews.

2. Restrictions on entering and leaving the area.

3. In existence for at least two weeks.

4, Defined as a “Jewish residential area” or “ghetto” in sources.

The requirement for a ghetto to have existed for two weeks is of course arbitrary and may
exclude some short-lived ghettos, but there is clearly a difference between a place where Jews
were held for just a few days, as in Velucionys, away from any town, and the situation, for ex-
ample, in nearby Mejszagala, where Jews were contained in two separate places for more than
a month, being escorted out for work each day for much of that period.®

There was also considerable overlap between the concept of a ghetto and that of a labor
camp. Indeed, many Russian-language sources apply the term ghetto indiscriminately to sites
that were clearly forced labor camps for Jews. Listed here are some of the most important dif-
ferences between the two types of facility:

1. Ghettos included entire family units

2. Labor camps held mostly Jews of working age, selected for work, and often segregated
by sex

3. Ghettos were located usually in or near existing places of Jewish residence

4, Labor camps were usually at or close to the place of work - in factories, quarries,
peat-digging sites, forests, or other work locations

In the Baltic States, there were also dozens of forced labor camps for Jews and concen-
tration camp subcamps, in which Jews were confined, so it is important to distinguish clearly
between these different types of sites. An additional hybrid site is the so-called Remnant or
“Rest-Ghetto.” These were camps for a few remaining Jews confined in a section of a former
ghetto, once most of the ghetto inmates had been killed. These Jews were usually retained as
labor for sorting out the property from the ghetto or conducting other work. These remnant
ghettos resembled labor camps more than ghettos, but as they were housed on ghetto sites,
their history is usually dealt with as an extension of the history of the ghetto. In some places
remnant ghettos were also used to lure Jews out of hiding. For example, the barracks in Jona-
va in fall 1941, which held mainly Jews selected for labor after the other Jews had been shot,
served also to entice Jews out of hiding by providing food and shelter in return for work.°

Another remnant ghetto that closely resembled a labor camp was that in Ostrowiec, in the
region transferred in April 1942 to Generalkommissariat Litauen (German-occupied Lithuania)
from Generalkommissariat Weissruthenien (German-occupied western Belarus). Since all the
ghettos in this region were subordinated to the labor department for Jews in Vilnius, they in-
creasingly took on the function of forced labor camps as 1942 progressed. From the summer
of 1942, groups of Jews from these ghettos were sent to ZALf]s in the countryside such as that
in Kena, where they worked cutting peat and constructing a railroad.™

See Michman 2011.
Dean (ed.) 2012, 1034-1035.
Dean (ed.) 2012, 1060 (Jonava).
0 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1097-1098 (Ostrowiec); on the Kena forced labor camp, see, for example, Kruk 2002.
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The Jews of the small towns and villages in the Lithuanian provinces were not always killed
close to their homes. Some were transferred to regional killing sites more than ten kilometers
away and the residents of some smaller ghettos were transferred first to larger ghettos nearby.
For example, Jews from the nearby villages of Stakliskes and Birstonas were brought into the
temporary ghetto in Butrimonys, before being shot close to that ghetto together with the local
Jews."After being held in the synagogue for a few weeks, the male Jews from Kamajai were
sent to Rokiskes and the women and children were sent to Obeliai, where they shared the grim
fate of the respective ghetto inmates in August 1941. In some districts Jews were brought from
several different places to one killing site for reasons of convenience. For example, hundreds
of Jews from the ghettos in Kursenai and Joniskis were sent to the ghetto in Zagare, which
more than doubled in size. Others were subsequently transferred between various ghettos
and camps in the period 1942-1943, mainly for labor purposes.

In the makeshift ghettos established in the small towns of Lithuania, living conditions were
appalling. As they were viewed as “useless mouths” by the Germans, the access of Jews to food
supplies was restricted.” In some towns Jews were forbidden to visit the marketplace even
before ghettos were established. Other restrictions included seizure for forced labor and the
wearing of distinctive markings. In some towns Jews could be rented out by local farmers. The
ghettos were overcrowded and suffered from poor sanitation. Some were buildings such as
synagogues or barns that were not intended for residential use.

Testimony from a postwar Soviet trial indicates that in Jurbarkus:

“..the Jews with their children and the elderly were placed in the ‘ghetto,” which was a building
surrounded by barbed wire.... There the Jews lived under prison conditions. Nutrition was bad,
consisting of cabbage soup and a little bread. They were driven to work under guard and had to
clean rubbish from the houses and the streets and do other most disgusting and difficult work,
with little food.”*

By the end of September 1941, only about 6 weeks after the ghetto was set up, all the Jews
of Jurbarkus had been killed by a murder squad from Kaunas assisted by the local police. The
owners and residents of 208 houses were shot.'

In Lithuania, local collaborators, initially as “partisans” and later as auxiliary police, played a major
role in establishing and guarding the ghettos. In some places they also participated directly in the
murder of the ghetto inhabitants. For example, in Lazdijai, a ghetto was established on September
15, 1941, in a former Red Army barracks. It was surrounded by barbed wire and strictly guarded
by armed Lithuanians. The Lithuanian police chief, Karalius, issued regulations for the ghetto that
resembled those of a concentration camp. Jews were not permitted to approach the barbed wire
or contact persons outside. The penalty for leaving the ghetto without permission was death. Some
Jews managed to escape when they learned that pits were being dug nearby. The remainder were
shot in early November by members of the German mobile squad (Rollkommando) Hamann as-
sisted by local Lithuanian activists.” In Kedainiai, a public meeting was organized on the eve of the
ghetto's destruction, at which local participants, including students at the local Technology College,
were recruited for the roundup of the Jews and volunteers came forward to participate directly as
shooters. As in the larger ghettos, Jewish women from smaller ghettos were sometimes raped by
members of the local Lithuanian police prior to being murdered.”

11 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1046 (Butrimonys).

12 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1065 (Kamajai) and 1154 (Zagare).

13 Dieckmann 2011, II, 807.

14 Protocol of the confrontation of P. Kairaitis with the witness J. Keturauskas, June 21, 1948, Lietuvos Ypatingasis Archyvas
(LYA), B.16816, 69-70.

15 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1062—-1064 (Jurbarkus).

16 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1084—1086 (Lazdijai).

17 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1070-1071 (Kedainiai), and 1083, 1091, 1114 (that document instances of rape).



Closely linked to the process of ghettoization was the confiscation and plunder of Jewish
property. As soon as the Soviet forces retreated, some local inhabitants exploited the tempo-
rary power vacuum to loot Jewish property. Then on the establishment of ghettos, frequently
the Jews were permitted to take with them into the ghetto only what they could carry in their
arms, such that their remaining property was stolen. Inside the ghetto some communities were
subjected to onerous demands for contributions or government regulations declared their
property to be confiscated. Many Jews entrusted valuable items to non-Jewish acquaintances
for safekeeping, but the chances of retrieving such things after the war remained slim. After
the ghetto liquidations, locals looted the empty houses in the ghetto in many locations. More
valuable items were generally secured by the German police. Furniture and other household
goods were collected by the authorities and sold to the local population at fixed prices. Scenes,
such as those in Utena, where local policemen sold looted items to their Lithuanian neighbors
were common in the weeks following the massacres.

One important ghetto category that needs to be mentioned with respect to Lithuania is that
of “Destruction Ghettos.” It should be stressed that this is an ahistorical term that was devel-
oped after the war to distinguish between ghettos that functioned for a longer period of time
and those that were used primarily to concentrate Jews for a few weeks prior to their murder.
For example, Roman Mogilansky uses the term “Nazi Death-Traps for Jews” with regard to ghet-
tos on the occupied territory of the Soviet Union.” In some Destruction Ghettos, the murder-
ous intent was thinly veiled, as Jews were given very little food or water.

Due to the division of labor between the military, civilian authorities, and the German Se-
curity Police, it remains unclear how many of the short-lived ghettos were intentionally estab-
lished solely for the purpose of destruction. However, in those created in September 1941,
around Vilnius for example, after the mass shootings had been extended to include women
and children, ghetto inmates soon heard rumors of the complete elimination of other Jewish
communities that warned them of their impending fate. Some of these ghettos were used to
consolidate Jews from neighboring communities. By the end of November 1941, almost all of
the small ghettos had been cleared and their inhabitants shot, with the exception of only a few
Jews selected for work.

Should we use the term “ghetto” for all of these short-lived sites? In my view this is the most
appropriate term. Firstly, there were explicit orders issued by the German and Lithuanian au-
thorities in each of the respective regions for the establishment of ghettos between July and
September 1941. In addition, in the documents and testimonies from both Jews and local Lith-
uanians, we frequently find the term ghetto used to describe these concentration points. Ad-
mittedly some were in synagogues, barracks, or barns, that perhaps more resembled a camp,
but others were located on a few streets within the town, and Jews from the surrounding area
were brought there and forced to live in overcrowded conditions. In Birziai, for example, some
Jews had to exchange houses with non-Jews to create an exclusively Jewish district and barbed
wire was placed around the area.>? However, a number of sites were not determined to be
“ghettos,” because the facilities lasted for less than 14 days, because they consisted rather of a
labor camp or some other type of camp, or because there was insufficient information to make
a clear determination.”

A wide variety of sources was used to determine where ghettos existed and where they did
not. Among the most important were personal testimonies of survivors. For Mejszagola, for
example, the survivor David Rudnik explicitly uses the term “ghetto” to describe the concentra-
tion of the Jews. In the case of Ylakiai, it is the Soviet Extraordinary Commission report that uses

18 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1043 (Batakiai), 1045 (Birzai), 1127 (Swieciany), and 1135 (Utena).
19 Mogilansky 1985, 345.

20 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1045 (Birzai).

21 Dean (ed.) 2012, XLII-XLIII (Editor’s Introduction).

this term.22 The recollections of Lithuanian policemen in Soviet trials also use the term “ghetto”
on occasion. Other references to ghettos can be found in German trials or contemporary doc-
umentation.

Nonetheless, in a number of cases the word ghetto is not explicitly used in the available
sources. However, the concentration and isolation of the Jews in a few buildings, together with
other restrictions, created what appears to have been de facto ghettos. Although forced labor
was imposed at this time almost everywhere for Jews, the arrest of entire families, makes these
improvised holding places much more like ghettos than the labor camps that became more nu-
merous later in the occupation, after most of the elderly Jews and children had been murdered.

A similar process of ghettoization unfolded in Latvia. As in Lithuania, the German and local
authorities established many small ghettos and holding camps there in July and August of 1941.
The variety of “ghetto” sites included synagogues, schools, fire stations, and the poorest parts
of town. In Jaunjelgava, the ghetto comprised one or two synagogue buildings, in which the
Jewish men were held separately from the women. The ghetto in Daugavpils was established in
an old military fortress, where the living conditions were abysmal. In some cases, prisons were
used to confine the male Jews before shooting, while the women and children were held in a
designated part of town. The ghetto in Varaklani was unfenced, but Jews were prohibited from
leaving the area. The ghettos were often guarded by Latvian Self-Defense units.?

Ghettoization in Latvia is well illustrated by the detailed example of Ludza, where in mid-july
1941, the German authorities established a ghetto in connection with the registration of Jews
for work. Latvian Police Chief Riekstins instructed the Jews to move into a designated area of
town on several streets. The Jews were permitted to take with them clothing, bedding, crockery,
and cutlery. Jewish apartments outside the ghetto were then confiscated by the German au-
thorities. The Ludza ghetto was unfenced, but it was marked by signs bearing a six-pointed star
and the inscription: “Jews, [entrance] forbidden!” Around 1,000 Jews resided in the ghetto and
had to perform physical forced labor such as cleaning streets or washing cars. About 40 Jewish
women worked as cleaners in a local hospital. Latvian police terrorized the ghetto residents
and sometimes abducted young girls, who were never seen again. On August 17, about one
month after the ghetto’s establishment, German and Latvian police shot some 830 ghetto resi-
dents near Lake Cirma, six kilometers outside the town. After this around 300 Jews remained in
the ghetto. Further mass shootings in late August 1941, November 1941, and April 1942 killed
most of these people, although some Jews were transferred to Daugavpils and Rezekne.>

In German-occupied Estonia, only one site has been found that resembled the above-out-
lined definition of a ghetto. This was in Tartu, where two houses were used to hold the Jews,
including women and children, under guard for several weeks before their transfer to the Tartu
concentration camp, where they were all shot. Otherwise in Estonia, the small Jewish popula-
tion was arrested and held mainly in prisons and improvised concentration camps before the
Estonian Security Police together with Einsatzgruppe A carried out their murder. Uniquely for
Estonia, individual arrest warrants exist for many of the Jews murdered in this manner. In total
963 Jews were killed in Estonia.>

The histories and respective fates of the six main ghettos in Lithuania and Latvia: in Kaunas,
Vilnius, Siauliai, Riga, Daugavpils, and Liepaja, differed in many respects from those of the other
ghettos. These sites were distinguished from most other ghettos by their large size and longer
duration, all existing in some form into 1943. In this short essay there is insufficient space to

22 Yad Vashem Archives (YVA), M-1/E/1689, testimony of David Rudnik; Gosudarstvennyi arkhiv rossiiskoi federatsii
(GARF), 7021-94-423, 28-35.

23 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1005 (Jaunjelgava), 1001 (Daugavpils), and 1025 (Varaklani).

24 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1014-1016 (Ludza).

25 On the murder of the Jews of Estonia, see for example, Weiss-Wendt 2009.



examine in detail the complex stories of these ghettos. They were each surrounded by a fence
and had a Jewish administration (Judenrat) and a Jewish police force. Mass shootings at Pane-
riai (Ponary), Bikernieki Forest, Fort IX, and other infamous sites, severely reduced the Jewish
populations of these ghettos in 1941, which in part was replaced by an influx of Jews deported
from Germany, Austria, and Czechoslovakia, as well as a few Jews from other smaller ghettos.

As Peter Klein and Andrej Angrick have argued, the acute shortage of labor in the Baltic
States by spring of 1942 then caused the situation to stabilize in these large ghettos as most
inmates were exploited for work.2s Some Jews were then sent out from these ghettos to forced
labor camps for Jews in occupied Latvia and Lithuania in 1942 and 1943. From the Vilnius ghet-
to more than 7,000 Jews were sent to concentration camps in Estonia in August and September
1943.7 For security reasons, Himmler decided all remaining ghettos were to be converted into
concentration camps from the summer of 1943; in Riga all Jews were gradually transferred to
the Riga-Kaiserwald concentration camp, which consisted of numerous subcamps, some of
which had previously been external worksites of the Riga ghetto.z

The increasing emphasis on ghetto labor by 1942 is demonstrated also by the 15 ghettos
transferred to Generalkommissariat Litauen from Generalkommissariat Weissruthenien (western
Belarus) in April 1942. These ghettos had been established in the fall of 1941 and were soon
informed about the murders in occupied Lithuania from the few survivors who managed to
flee. On being incorporated into Generalkommissariat Litauen, some Jews now fled southeast,
as they expected to suffer the same fate. For example, about 150 Jews from Holszany fled to
Wolozyn near Nowogrodek in spring 1942.»

In August 1942, a census of the ghetto inmates in the region east of Vilnius was conducted
by the Germans for labor purposes. The inmates of these ghettos were also placed under the
authority of the Vilnius labor administration and were then systematically transferred to other
ghettos and camps for work purposes.® As a result, the ghettos east of Vilna were consolidated
in fall 1942 and the few remaining ghettos then dissolved in March and early April 1943. Those
Jews incapable of work were murdered by the SS at Paneriai after being deported there by train.
The others were sent either to the Vilnius ghetto or into the growing network of labor camps.*
This network included camps in Russia, such as that at Mokrovo, where in 1943 Jews from the
Ziezmariai camp were sent to cut down trees in preparation for railroad construction.

Such inter-regional transfers of Jewish slave laborers for construction projects were not so
uncommon in the areas of Eastern Europe under German occupation. In 1941 and 1942 hun-
dreds of Polish Jews were sent to Lithuania from road construction camps in West Prussia.
Initially they were held in a camp at Palemonas, then later in 1942 they were sent on to a net-
work of more than ten small forced labor camps for Jews in Latvia, where they were mainly em-
ployed cutting down trees for use in railroad construction. Information about these relatively
unknown labor camps in Latvia comes from a handful of Jewish survivors.

One camp for Polish Jews run by the Organisation Todt (a state-run construction company)
was located at Roja in Latvia. David Grabin explained that in Roja the Jews were used by the
Germans to make wooden railroad ties from trees. The work was supervised by Germans and

26  Angrick — Klein 2006, 289-290.

27 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1151 (Wilno).

28 Megargee (ed.) 2009, 1231 (Riga-Kaiserwald).

29 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1056-1057 (Holszany).

30 Bubnys 2009, 83—118. See also Tauber 2015, 142—-144.

31 Arad 1982, 359-362.

32 International Tracing Service (ITS), Bad Arolsen, 1.1.0.7, fol. 76, 284, “Ermmittlungsblatt” completed by Sara Benusiglio
(née Riebstein); USC Shoah Foundation Visual History Archive (VHA), # 10678, testimony of Rachel Lendzin; ITS, 6.3.3.2,
TD 495273, Rachel Lendzin.

33 On these camps in Latvia, see Jews Sent 2018.

the Jews were guarded by Lithuanians. The food rations were never sufficient, but overall, the
treatment was fair. From Roja, Grabin was sent on to another camp in “Plensums” (Plienciems)
in late 1942. These lumber camps in Latvia were not large, holding maybe 50 to 100 Jewish
men. Men left the camps at times to beg for food from the local farmers. These camps in re-
mote forests can be clearly distinguished from the ghettos established in places of historic
Jewish presence. Jews from the Warthegau region passed through the following camps in Lat-
via: Engure, Eleja-Meitane, Gawesen, Kaltene, Mazirbe, Mersrags, Plienciems, Roja, Saunags,
and Upesgriva. All of the Polish Jews that survived these camps were evacuated to Germany in
1944, via the Riga-Kaiserwald concentration camp.*

Very few Jews managed to survive from the ghettos and camps in the Baltic States. Some
ghettos and camps for Jews were closed with many of the inmates being killed and death rates
were high in the main ghettos and their related worksites. However, ultimately the conversion
of the Riga and Kaunas ghettos into concentration camps may have facilitated the survival of a
number of Jews. For example, around 175 Jews are known to have survived the Liepaja ghetto
that held 832 people on its establishment in July 1942. Most of these people were transferred
from the Riga-Kaiserwald camp to Stutthof in August and September 19443 Others survived
from the Siauliai, Kaunas, Vilnius, and Riga ghettos mainly after being converted into concen-
tration camp prisoners and deported to Stutthof in Germany in the second half of 19443

A comparison of the ghettos in Nazi-occupied Poland with those under Nazi occupation in the
Baltic States is difficult to make as the chronology and development of the Holocaust varied quite
distinctly in the two regions. The evolution of ghettoization in occupied Poland was more drawn-
out and multi-purposed. Ghettoization itself was extended in time from late 1939 through to the
spring and summer of 1942, when the last ghettos were created to concentrate remaining parts
of the rural Jewish population before their deportation.”” The Jews of the Generalgouvernement
were then mostly sent to the extermination centers of Sobibor, Belzec, and Treblinka by rail from
spring 1942 through to the end of that year in a series of coordinated deportations from the
ghettos, mostly focused on specific regions for a few months at a time. Finally, in the Generalgou-
vernement remnant ghettos were retained in a few towns to lure Jews out of hiding and deal with
remaining property into the summer 1943, when most ghettos and forced labor camps for Jews
were eliminated, with the exception of a few camps that supported the German war effort, some
of which were also converted into concentration camps (e.g. Krakau-Plaszow).

The most striking aspect of the pattern in the Baltic States is the rapid establishment of more
than 100 short-lived destruction ghettos by the German and collaborationist authorities to
facilitate the mass murder of the Jews outside the major cities. This speedy campaign of con-
centration and destruction, actively assisted by local Lithuanian collaborators, was more or less
completed by December 1941. After this, six larger ghettos remained in existence into 1943 (as
well as some of those taken over from Weissruthenien), largely for the purpose of exploiting the
forced labor of the Jews, including that of Jews deported from Germany in 1941 and 1942. From
the summer of 1943, the remaining ghettos and forced labor camps for Jews in the Baltic States
were then converted into concentration camps, from which part of the Jewish labor force was
evacuated into concentration camps in Germany via Stutthof.

Whereas in much of occupied Poland ghettoization was initially deferred and implemented
only more comprehensively from the fall of 1941, serving to concentrate Jews further for de-
portation to the extermination centers, in the Baltic States the Nazi focus on killing by mass
shooting led also to a speedier and more comprehensive ghettoization process.

34 USC Shoah Foundation Visual History Archive (VHA), # 30601, testimony of David Grabin (aka Grabinski).

35 Dean (ed.) 2012, 1013 (Liepaja).

36 Megargee (ed.) 2009, 373-374.

37 See, for example, the late ghettoization of many places in Distrikt Radom between December 1941 and June 1942. Dean (ed.)
2012, 190-191 (Distrikt Radom).
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DAN MICHMAN

“Ghetto”: The History of a Term and its Relevance for a Proper Understand-
ing of the Holocaust

When, almost two decades ago, the International Institute for Holocaust Research at Yad
Vashem embarked on the project of compiling an encyclopedia of all Nazi-era ghettos, the
planning demanded clear knowledge of the foreseen extent of the project. Within a short time,
it became clear that there was a series of fundamental problems and challenges:

1. How many ghettos existed during “the Holocaust”? No number was known, and the esti-
mates ran between hundreds and thousands.

2. What was the Nazi “definition”/concept of “the ghetto” (and consequently - its “purpose”)?
No comprehensive definition could be found.

3. When exactly did the idea of establishing ghettos for Jews take shape? Only a general as-
sumption existed: that this occurred after the invasion of Poland in 1939 - but there was
no clear-cut knowledge.

4. What s the “foundational” order for the establishment of ghettos (is there one at all)? Most
studies referred to Reinhard Heydrich’s Schnellbrief (“urgent letter”) to the commanders of
the Einsatzgruppen in Poland of 21 September 1939 as being that order - but a close read-
ing of the document revealed that this interpretation is wrong (the term “ghetto” appears
once, in a sub-paragraph, but there is no section dedicated to ghettos while there is one
on Jewish Councils.

5. Who initiated the idea and supported it, and who opposed it (if at all)? This was not clear.

6. What purpose were the ghettos meant to serve, and what purpose did they actually serve?
Was the ghetto phenomenon (inherently) linked to the development of the idea of the Fi-
nal Solution? This was a common assumption, but there was no clear proof for it.

7. Was the ghetto phenomenon (intrinsically) linked to the judenrat phenomenon?

8. And probably most interestingly: why did the term “ghetto” - and not some other term -
take root?

Until then - in 2003 - these basic questions had not been adequately addressed, if at all,
mainly because it had become axiomatic to presume that the authorities of Nazi Germany
regarded ghettos as an integral part of their anti-Jewish policies. Three quotes can present the
essentials of this view well. Raul Hilberg in his seminal and influential study The Destruction of
the European Jews, first published in 1961, stated that

“The preliminary steps of the ghettoization process consisted of marking, movement restrictions,
and the creation of Jewish control organs. [...] The three preliminary steps - marking, movement
restrictions, and the establishment of a Jewish control machinery - were taken in the very first
months of civil rule [in Poland]. [...] In this book we shall be interested in the ghetto only as a con-
trol mechanism [for movement restrictions] in the hands of the German bureaucracy. To the Jews
the ghetto was a way of life; to the Germans it was an administrative measure.”

1 Hilberg 1961, 147, 148, 152—153.

In his study on the Wartheland (the western part of Poland annexed to Greater Germany),
Michael Alberti unequivocally assured that

“The establishment of the ghettos provided one of the most effective means to subordinate the
Jewish population to a total control and exploitation. With the beginning of the mass murder, they
turned into giant prisons, from where the Nazis could deport their inmates to the extermination
camps. The ghettos were a milestone on the way to genocide.™

And Boaz Neumann, when dealing with the spatial aspect of the Nazi Weltanschauung, explained that

“The removal of the Jew from the urban space was part of a larger process of removal from the
German political sphere and living space. The final aim was to turn them into judenrein. While the
space of the new city was reserved for the Aryan German, the ghetto was the urban space allotted
to the Jew.™

As can be seen - these are assumptions: the body of research literature generated up till fif-
teen years ago did not provide systematic, comprehensive, and historically convincing answers
to the above-mentioned questions. Indeed, a first crack in the entrenched view of the Nazi
ghettos was provided by Christopher Browning already in the mid-1980s:

“Ghettoization was not a conscious preparatory step planned by the central authorities to facil-
itate the mass murder nor did it have the ‘set task’ of decimating the Jewish population. Ghet-
toization was in fact carried out at different times in different ways for different reasons on the
initiative of local authorities. [...] The concentration of Jews in Polish cities as a preliminary to
their expulsion was part of a policy ordered by the central authorities in September 1939 [= in
the Schnellbrief of 21 September], but the subsequent creation of sealed ghettos was not. On the
contrary, the sealed ghetto resulted from the failure of Berlin’s expulsion policy. Local authori-
ties were left to improvise and found their way to the sealed ghetto. They did so at different times
and for different immediate reasons but always within the common ideological parameters set
by the failed expulsion policy - namely that ultimately Jews and ‘Aryans’ did not live together.™

Yet, this was far from sufficing. This situation triggered me to clarify this issue; the following
description is a summary of that research.

Jewish neighborhoods - usually voluntary but sometimes compulsory - existed as from the
high Middle Ages. The word “ghetto” as a term used for a designated Jewish neighborhood in a
city originated in the early modern period in Venice, more precisely: in 1516, when Jews were
allowed to settle in the Ghetto Nuovo island of this city. From here the term spread to other
places, such as to Ragusa (nowadays: Dubrovnik) on the Croation seashore. The term was
adopted three decades later in the papal state in Rome, this time for the compulsory Jewish
neighborhood installed by the Vatican.

\S)

Alberti 2004, 111-126, quote from 118.

3 Neuman 2002, 145.

4 Browning 1992, 30, 52 (the quote is from the chapter in the 1992 book, which consists of articles published by Browning in
the decade before); and similarly, in Browning 2003, ch. 4.

5 For expanded versions of my analysis see Michman 2009; Michman 2011a; Michman 2011b.
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Real ghettos were gradually abolished in European countries as part of the emancipation
process since the end of the eighteenth century and throughout the nineteenth century, the
ghetto in Rome being the last one to exist, officially until 1848, actually until 1870. But while the
real phenomenon disappeared, the term ghetto spread in the nineteenth century and the first
decades of the twentiet century. It was used in a critical, negative meaning by Zionists, antisem-
ites and in scholarly literature; and in a nostalgic meaning by those Jews who lamented the
broadening assimilation process. The ghetto discourse consisted of two versions: one, in which
the term was used as a metaphor, noting a virtual segregation from the non-Jews; the other,
particularly in use in interwar Poland, in which the term related to a physical phenomenon of
large, densely populated and poor Jewish neighborhoods in the cities.

After the ascendance of Hitler and the Nazi party to power in Germany in 1933, it was the
German Jews who used the term metaphorically in their discourse during the first years of
the Nazi regime while relating to their deteriorating social and legal position. From there, the
term penetrated into the language of German policy-makers, both metaphorically and (in the
summer of 1938) as relating to a possible result of general antisemitic policies and in particu-
lar of the housing policies towards Jews which caused internal emigration from the many little
communities to some larger ones, and inside cities from various neighborhoods to a limited
number. The main concern of the Nazi authorities was the growing concentration of Jews in
the capital Berlin.

However, in the fall of 1938 the semantics of the term suddenly changed in a most dramatic
way, through the impact of Peter-Heinz Seraphim’s book Die Juden im osteuropdischen Raum
(The Jews in the Eastern European Space).¢ This product of Nazi Juden- and Ostforschung’ point-
ed to the existence of physical Jewish ghettos in Eastern Europe. These were, as said, the large
Jewish concentrations in special densely populated and poor neighborhoods in the Eastern
European big cities. In Seraphim’s eyes, these were the power centers of “Jewry”, as well as
sources of maladies and epidemics. His description was based on the internal Jewish critical
discourse regarding the life-style and situation of the Jews in Eastern Europe in the interwar
period, but in his interpretation its meaning was turned upside down and channeled into the
frameworks of Nazi antisemitic thought and imagery. As a result of the migration process of
Jews in Eastern Europe to mid-sized towns and large cities, immense closed concentrations of
Jews had been created precisely there. He added:

“One must not forget that these Jews live in the mid-sized towns and large cities in a closed
Jewish society, that is, they create a city within a city, the Jewish ghetto. Within this Jewish res-
idential district, the national and religious sense of community can express itself in a fashion
that is utterly different and much stronger than it would be where the Jews living scattered
among the non-Jewish population of the big city. The ghetto - of course in the sense of a
totally voluntary Jewish residential community - is the Jews’ unconscious means of defense
against the danger of the dissolution of the Jewish religion, the Yiddish language, the Jewish
national sense. [...] But the ghetto is at the same time the basis from which the Jewish expan-
sion stems. [...] This is where the merchants live, from the peddlers and rag-sellers through the
middle-sized and large merchants and the exporters, this is where the Jewish artisan who has
been proletarianized finds his way to the factory; this is where the Jews’ religious and political
leaders are raised, this is where the Jewish essence is molded in its specific form, as it is found
in Eastern Europe, in order to exert from here, from the business centers, an influence on the
surrounding, on the nations among whom the Jews live.”

By means of maps of the “Jewish ghettos” in Warsaw, Krakéw, Lemberg (Lwoéw), Vilna, £6dz,

6  Seraphim 1938. On Seraphim see Petersen 2007; Steinweis 2006, 142—-151; Aly 1993, 96-101; Koonz 2003, 199.
7  Burleigh 1988; Schulze — Oexle e.a. (eds.) 1999; Volkmer 1989; Koonz 2003, 193-220; Schwerpunkt 2006.
8  Seraphim 1938, 355-356 (all emphases in the original).

Kovno, and Riga, Seraphim illustrated how all those cities had a solid Jewish core from which
the Jews expanded and took over the rest of the city. He added that the medieval ghetto had an
external appearance that differentiated the district from the rest of the city. But he emphasized
that the modern ghetto was different: the Jews took over existing buildings from non-Jewish
citizens and merchants, and consequently no difference could be perceived from the outside.
What created a sharp distinction was the lifestyle within, with its “strong oriental stamp” (stark
orientalische Note).°

This understanding caused the SS and Police, which followed research on Nazi enemies, to
oppose any ghettoization in Germany,' a view firmly expressed by the head of the Security Po-
lice and SD Reinhard Heydrich on the highest level of policy-making in the (in)famous meeting
in the office of Herman Goering (the second-ranking personage in the country at the time) on
12 November 1938, two days after Reichskristallnacht. Toward the end of the session, Goering
responded to remarks by Heydrich on the need to intensify the pressure on the Jews to push
them to emigrate: “You will not be able to avoid arriving at ghettos in the cities on a very large
scale. Their creation is inevitable.” In other words, Goering believed that the process of internal
migration within Germany, caused by the despoliation of the Jews, would cause them to con-
centrate in certain districts in the large cities that would transform into dense pockets of pover-
ty - “ghettos.” Heydrich immediately stated his opposition to such a development, maintaining:

“I do not believe that the ghetto, in the form of totally separate sections of a city containing only
Jews, is practicable from a police perspective. The ghetto, in which the Jew congregates with the
whole of his Jewish tribe, cannot be kept under police surveillance” [emphasis added].”

The invasion of Poland on 1 September 1939, marked, however, a turning point. Now Nazi
antisemites physically encountered Das Ostjudentum, including the already existing ghettos (i.e.
densely populated, poor neighborhoods), and had to cope with it. Propaganda Minister Joseph
Goebbels sent teams to film the ghettos, Heinrich Himmler, Commander of the SS and Head
of the German Police, spoke about “das Gesindel” (scum), commanders, soldiers and others ex-
pressed their disgust when seeing the Jewish Communities and Jewish individuals.

Seen in this context, and through reading without preset assumptions, it becomes entire-
ly clear that (as opposed to Hilberg's view and hinted at above) Heydrich's Schnellbrief to the
commanders of the Einsatzgruppen of 21 September 1939 (and the protocol of the meeting
on that same day) never spoke about an establishment of ghettos as a new systematic and
well-planned bureaucratic measure, but about the concentration of city Jews in (the already
existing) ghettos:

“Il. Councils of Jewish Elders [...]

5) The Councils of Elders in the concentration centers are to be made responsible for the
appropriate housing of the Jews arriving from the countryside.

Seraphim 1938, 371.

10 “SDII 112 an den SD-Fiihrer des SS-O.A. Ost, II 112, Berlin, Betr.: Ghettoisierung der Juden”, 1.11.1938, United States
Holocaust Memorial Museum Archives, Washington, Sonderarchiv Moskau 500-1-343, 243.

11 “Das Ghetto in Form vollkommen abgesonderter Stadtteile, wo nur Juden sind, halte ich polizeilich nicht fiir durchfiihrbar. Das
Ghetto, wo der Jude sich mit dem gesamten Judenvolk versammelt, ist in polizeilicher Hinsicht uniiberwachbar. Es bleibt der
ewige Schlupfwinkel fiir Verbrechen und vor allen Dingen von Seuchen und dhnlichen Dingen. Heute ist es so, dass die deutsche
Bevolkerung - wir wollen die Juden auch nicht in demselben Haus lassen - in den StrafSenziigen oder in den Hdiusern den
Juden zwingen, sich zusammenzunehmen. Die Kontrolle des Juden durch das wachsame Auge der gesamten Bevélkerung ist
besser, als wenn Sie den Juden zu Tausenden und aber Tausenden in einem Stadtteil haben, wo ich durch uniformierte Beamte
eine Uberwachung des téiglichen Lebenslaufes nicht herbeifiihren kann.
Goring: Wir brauchten nur das Telefonieren nach auswdrts unterbinden.
Heydrich: Ich kénnte den Verkehr des Judentums aus diesem Stadtteil heraus doch nicht ganz unterbinden.”
Stenographische Niederschrift der Sitzung im Reichsluftfahrtministerium am 12. Nov. 1938, in: International Military
Tribunal (IMT), Bd. XXVIII, (Dok. 1816-PS), 510, 533-536.

12 Bohler 2006, 4648, and notes 178, 181, 182, 194; for more verbal expressions see Roth 2009.
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For reasons of general police security, the concentration of the Jews in the cities will prob-
ably call for regulations in these cities which will forbid their entry to certain quarters com-
pletely and that - but with due regard for economic requirements - they may, for instance,
not leave the ghetto, nor leave their homes after a certain hour in the evening, etc.”3

It can be clearly understood as a reaction trying to cope with the “danger” of the Polish Jews
which was now encountered. Sometime later, Hans Frank, the General Governor of the Gener-
al-Government in Poland, proposed to do the opposite in the case of Krakow, the capital of that
General-Government: to drive the Jews out of the city and scatter them all over the area, thus
dissolving the ghetto, and allowing for the citizens of the capital of the General Government “to
breathe clean German air"."

However, even Heydrich's recommendation was not carried out within the 3-4 weeks he had
suggested in the Schnellbrief. There was also no pressure from above to apply the establish-
ment of ghettos. It thus became a local decision whether to do so or not, being hesitantly ap-
plied in several places, and - even then - usually spanning over a (sometimes very) long time (in
Warsaw it lasted from October 1939 to October 1940, and encountered much opposition from
other German and local authorities). The functional success - from an organizational point of
view - of the £6dz ghetto, which was established in April 1940, turned this ghetto into an ex-
ample copied later on in many places throughout occupied Poland; it became even a pilgrim-
age site to learn from. These ghettos of the years 1940-1941 are usually viewed in Holocaust
research as the typical “classic” Nazi ghettos; however, their number was limited, and from a
mere bureaucratic point of view caused more problems than solving them: city transportation
had to be altered, people had to be moved all around, administrative and security forces were
needed, etc. They also were clearly not a response to obstacles in the immigration programs
(as suggested by Gotz Aly),” or a bureaucratic interim solution for the clash between the drive
for expulsion and its shattering after the first phases of occupation in Poland (as suggested by
Christopher Browning).'s

The “classic” ghetto being a response to the danger of Das Ostjudentum well explains why
the establishment of ghettos did not occur in Western, Northern, Central and Southern Europe
or North Africa under German control. Seraphim, who became an adviser to the General-Gov-
ernment and from spring 1941 also headed the Institut zur Forschung der Judenfrage (Institute
for Research of the Jewish Question) in Frankfurt, stated explicitly, that the ghetto idea was not
applicable in Central and Western Europe."”

A new phase of the establishment of ghettos started with the invasion of the Soviet Union.
An assumed number of 500 ghettos were established throughout the areas occupied by Nazi
Germany. Now even official military and civil orders of the highest level were decreed, but
once again a quite unsystematic process of establishment developed. Moreover, these ghet-
tos emerged in the midst of the escalating murder campaign. On 13 July 1941, General Max

13 “Die Altestenriite in den Konzentrierungsstdidten sind verantwortlich zu machen fiir die geeignete Unterbringung der
aus dem Lande zuziehenden Juden. Die Konzentrierung der Juden in den Stdidten wird wahrscheinlich aus allgemein
sicherheitspolizeilichen Griinden Anordnungen in diesen Stddten bedingen, daf3 den Juden bestimmte Stadtviertel iiberhaupt
verboten werden, dafs sie stets jedoch unter Beriicksichtigung der wirtschaftlichen Notwendigkeiten — z.B. das Ghetto nicht
verlassen, zu einer bestimmten Abendstunde nicht mehr ausgehen diirfen usw.” Documents of the International Tribunal at
Nuremberg, PS-3363, In: Arad — Gutman — Margaliot 1981, 175.

14 “Er [Frank] beabsichtige deshalb, die Stadt Krakau bis zum 1. November 1940, soweit irgend moglich, judenfiei zu machen
und eine grofte Aussiedlungsaktion der Juden in ngriff zi nehmen, und zwar mit der Begriindung, dafs es absolut unertrdglich
sei, wenn in einer Stadt, der der Fiihrer die hohe Ehre zuteil werden lasse, der Sitz einer hohen Reichsbehdrde zu sein,
Tausende und Abertausende von Juden herumschlichen und Wohnungen inne hdtte [...] Das Ghetto werde dann gesdubert
werden, und es werde moglich sein, saubere deutsche Wohnsiedlunegn zu errichten, in denen man eine deutsche Luft atmen
konne.” Prag — Jacobmeyer 1975, 165 (12.4.1940).

15 Aly 1995, 131.

16 Browning 2003, 111-168.

17  Seraphim 1941, 43—44; quoted by Friedman 1980, 64.

von Schenkendorff, the rear echelon commander of Army Group Center, ordered that “The
Jews are to be concentrated [zusammenzufassen] in a closed community in buildings occupied
exclusively by Jews.”® General Karl von Roques, Commander of the Rear Army Area North,
ordered on 28 August 1941, that “Ghettos should be installed in places where the Jews are a
large portion of the population, especially in the cities, when their establishment is needed or
at least when it serves the goals”.” But several days later, on 3 September, he added in another
order, that “In no situation is the establishment of ghettos to be seen as urgent”.»

The fact that the establishment of ghettos was a matter of local decision even at this pointin
time is demonstrated well by the statement of Dr. Karl Lasch, Lemberg (Lvov) District Commis-
sar in a meeting of the Generalgouvernement on 21 October 1941:

“[it is unthinkable that in Lemberg] the Jews should be treated differently than in Krakow and
Warsaw. Therefore, in the forthcoming days the Jews will be contained together in Jewish quarters
and removed from the street scene in Lemberg too, similarly to the [situation in the] other cities
in District Galicia.”™

The ghettos were clearly not needed as a stage leading to the murder campaign (which was
implemented anyhow and already before and alongside the ghettoization), and in many cases
served another goal: keeping needed Jewish labor force for a shorter or longer while. But in
other cases, ghettos were apparently established just as a result of the inertia of the idea -
which had rooted in the preceding 1-2 years - that anti-Jewish policies should inherently include
the erection of a ghetto. As to the essence of these ghettos - they were now closer to being
concentration or labor camps in cities than to the kind of “containing neighborhoods” which the
ghettos had been before. In many cases, the time-span of their existence was very short, but
there were exceptional cases (such as Kovno/Kaunas which existed for more than two years).

With the change in the substantial meaning of the ghettos for German policy-makers, some
ghettos also emerged as transit-stations for further deportation. This was the meaning attribut-
ed by Heydrich in the so-called Wannsee conference (20 January 1942) to Theresienstadt.2 It
would later be applied also to the short concentration (Ghettisierung, as it was called in one
document)? of the Salonikan Jews in three neighborhoods, as the preparatory step for their de-
portation (February 1943), a concentration which entirely paralleled the function of the juden-
durchgangslager (Jewish transit camps) Westerbork, Mechelen and Drancy in Western Europe.

In Romania, on its own initiative, Marshal lon Antonescu, in reference to Bucharest Jews,
stated on 7 February 1941, that:

“Were times normal ... | would deport them all en masse from the country, beyond its bor-
ders. | cannot do that today, however. ... Where would | send them? | cannot leave them to
perish of hunger and die. | see this problem as unique in the current international situation.
We must deal with it and solve it, for the Jews of Bucharest and the country. | would like
to establish a special Jewish neighborhood in the capital [Bucharest], along Vdacdresti and

18 “Der Befehlshaber des rueckw. Heeres-Gebietes Mitte, H.-Qu., den 13. Juli 1941, Verwaltungs-Anordnungen Nr. 2*, Yad
Vashem Archives, DN-7-2. Also cited in Benz — Kwiet — Matthius (eds.) 1998, 120-121.

19 ,,Anordnung des Befehlshabers des riickwirtigen Heeresgebiets Nord, 28. August 1941, betr. Die Einrichtung von Ghettos*,
Bundesarchiv-Marburg, RH 22/6, quoted by Benz — Kwiet — Matthédus (eds.) 1998, 123 (Doc. 85).

20 Anordnung des Befehlshabers des riickwirtigen Heeresgebiets Nord, 3. September 1941, betr. Die Einrichtung von Ghettos
im Befehlsbereich, Bundesarchiv-Marburg, RH 26-285/45, quoted by Benz — Kwiet — Matthdus (eds.) 1998, 123 (Doc. 86);
also in Miiller 1982, 71.

21 “[Es sei nicht einzusehen, dafs in Lemberg] die Juden anders behandelt werden sollen, als in Krakau und Warschau. Die
Juden sollen deshalb in den ndchsten Tagen auch in Lemberg, wie in den iibrigen Stddten des Distrikts Galizien, in jiidischen
Wohnvierteln zusammengefaf3t werden und aus dem Straflenbild der Stadt verschwinden” - quoted in Sandkiihler 1996, 155.

22 Poliakov — Wulf 1955, 123.

23 “Massnahmen gegen die hiesigen Juden” (Memo of the German Consul Schonberg to Berlin,) Salonik [sic!], 26. Februar
1943, Yad Vashem Archives TR.3 1003.
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Dudesti streets, its boundaries to be demarcated, and require all the Jews of the city to move
into it, into this Jewish bastion, within two years, while all the Romanian inhabitants left it.
After that the kikes could live among themselves, with their own commerce and their own
synagogues, until more settled times arrive and we can deport them beyond our borders, to
territories to be set aside for them. This is a problem that the Romanian people cannot solve
alone, because it is an international question pertaining to the entire European continent.

Afirst decree, in the beginning of April 1941, ordered the concentration of all Bucharest Jews
in a special neighborhood. However, this idea was not implemented, but from the summer
of 1941 it emerged regarding other places, and was implemented in a most horrific way, in
Transnistria. In the local vocabulary “ghettos, “camps” and “colonies” became interchangeable
terms - a fact which leads in the historiography to differing counts of the number of ghettos
in Transnistria (between 50 and 150). In any case, the Transnistrian ghettos were often more
chaotic than the German ones, but after lon Antonescu’s decision in 1942 to change his policies
of annihilation, these ghettos turned into places where the Jews who had survived until then,
could live on until the end of the war.»

The Hungarian regime would adopt it too for the concentration of Jews in city neighborhoods
throughout the country, often at the outskirts of cities, within the overall deportation scheme
of Hungarian Jewry to Auschwitz which was coordinated with Adolf Eichmann’s Sondereinsatz-
kommando (April-July 1944). Thus, these ghettos represent the last stage of the semantic evo-
lution of the term. Starting in mid-April, approximately 180 physical detention facilities were
established, all of them intended to serve as collection camps for Jews in advance of their
deportation by rail to Auschwitz. These places went by various names. The Interior Ministry
order of April 7 uses the terms “collection camp” (gydijt6tabor), “Jewish building” (zsidééptilet and
zsidohdz: parallel terms that may imitate the Judenhduser established in Germany at the start of
the war), and “ghetto” (gettd). A later order, dated 28 April 1944, referred to the transfer of Jews
to a “new domicile” (lakéhely), without using the word “ghetto.” In the field, the most common
term applied to the urban concentration and detention sites was “ghetto,” but sometimes also
“Jewish ghetto” (zsidogettd). Other terms were used in rural areas, such as “collection place”
(gydjtéhely) and “settlement” (lakdtelep). Some of the ghettos, by whichever name, were not un-
der Jewish administration. Many were established in brick factories on the locality’s outskirts.
Their physical layout, too, was quite distinct from that of the ghettos in Poland in 1940-1941,
although they resembled some of the later ghettos in the Soviet Union. In other words, both
the purpose and meaning of the concept changed and became less precise when it was adopt-
ed in Hungary.”

Miklés Horthy, the regent of Hungary, suspended the deportation of the Jews on 7 July 1944,
By that time, however, only one large concentration of Jews remained in Hungary - in Budapest.
In the capital, since 24 June, Jews had been housed in approximately 2,100 buildings scattered
all over the city, marked with a yellow star (“star houses” [csillagos hazak]); this was understood
as “ghettoization” and referred to as such by the Jews. Fundamentally, however, these buildings
were more like the Judenhduser in Germany. The authorities began planning the concentration
of the Jews of Budapest in May and had initially spoken about resettling them in seven districts.
But as in Warsaw and Amsterdam some years earlier, the plans changed after they were pre-
sented to the municipal authorities, over arguments that a closed ghetto would interfere with
the functioning of the city. “Jewish houses” offered an easy way to bypass such problems.z On
20 November 1944, after the October coup that brought the Arrow Cross Party of Ferenc Szala-

24 Benjamin 1993, 292. English translation in Michman 2011b, 129.

25 For the general situation in Romania see: Ancel 2011; Ioanid 2000; Deletant 2006; Final Report 2004.

26 Benoschfsky — Karsai (szerk.) 1958, 124-127, 244-250.

27 I wish to thank Dr. Kinga Frojimovics for providing me with this information. For a recent in-depth study of the countryside
ghettos and Jewish Councils in Hungary see Bernat 2023.

28 Cole — Smith 1995.

Si to power, the “little ghetto” (kisgetto), as it was popularly known, was established, as was the
“protected ghetto” (vedett gettd) or “international ghetto” (nemzetkézi getto) for Jews with docu-
ments issued by neutral diplomatic missions. On 10 December, 1944, the ghetto in Pest (Pesti
getto), also known as the “large ghetto” (nagygetto), was sealed off, and became the new living
quarters of all the Jews of Budapest who had been living in the csillagos hdzak.

The Budapest ghetto existed for only a few months, until the liberation of the city by the
Red Army. It was established after the end of the major wave of deportations, but not on the
assumption that the treatment of the “Jewish problem” was complete. In a sense, the Budapest
ghetto was a reprise of those in Poland in 1940 and 1941: a concentration of Jews in anticipa-
tion of a new decision about what to do with them. But the conditions in Hungary in late 1944
and early 1945 were different: these were the twilight months of the World War Il, and the
short-lived Arrow Cross regime in Hungary along with German involvement fueled uncertainty
and brutal scenes of murder.»

CONCLUSION

Having examined the entire ghetto phenomenon during the Shoah we can conclude the fol-
lowing:

1) that the “classic” Nazi ghetto was a reaction to the perceived danger of the Ostjuden
with the intention to “contain” these dangerous bearers of evil, and thus a result of
the internalization of antisemitic images shaped some time before - not of well-cal-
culated, bureaucratic “rational” decisions intended to segregate all Jews;

2) that the emergence of the “classic” ghetto phenomenon at the turn of 1939-1940
expressed a radicalization of Nazi thought, within the contours of historical an-
tisemitism; it nevertheless remained a reaction crystallized and carried out by low-
er echelons of the Nazi regime;

3) that the term ghetto changed its semantics several times throughout its history in
general and during the Shoah in particular, and that - consequently - one cannot
speak of a “typical” ghetto; thus, one should refer to the phenomenon by using the
plural form “ghettos”, not the singular form “ghetto”;

4) that “ghettoization” and “concentration” were two separate developments, and not
Siamese twins, as assumed by Raul Hilberg and ensuing historiography;

5) that the emergence of the ghetto idea and of the Judenrat concept derived from en-
tirely different sources and emerged at different times, that they were only partially
overlapping, and that they were not inherently linked to each other;?

6) thatthe emergence of ghettos was neither ideologically nor factually a step leading to the
Final Solution:* the decision on the Final Solution to the Jewish Question in the summer
of 1941 was a strategic leap, decided upon at the highest level - by Hitler himself. How-
ever, in many places they were used also for the implementation of the Final Solution.

29 Baruch 1997; Frojimovics — Komoroczy — Pusztai — Strbik1999, 382—423.

30 Michman 2017a.

31 On the history of the Jewish Council concept see: Michman 2003, 159-175 (Hungarian edition: 131-168); Michman 2004;
Michman 2006; Michman 2017b.

32 Michman 2010.
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LAURENCE SCHRAM

A ghetto without walls

Between 1942 and 1944, some 25,000 Jewish men, women and children were sent from Bel-
gium to Auschwitz-Birkenau. This deportation left barely 5% survivors. Half of the Jewish pop-
ulation was killed during the Judaeocide. This percentage of destruction is much lower than in
Central and Eastern Europe and the Netherlands. However, it equally makes part of the Nazi
genocidal policy. The historian may question the importance of this rate of extermination in a
country where the occupier was faced with a complex situation.

WHEN CONCERNS CONVERGED

On 10 May 1940, the Nazis invaded Belgium, despite its political neutrality. Faced with the stra-
tegic and military superiority of the Wehrmacht, the Belgian army resists as much as it can. But
the German advance was relentless, while the French and British allied headquarters lacked
coordination. Belgian losses, both military and civilian, were numerous.

On 28 May, faced with a situation that he considered hopeless, King Leopold IIl decided
to surrender unconditionally. Moreover, he chose to constitute himself a prisoner. These de-
cisions were made against the advice of the Belgian ministers. The government, which was
determined to continue the struggle alongside the Allies, went into exile. Hubert Pierlot, the
Prime Minister has confirmed the King incapacitated to reign. The break between the monar-
chy and the government triggered a political crisis.

As a result of the defeat, Belgium has been thrown into deep chaos and was totally disorga-
nized. More than 200,000 prisoners of war were sent to Reich camps. Some two million people
took the road to exodus. Among them, a large number of civil servants and authority officials
decided to leave and to abandon their duties. The Belgian population was still traumatized
by the German occupation during the Great War and its trail of massacres, exactions, looting,
deportation and other war crimes. The majority of citizens felt resentment, even hate, towards
the Germans, whom they nicknamed ‘the Krauts'.

In order to avoid a repetition of such a situation, the Belgian authorities gave instructions to
fill any power vacuum with their own men.' This task was entrusted to the general secretaries
of the Belgian ministries. Those civil servants are the highest state officials behind the minis-
ters. Ensuring the continuity of the State in the absence of the government was their duty.

The general secretaries had to cope with urgent and essential challenges. They had to se-
cure the supply of the population, to re-establish transport, fight inflation and unemployment,
to solve the lack of public personnel and to manage the refugees’ crisis.2 But all Belgian political
authorities agreed on the absolute priority of restoring the economy. This principle of presence
and protection of the Belgian population’s interests led to the development of a policy of the
“lesser evil”.3

1 Commission d’étude 2001, 37-38.
2 Van Doorslaer — Debruyne — Seberechts — Wouters 2007, 229-230.
3 Steinberg 1999, 46-47.

The “lesser evil” implies the “loyal collaboration™ of the different levels of power with the
occupier. The Belgian authorities accept making inevitable and increasing concessions to the
enemy, even if this means violating the Belgian Constitution and its principles of equality and
liberty. This was especially true in the implementation of the Nazi anti-Jewish policy.

On the occupier’s side, Hitler had no specific plans about Belgium'’s status in the future Nazi
Europe. No ideological mission had been outlined. The Nazis pursued the same main goals as
the Belgian authorities, namely the maintenance of order and the reactivation of the econo-
my - and its extreme exploitation for its own profit.s

Consequently, the occupier established a military administration under the command of
General von Falkenhausen. This regime depended directly on the German army's higher com-
mand, the Oberkommando des Heeres (OKH), and neither on Hitler nor on Himmler. SS General
Eggert Reeder headed the military administration. Reeder intended to conduct an extremely
pragmatic policy, taking into account the delicate Belgian context as well as the lack of German
manpower.

As a result, the military administration had to reluctantly accept the presence of the Sicher-
heitdienst-Sicherheitspolizei (Sipo-SD). This Security Police-Security Service depended directly on
the Reich’s Central Security Office, the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (RSHA), headed by Heinrich
Himmler. The Jewish Department of the Sipo-SD viewed the ‘Jewish question’ in a much more
radical way than Reeder. This led to a power struggle between the military administration and
the Sipo-SD, which pressed for more radical action. Reeder often came up against the pres-
sures of Berlin, not in terms of the goals pursued but, on the way, to achieve them.s

The occupier could not do without Belgian relays. Reeder usually pointed out the need to
avoid creating upheaval and to spare Belgian sensitivities in order to preserve the cooperation
of the local structures and gain in efficiency. So, the German military administration’s goals
and those of the General Secretaries were aligned. The ‘Jewish question’ was only subsidiary to
them.

Within the framework of the ‘lesser evil’ doctrine carried out by the Belgian authorities, the
concept of “passive execution” emerges. The civil servants restricted themselves to imple-
menting the occupier’s requests, without ever taking any initiative. This doctrine adopted by
the General Secretaries applied in all areas, including the persecution of the Jews. Especially at
this point, the conflict between loyalty to the Belgian Constitution and laws and the participa-
tion of civil servants in the anti-Jewish policy was the most obvious.?
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LESSER EVIL AND PASSIVE EXECUTION

The complex political conditions prevented the occupier from locking the Jews into a geograph-
ical ghetto. However, the Nazis did not give up on attacking the Jews. It was through the econ-
omy, and not via Nazi racial ideology, that the antisemitic policy in Belgium was established.
The occupier was indeed deeply convinced that Jews in Belgium were rich and held prominent
economic positions. But this fantasy was very far from reality.

On the eve of the invasion, an estimated 70,000 Jews were living in Belgium, of whom only
6% had Belgian nationality.> All others were recent immigrants who came to Belgium after
1918, fleeing from unfavorable political, social or economic climates. On the whole, this popu-
lation was characterized by widespread poverty. The weight of Jews in the economy was mod-
est, except in the diamond sector.

Even if this vision is extremely far from the reality, the German military administration pur-
sued its objective: the de-Jewishisation of the economy. To achieve this, Reeder needed to pro-
mulgate measures against the Jews, to define who was a Jew, and to force those identified as
such to declare their property, assets, businesses...

The General Secretaries considered three choices. The first one was to promulgate and ex-
ecute themselves the anti-Jewish ordinances. The second was to refuse the whole thing and
let the occupiers act as they pleased. And the last possibility was to let the German military
administration legislate and limit themselves to applying the measures.” The latter option was
chosen.

In order to justify their choice, the Secretaries General requested the opinion of the Perma-
nent Committee of the Council for Legislation. On 21 November 1940, the magistrates recom-
mended the “passive execution”, a juridical version of the policy of “lesser evil” in the “Jewish
question”.” In the context of the ‘Jewish question’, the Council should have underlined the ille-
gality of this position, both under Belgian and international law.

The high magistrates based their position on the metaphor of the hangman and his victim.
To participate means to collaborate in the elaboration or implementation of the measures. The
victim of the sanction, by undergoing it, does not execute it. The hangman fulfils a sentence,
he executes the sentenced person. The latter is being punished and does not participate in the
execution, even if he spontaneously places his head on the block.

So, the General Secretaries refused to legislate or to take any initiative but agreed to carry
out the “measures against the Jews".”* This was the starting point for the moral ghetto.

FROM THE FIRST REGISTRATION TO DE-JEWISHISATION

The occupier therefore issued the first ordinance against the Jews on 28 October 1940. Its con-
tentis dense. Its first paragraph defines the term “Jew” as anyone who has at least three grand-
parents of Jewish descent. If one has only two Jewish grandparents or if his case is doubtful,
the determining factor is membership of the Jewish faith. People over 15 years old considered
as Jews were forced to report to the Belgian local administrations to be recorded in a special
register.
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The argument of the executioner and his victim takes on its full meaning here. It was the
Jewish population that must ask to be registered. The Belgian authorities listed the Jews at their
own request. The good conscience was thus saved: the registry office did not take any initiative
except to keep a Register of Jews. No objections were raised to this measure, although it was
contrary to the Belgian Constitution.

The civil servants were even hiding behind falsely charitable arguments by avoiding impris-
onment, financial penalties for the Jews and confiscation of their property by the Nazi forces.™
This ordinance also forbade Jews who had fled from Belgium since the invasion to come back.

The definition of who is a Jew was essential to identify those who would be targeted by the
economic measures. The following paragraphs of this first ordinance have all an economic
aspect. Jews were obliged to report their businesses, trades, associations and establishments
with an economic aim, agricultural, forestry, horticultural and fish farming businesses... The
Gruppe XII's Office for the Registration of Jewish Property, which depended on the German Mil-
itary Administration, was in charge of this census.

Afterwards, all acts of disposal relating to the targeted businesses were forbidden. The ca-
tering sector was particularly affected by the obligation to display a trilingual poster on its shop
windows: “Judisches Unternehmen - Joodsche Onderneming - Entreprise juive” [“Jewish Business”].
Once again, it was up to the Jewish owners to ask the municipality to put up posters. Later, on
31 May 1941, a new measure extended this obligation to all Jewish businesses and shops.’

In addition, another part of the first ordinance of 28 October 1940 excluded Jews from the
civil service.® Jews were to be excluded from the civil service, from the judiciary, from non-spe-
cifically Jewish education and from the newspapers and radio. These must be dismissed or
retired on 31 December 1940. The occupier banned them from practicing these professions.

This professional ban was imposed on Jews of Belgian nationality, fewer than 4,000 indi-
viduals. Although the impact of the ban was extremely limited - it affected about 100 Belgian
citizens of Jewish origin - it shocked Belgian officials. The Brussels judiciary as well as the Uni-
versité Libre de Bruxelles protested to the German military administration. Nevertheless, the
occupier continued its policy, with the loyal collaboration of the Belgian authorities.

On 31 May 1941, the third ordinance concerning economic measures against Jews set in
motion the spoliation of property and the liquidation or Aryanization of businesses.”” Accord-
ing to this decree, the military commander had the power to forbid Jews from pursuing their
business. He was also empowered to force Jews to cease their business or to alienate it as well
as other valuables.

Other decisions were added to this measure in the spring of 1942. The occupier froze the
assets of the Jews and seized their enterprises and businesses.’® He soon realized that the level
of wealth of this Jewish population was far from his expectations. Jewish businesses or shops
were mostly small and family-run, or even itinerant. Profitable Jewish businesses of interest to
the war effort represented only 3% of some 8,000 businesses and industries."

On the threshold of the war, Belgium had more or less 8,000 Jewish businesses. In Decem-
ber 1940, 7,729 Jewish-owned businesses had been registered. After the Liberation, fewer than
1,300 businesses were still operating. Half of them were close to bankruptcy.> The few viable
businesses were “Aryanized”, i.e. they passed into the hands of non-Jewish, “Aryan” entrepre-
neurs. The others, more than 83% of the family, industrial and craft companies, were simply
liquidated, depriving a third of the Jewish families of any professional activity.
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On 22 April 1942, the military administration ratified the confiscation of the goods of Jews
who had lost their German nationality to the profit of the third Reich.2 On the 1rst of August,
the management of these assets was entrusted to the Briisseler Treuhandgesellschaft (BTG).
This trust company was created on 12 October 1940 in order to identify Jewish and enemy
property. This task was later expanded to manage those goods and to liquidate them.2 The
BTG appointed provisional administrators to manage the businesses, industries and movable
or immovable property of the Jews.

But here again, the mechanism of spoliation did not achieve the result expected by the mil-
itary administration. The Nazis could only rely on their own services for this purpose. As the
BTG was created under Belgian law, its actions had to respect this same law. The consequence
was that while the occupier could control and manage the property looted from the Jewish
victims, he could neither have it at his disposal nor for its own profit, constrained by the obliga-
tions imposed by Belgian law.

Even if the de-jewishisation of the economy was a failure for the occupier, it was neverthe-
less an essential step in the “final solution”. It contributed breaking the Jews’ professional and
economic ties with the country from which they later had to be expelled.

In addition to these measures aimed at de-jewishisation, other anti-Jewish laws aimed at the
total physical exclusion of Jews from civil society. They could be mentioned in a chronological
approach, as we have done for the economic measures. However, considering that they con-
tribute to the social and physical isolation of Jews, they deserve a more thematic focus.

A MORAL GHETTO

The starting point remains the definition of a Jew and the keeping of a register of Jews en-
acted on 28 October. This first census of the Jews was classified by municipality and then al-
phabetically according to the last names of individuals. The places and dates of birth, address,
professions, nationality and religion must appear in the form. The same information is record-
ed for the spouse, children, parents and grandparents. Married women are listed under their
maiden name.

The obligation was imposed on all Jews over 15 years of age.z Usually, children under 15
years of age had to be registered on the head of the family’s document, in most cases their
father. Some local administrations have been overzealous by inviting children who had just
reached the age of 15 to register in their offices. It has even happened that Belgian civil ser-
vants have drawn up forms for children who have not yet reached that age.>

Upon completion of the enrolment in the Register of Jews, the public servants applied a
stamp “has requested his enrolment in the Register of Jews"” in both national languages, French
and Dutch.> The consultation of the Jewish register was open to any person who requested it,
without having to show his or her identity papers to the local administration.z

From February 1941 onwards, Eggert Reeder ordered putting copies of the registers at dis-
posal of the German services for their own use. He was very satisfied when he noticed the
rigorous work carried out by the Belgian administrations.Z From a Nazi point of view, the test
of loyal collaboration was successful. It should also be noted that the occupier did not refrain
from replacing senior state officials deemed uncooperative.
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For example, Gerard Romsée, was appointed Secretary General of the Interior and Health
in March 1941. On 29 July 1941, this Flemish collaborator issued a circular, at the Nazis’ simple
request: the Belgian municipalities had to affix a “Jood-Juif’ stamp in red ink on the Jews' identity
cards. Moreover, Romsée pushed the local authorities to denounce Jews who did not show up
to have their identity cards stamped. This double marking of identity cards proved to be very
dangerous for the Jews. They risked being arrested at any time during ordinary identity checks
or when collecting their ration coupons.

On 29 August 1941, the occupier restricted the free movement of Jews. It placed them under
curfew from 8 p.m. to 7 a.m. This curfew was stricter than the one imposed on non-Jewish peo-
ple. Jews must stay at their official residence at these times. This restriction obviously has an
impact on Jews who sometimes have to travel far from home to work. The occupier also stip-
ulated that Jews could not settle in any city other than Antwerp, Brussels, Liege or Charleroi.

By the end of 1941, new orders excluded Jews physically from the non-Jewish people. On
25 November 1941, the Military Administration established the Association of Jews in Belgium
(Association des Juifs en Belgique, AJB)® at the initiative of the Sipo-SD. The chosen title is re-
vealing. It is about all Jews in Belgium and not only about Belgian Jews. The Nazi lawmakers
had taken into account that the majority of the Jewish population was made up of foreigners
or stateless people.

The AJB was a kind of Jewish self-administration, comparable to other “Judenrdte”, the Jewish
councils which the Nazis set up in the conquered territories. The AJB operated under the su-
pervision of the Nazis, especially the Sipo-SD. They allocated the charges into the Association’s
Steering Committee to seven well known respected Jewish personalities as it follows:

- President: Salomon Ulimann, the military chaplain and Chief Rabbi, residing in Brussels;
- Vice-President: Nico Workum, an engineer from Antwerp;
- Members:

[0 Maurice Benedictus, a cigar manufacturer from Antwerp;

[0 Salomon Vanden Berg, a furniture manufacturer from Brussels;

[] Judas Mehlwurm, a merchant tailor, domiciled in Charleroi;

[0 Noé Nozyce, a furrier, from Liege;

[ Joseph Teichmann, a managing director of a shipping company, from Antwerp.

The Jewish notables did not accept these charges without scruples. In a post-war testimony,
Salomon Ullmann states that he sought advice from “the highest ecclesiastical and secular au-
thorities. Their advice was to accept the measure - above all, not to adopt a heroic attitude; to
remain on the spot, to alleviate as much as possible the fate of the Jewish population and to
inform the Ministry of Justice of the measures taken”.

Maurice Benedictus and Salomon Vanden Berg also consulted Belgian official personalities,
among whom was undoubtedly the Secretary General Gérard Romsée. These men had bowed
to the Nazis in the name of the lesser evil and ironclad legalism. In their eyes, the Secretaries
General embodied the Belgian state, even if some of them were pro-Nazi. With the exception
of one of them: Joseph Teichmann never fulfilled his obligations within the AJB and never at-
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tended any meetings.® This devoted patriot refused to compromise with the occupiers, in any
form whatsoever.

The composition of the AJB's Steering Committee turned out to be very unrepresentative of
the Jewish population in Belgium. Its members all came from a prosperous background and
were assimilated. Five of them were Belgian citizens. From the very beginning, this fracture
caused great distrust among the Jews in the country.

Unconsciously, the leaders of the Jewish Association had become more or less zealous tools
in the hands of the Nazis. The first and main mission of the AJB was to “activate the emigration
of Jews” while the occupier had already forbidden Jews to leave Belgium.

On 23 October 1941, Heinrich Muller, one of the highest officials of the “final solution” in
Berlin, communicated to the Sipo-SD in Brussels Heinrich Himmler's decision to prevent any
migration of Jews, while pointing out that ‘evacuation actions remain unchanged'’.> “Evacua-
tion” was the codename to refer to the genocidal deportation to the “East”, where the mass
extermination was already carried out a few months earlier.

All Jews living in the territory were obliged to become members of the AJB. This third census
campaign started at the beginning of March 1942. Maurice Benedictus, the administrator of
the AJB, specified that “[...] each form had to be drawn up in triplicate, one for the Gestapo, one
for the Local Committee and one for the central archives of the AJB".3¢

The registration form contained information useful to the occupier: the names of the mem-
bers of the household and their degree of relationship, their nationalities, dates and places of
birth, their address, the identity of the possible owner of the home and the number of rooms
occupied. The documents were ordered by city, street and number, which was very helpful
when it comes to gathering Jews for deportation.

Besides, the statutes of the AJB stipulated that the Jewish Association were responsible for
other secondary social, charitable and teaching functions. For “all fundamental decisions re-
lating to its activity”, the AJB was entirely under the control of the Sipo-SD. This service also re-
served the right to impose on the AJB any additional tasks it deemed necessary, without further
details. The reader will later discover the full tragic significance of this paragraph.

As in other occupied or conquered countries, the financial burden of the “final solution” was
to be borne by the Jewish population itself. So, in order to finance the activities of the AJB, a
compulsory membership fee for all members is introduced. The basic amount of this contri-
bution was set at 10 francs per adult. Meanwhile, the professional and economic prohibitions
greatly impoverished the Jewish population. In May 1942, the AJ.B. reported the difficulties it
was encountering in collecting dues, and therefore the difficulty members were having in pay-
ing them.”

On the 1<t of December 1941, the military commander targeted Jewish children by excluding
them from non-Jewish schools. The organization of Jewish schools was added to the tasks of
the AJB. The occupier deprived them of an inherent right in Belgium. He knew that he could
count on the obedience of the Belgian relays, who were indifferent to the fate of these pupils®...

Shocking as it is, this exclusion does not provoke great indignation from the authorities.
When it does, “It is not so much the discriminatory nature of the order that is questioned as the
practical difficulties encountered in carrying it out.” In any case, Jewish pupils or students left
their classes to attend Jewish schools or to abandon their studies.
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After the removal of Jewish children, Jewish workers had to be banned from the Belgian
society. The liquidation and Aryanization of Jewish firms deprived one third of the Jews in Bel-
gium of their job and income. On 11 March and 8 May 1942, special labour conditions for Jews
were decreed®. They had to work in groups and be housed separately. Forced labour camps
reserved for them were set up, notably within the framework of the Todt Organisation. From
13 June to 12 September 1942, more than 2,250 men were deported to those judenlagern.*
There they were used as slaves on the Atlantic Wall.

The last professional prohibitions, promulgated on 1 June 1942, stipulated that “Jews are
forbidden [...] to practice the profession [...] of healing or caring for the sick”.©2 The counterpart
of this prohibition is the creation of an Israelite hospital in Brussels, where staff and patients
are exclusively Jewish. The Nazis exceptionally allowed Jewish doctors, nurses and dentists to
practice their art in order to provide the necessary care to their community.

THE YELLOW STAR

This was the most brutal measure that the entire Jewish population had to endure before its
deportation. On 27 May 1942, the yellow star completed the social and physical isolation of the
Jews®, From the age of six, every Jew had to wear this sign of infamy publicly. The compulsory
badge was a palm-sized star of David printed in black on a yellow cloth. The occupier took into
account the Belgian language split. He opted for a “J.” - imitating the Hebrew script -, which
stood for “Juif” in French or “Jood” in Dutch.

The Jews had to obtain these yellow stars by their own means. The price of a strip of cloth
with three stars was set at seventy-five cents. The Jews were now stigmatized, identifiable by
all. For some weeks, the children concerned went to school marked with this sign of infamy.
The appearance of the “starred Jews” caused a real shock in Belgian opinion, which had been
largely indifferent to their fate until this moment.

This passivity can be explained by the absence of objections, or even by a mute approval, of
the anti-Jewish laws adopted by the occupier. The mayor Jules Coelst, who headed the Brussels
mayor’s conference, provides a meaningful example of this state of mind:

“I do not like the Israelites as a community with immoderate love. [...] We are not so naive as to
ignore the fact that if Jews are required to wear the Star of David, it is in order to seize them at
the first turn and without exception. As long as their children were kept in separate schools, |
had no major problem with it.”

Eggert Reeder had always been careful not to arouse the attention of the Belgian population
and authorities and especially not to provoke any reaction from them. The compulsory wear-
ing of the star forced him to come out of his silence. He noticed that many Belgians, who had
previously been unconcerned to his antisemitic policy, took pity on the Jews and showed them
empathy.

The occupiers relied on the goodwill of the municipal administrations to deliver the badges.
In Charleroi and Antwerp, and perhaps also in Liege, they distributed the yellow stars without
a second thought. The Antwerp civil servants were even so zealous as to stamp a star of David
on the identity cards of Jews. Only the Brussels mayors refused in the name of human dignity.*
Therefore, in the capital, the Nazis transferred this ungrateful task to the AJB.
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This order put an end to the status of the Jews. On 15 June 1942, Reeder “can consider the
legislation concerning the Jews in Belgium as completed”.s He also notes that “Jews have only
very limited possibilities of existence left. The next step would be their evacuation from Bel-
gium”.

NEXT STEP: ‘'EVACUATION TO THE EAST

Men, women and children were identified, herded into a moral and compulsory ghetto, stripped
of their possessions, deprived of their livelihoods, excluded from the economy and removed
from civil society. They were so deeply vulnerable that the Sipo-SD could start the genocidal
deportation to Auschwitz-Birkenau.

The Sipo-SD imposed the most critical mission on the AJB: the so-called putting to work of
the Jewish population within the borders of the Reich. The Sipo-SD planned to discreetly bring
10,000 Jews fit to “work” to the Dossin barracks for an allegedly work assignment.

On 15 July 1942, Maurice Benedictus was summoned to the Sipo-SD headquarters in Brus-
sels. Anton Burger, Eichmann’s representative and “evacuation” specialist, informed him that
the AJB was entrusted with this task. Burger asserts that

“it would be done in a calm and humane way and [...] that Jews should understand that if
thousands of German heroes [...] sacrificed themselves for Europe, it was elementary that Jews
should work and replace part of the German labour force.”

Then he threatened: “In case the AJB should refuse, he would use methods that had proved
their efficiency in other countries”. Burger adds that if Benedictus tried to involve any German
or Belgian authorities, “Jewish population [...] would have to suffer the consequences”.

Benedictus certainly did not have much room for manoeuvre against Obersturmfthrer An-
ton Burger. The latter left a very unpleasant and worrying impression on him. Burger greeted
the AJB administrator very rudely, forcing him to stand at attention in front of him.

Benedictus, once exiled to Portugal, later describes the horrific tragedy playing out in his
conscience. He is not allowed to consult his colleagues. He is alone to carry the burden of a
decision on which the fate of many Jewish families would depend.* Surrendering to pressure,
Benedictus agreed to become the one responsible for the alleged putting to work of his co-re-
ligionists.

Benedictus’ case of conscience arose:
“In this regard, some of my colleagues considered me a traitor while others approved of me,

understanding that by accepting, there was a way to soften fairly the fate of those who had to
leave.™

In the name of the lesser evil, the administrator of the AJB kept his good conscience, despite
what he revealed further on:

“He had been brought to our attention that in Holland, the Joodsche Raad was in the same
situation and had to bow down, without being able to save anyone, the Germans making raids
from the very beginning of the work assignment.”°

Salomon Vanden Berg is clear about what lies behind the word putting to work. In his
diary he notes: “| fear that this is the mass deportation of the Jewish population to Poland. |
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hope I'm wrong, but I'm so afraid.” The next day, this fear remains nagging: “It is becoming
increasingly clear that mass deportations of Jews are to be feared.”

At that time, the AJB leadership was unaware of the decisions taken in Berlin that orga-
nized the genocidal deportation from Belgium. On 11 June 1942, Himmler and Eichmann
informed Kurt Asche, the responsible for Jewish Affairs in Belgium, that 10,000 Jews must
be evacuated to “the East” in the first stage. They planned that the first deportations of Jews
should start from the mid of July, or at the latest by mid-August. On 15 July 1942, the Military
Administration charged SS Major Philipp Schmitt, Nazi party member since 1925 and head
of the nearby Breendonk terror camp, to establish the SS-Sammellager fur Juden Mecheln, the
SS assembly camp for Jews.=

The employees of the AJB started to draw up lists of “workers”, i.e. deportees on 17 July un-
der the management of Alfred Blum, son of Marcel Blum, the president of the Jewish commu-
nity in Brussels. Appointed head of the local committee’s offices, Alfred Blum worked with zeal
and did everything possible to deliver the lists within the established deadlines of 10 days.s

On July 25, Blum delivered 12,000 names, 2,000 more than what the occupier had request-
ed... The distribution of convocations to go to the “SS-Sammellager fur Juden”, the assembly
camp in Mechelen, began the same day. The AJB especially hired young Jewish employees to
deliver the documents personally to the interested parties.

These summonses instructed recipients to report to the Dossin barracks on a specific date.
They described what one had to bring: nonperishable supplies for 15 days, clothes and shoes,
a bowl, a cup, a spoon and identity cards, supply cards and other useful documents, including
the summons. The supply card was not to be forgotten, as the Sipo-SD used them to supply
the assembly camp.>

From the very first days, the Sipo-SD noticed the disobedience of those summoned. More
than 12,000 Arbeitseinsatzbefhelen were released, but only one third of the people came “volun-
tarily” to the SS-Assembly camp. Facing this failure, the Sipo-SD commanded the AJB to recall
the Jewish population to obey.

As of August 1, 1942, the “AJB Call” was attached to the work orders. This text intends to be
comforting: “According to the assurances given by the Occupying Authority, this is indeed a
labour service, and not a deportation measure.” But the end of the text clearly threatens that
“non-observance of the summons to work could have unfortunate consequences, both for the
members of your family and for the entire Jewish population of the country”.

The call of the AJB was perceived by Jewish people as one “Cain’s sign"*¢ The accusation is
terrible: in the name of the lesser evil, the AJB sacrificed its brothers. If then nobody suspected
that systematic and industrial extermination was carried out, everyone felt that the issue was
dangerous, perhaps even fatal.

The “collaboration” period of the AJB lasted some four months when the association served
as a Jewish dreadfully docile weapon manipulated by Sipo-SD. After October 1942, the tasks of
the AJB, which has become useless for the Sipo-SD, were restricted to its social role, within the
limits of the margins defined by the nazis.
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THERE IS “"GHETTO” AND “GHETTO".

The Nazis did not have a free hand in Belgium. They had to take into account the country’s po-
litical and religious authorities as well as public opinion. They could not draw attention to the
Judenpolitik, in order to avoid potential protests in favour of the Jews. Too few in number, they
had to ensure the participation of local administrations and institutions, of the Belgians people,
of pro-Nazi movements ... and even of the Jews themselves.

The chosen policy was therefore coldly administrative, calm, tempered but also frighteningly
effective: no ghettos, as little violence as possible, as much organization as possible. Given the
complexity of the occupation, it was inconceivable to develop the “final solution” with the same
unconditional violence and cruelty as in the East.

It resulted in the murder of half the Jewish population. Jews in Belgium and Northern France
were sent to Auschwitz-Birkenau, an extermination centre which was especially open to carry
out the genocide of the Jews from the West. A place designed to bring victims to their killers
and carry out the mass murder 1,200 km away.

The occupier’s fears about the attitude of the Belgian State and the clergy proved unfound-
ed. AlImost none of these institutions protested against the measures taken against the Jewish
population. They were generally indifferent to their fate. Sometimes they even approved of this
exclusionary policy. The same applies to the non-Jewish population, which was too preoccu-
pied with its own problems.

In his wartime diary, Paul Struye, a Catholic politician and former municipal councilor of the
commune of Ixelles, also adds the factor of a latent antisemitism well anchored in Belgian so-
ciety:

“The multiple measures of exclusion and constraint to which they [the Jews] had already been
subjected had hardly stirred up opinion. Certainly, they were considered unjust. But, on the whole,
people remained rather indifferent. The average Belgian certainly does not accept the persecution
of a category of citizens for racial or religious reasons. But there is no doubt that he ‘does not like
Jews” and that there is, at least in Brussels and even more so in Antwerp, what could be called a
moderate antisemitism.”’

Antisemitism, indifference or complicit passivity was the mainstream. Add to this cowardice
and even fear. Sacrificing the unloved to supposedly save everything that can be saved is the
essence of the politics of the lesser evil. Belgian officials were able to use the room for manoeu-
vre left by the weaknesses of the occupier in various matters, but hardly ever in the “Jewish
guestion”.

Lesser evil was imposed even within the Association of Jews in Belgium. During the few
months of its “collaboration” period, the AJB counted the Jews, drew up lists with zeal, distrib-
uted the summonses for the Mechelen camp... In Brussels, it even sold the yellow stars. Ob-
viously, the room for manoeuvre left to the AJB was very limited, but it did exist. Some Jewish
men and women spoke out against the Nazis. They took advantage of their relatively protected
status as members of the AJB committees to act in the shadows.

Jewish leaders in Belgium were faced with the same cases of conscience as their homo-
logues in the eastern ghettos. What was to be done? Obey and satisfy the Nazis in all circum-
stances and hope to escape the worst? Flee, go into exile, hide, resist? These questions are
complicated when you are left to your own and are sometimes met with hatred, sometimes
with indifference. Far be it from us to judge the choices that the Jewish leaders had to make,
without knowing the end of the story.

In spite of itself, the AJB turned out to be a Jewish weapon, fearfully docile, wielded by Ger-
man hands in order to eliminate all Jewish existence on Belgian soil. After October 1942, the
occupier lost interest in the AJB, which was now useless for catching Jews who had gone mas-
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sively into hiding. From that moment on, the AJB only carried out a social and charitable role,
within the limits granted by the German authorities.

The Jews in Belgium were counted, listed, dispossessed of their property, excluded from the
professional and economic world, relegated to the fringes of society, humiliated by the distinc-
tive signs, put to work, deprived of all their fundamental rights, dehumanised, deported. As
were the Jews in the ghettos of Central and Eastern Europe... Even if there, the isolation of the
Jewish populations was much more severe and the measures were unleashed with so much
violence, cruelty, barbarity for an even more radical human toll. Even if the method of accom-
plishing the annihilation of the Jews differed, the macabre objectives were the same, as was the
arsenal of legal measures deployed to achieve it.
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FELEKEZET-, TARSADALOM-
ES HELYTORTENETROL MASKENT...

Acs Péter - Kovdcs Anita: Egy filantrép nemes a 19. szdzad zsidésdganak
soraiban: dr. Varhelyi Résa Izso.

Szegedi Zsido Hitkdzség, Szeged, 2023. 64 oldal

Acs Péter és Kovacs Anita konyvét, ha cimszavakban kellene jellemezni, akkor téméren
annyit lehetne mondani, hogy egy szegedi zsid6 torténete egy ujra formalodo vilagban.
Az Ujjaépul6 Szegedre, a kiépul6 modern magyar allamra, és abban a zsid6sag helyzetére
vonatkozdan ez egyarant lehetne allithaté Rosenberg lIzidorrdél is. Az emancipacio, a re-
cepcid, a Szegedi Ugyvédi Kamara, a varosépités, a nék szavazati jogdnak tamogatasa és a
hitkdzség jotékonysagi, oktatasi és kulturalis tgyeinek eldmozditdsa egyszerre kapcsolé-
dik a tevékenységéhez. Egy tehetséges Ugyvéd, hitkdzségi elndk és politikus életdtjan és
cselekedetein keresztll tarsadalmi folyamatokat lathatunk alulnézetbdl. Mindezt szamos
dokumentumrészlet, Ujsaghir, fotd, festmény és emlékhely képszerl kozlése hozza ko-
zelebb az olvaséhoz.

Miért fontos 6rokség az emancipalt zsidé polgar a szulévarosanak? Szeged modern
Onképét, és részben mai turisztikai 6rokségét, a nagyarviz és az Ujjaépités hatarozta meg.
Szeged kdzépkori - zegzugos, communitas-ok hagyatékat 6rz6 - varosképét ekkor valtottak
fel a korutjai és sugarutjai. Ez szamos konfliktust, érdekutkdzést idézett eld a telekren-
dezések, kiigazitasok és kisajatitasok soran. Ennek részeként épultek fel a szecesszios bér-
palotak is. Az emancipalt zsiddésagnak a varos életébe torténé belépésével mindez parhu-
zamosan zajlott. A kotet az ujjaépités egyik izraelita szegedi polgararol szol, aki hitkdzségi
elnok is volt a szegedi Uj zsinagdga épitésének idején. A konyv a szegedi Uj zsinagoga
avatasanak 120. évforduldjara jelent meg.

Hogyan ragadhaté meg Rdsa személyében a neoldg izraelita polgar alakja? Rosenberg
Izidor (1842-1918) csaladtorténete j6l példazza a szegedi neoldg zsidok Utjat és kdzép-eu-
ropai gyokereit. A csalad anyai Auslander-aga szegedi, az apai Rosenberg-ag bazini (Pozso-
ny vm.). Rosenberg David, a kés6bbi nagyapa, 1835-ben telepllt at Szegedre, ahol fia,
Rosenberg Jakab, mar el8készitette az érkezését. Jakab két fiatalabb fivére is a varosba
koltozott, ahol terménykereskedelemmel foglalkoztak. Rosenberg Izidor szllei a szUletése
el6tti évben, 1841-ben, hdzasodtak 6ssze. Anyai dédnagyapja, Spitzer Izrael, Obudarol
koltozott Szegedre 1785-ben. 1788-tdl tizennégy éven at volt a hitkozség elsé biraja. A 19.
szazad végeén, az anyai dédnagyapa utjara lépve, Rosenberg Izidor lett a hitkozség elndke.
A matuzsalemi kort megért nagyapak végig kisérték életutjanak nagy részen.

A kozugyeket tekintve Rosenberg Izidor gréf Tisza Istvannal dolgozott egyUtt a szege-
di nagyarviz utani Ujjaépitést intézve. Nézeteit Deak Ferenc politikdja hatarozta meg. Az
1914. évben a szegedi nemzeti munkaspart jeldltje volt, majd Szeged varos |. keruletének
parlamenti képvisel8jeldltje lett.

Szakmai téren szintén tevékeny életet élt. A Szegedi Ugyvédi Kamara az 1875. februar
21-én tartott alakulé Ulésén Rosenberg Izidornak, a valasztmany tagjaként, bizalmat sza-
vazott. O dolgozta ki a Kamara Gigyrendjét is. 1878-t6l az elndkhelyettesi tisztséget tdltotte
be, 1884-t6l halaldig pedig a szervezet elndke lett. Az 50 éves ugyvédi jubileumat kollégai
1917 januarjaban Unnepelték meg.

Rosenberg Izidor az izraelita felekezet torténetének fontosabb allomasain szintén jelen
volt. Budapesti és bécsi joghallgatoként a Magyar Izraelita c. lap munkatarsa volt. A hit-
kdzség a magyar zsidd kongresszusra, 1868. december 14-én, Rosenberget kuldte a jegyzdi
feladatok ellatasara, Lichtenberg Mor oldalan. Az 1869. november 29-i gy(ilésen pedig az
alapszabalyok kidolgozasaban is részt vett. A recepci6 ugyében Eo6tvos Jézsefhez irt felirat
egyik inditvanyozdja szintén 6 volt.

A Szegedi Zsid6 Hitkozségi palyajat 1874-ben kezdte meg pénzugyi eldljaroként, 1879-
ben pedig a kozgydlés iskolai eldljaréva valasztotta. Halaldig a 22. izraelita kézségkerulet
elnoke volt. A hitkdzség régi zsinagdgajanak nagyarviz utani renovalasa és az Uj zsinagoga
épitése egyarant a hitkozségi elnokségéhez kotédik. A kotet egyik érdeme, hogy Rosen-
berg Izidor hitkdzségi emlékezetét - archiv fotokra is tamaszkodva - ismerteti.

A kiadvany varhelyi R6sa 1zsét, az emancipalt és nemesitett szegedi izraelita polgart mu-
tatja be, akit munkaja soran zsidésaga miatt tdbbszor tamadtak. ,Vezetdi pozicidi, a kapott
nemesi rang mellett is az emberi kapcsolatokban maradt a szelid, alazatos egyéniség, aki
kimagasl6 eredmeényt tudott felmutatni a megegyezésre torekvd targyalasainal, képes volt
sokakat mozgdsitani maga mellé egy-egy kiemelkeds cél megvaldsitasa érdekében. Eletét
tisztelet 6vezte, akihez barki fordulhatott segitségért.” - Osszegezte ROsa 1zsé kortars
megitélését a kdtet elészavaban Acs Péter.

A kotet a hitkdzségéért, a szakmajaért és a varosi kozosségért dolgozé izraelita tablabirot
mutatja fel korunk olvaséinak. Az évfordulds konyv mégsem idealizalds vagy nosztalgikus
visszatekintés. Szamos torténeti forrason, szemelvényen keresztul vezeti az olvasoéjat, és
vilagit ra egy olyan személyre, aki Szeged 6rokségében felmutathaté lehet.

Glasser Norbert
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BODC'),BELA:
A FEHERTERROR

Antiszemita és politikai er6szak Magyarorszdagon 1919-1921.

Napvildg Kiado, Budapest, 2022. 351 oldal.

Vorosterror - fehérterror. Ezek azok a fogalmak, amelyek erételjesen meghataroztak
Magyarorszag torténetét az elsé vildghaboru végét kovetd 2-3 esztenddben . Mig a vordster-
ror szervesen kapcsolddik a Tanacskoztarsasaghoz,' addig a fehérterror - az 6nmagat ellenfor-
radalmiként és nemzeti-keresztényként meghataroz6 - Horthy-korszak elsé éveihez kotodik.
Mindkett6t erbteljesen eltulozta, és a lehetd legsotétebb szinben festette meg az ellenoldal
emlékezetpolitikaja.

Bodd Béla, a Bonn-i Egyetem kozép- és kelet-eurdpai torténelem tanszékének oktato-
ja dokumentalt, és forrasokra alapozott monografiat szentelt a fehérterror jelenségének és
torténetének. A ml eredetileg angolul jelent meg, 2019-ben.2 Magyarul Konok Péter szakszer(
forditasanak koszonhetden olvashato.

A monografia el8szava egy vidéki akasztas részletekbe mené leirasat kinalja, amely, mint-
egy ravilagit a fehérterror ideologiai hatterére és mddszertanara; mikézben feltarja a Hor-
thy-rendszer sajatsagos viszonyait is. ,1919. augusztus 27-ének kora délutanjan katonai 6rjarat
érkezett a Balaton déli partjan fekvé kies Fonyddra, amely a kiranduldk kedvelt célpontja volt
(...). Az egység parancsnoka gréf Salm Hermann f6hadnagy volt; Pronay Pal szazadostdl, a
legjelentdsebb magyarorszagi paramilitaris csapat vezet6jétél azt a parancsot kaptak, hogy
keressék meg és tartdztassak le Marcali jarasban a kommunistdkat és terjesszék a Nemze-
ti Hadsereg propagandajat.” (11). Els6sorban két személyt kerestek: dr. Toszegi Albertet (fia-
talon megkeresztelkedett zsidod), aki a Budapest VI. keruleti 6nkormanyzat addosztalyat ve-
zette, és Graner Albertet (izraelita), a Toszegi-birtok joszagigazgatdjat. Mindkettéjuket sikerult
letartdztatni. Toszegi felesége viszont azonnal Iépett. SUrgonyt kuldott Svastics Nandor megyei
kormanybiztosnak Kaposvarra, és személyesen elutazott Horthy Mikloshoz, a Nemzeti Had-
sereg féparancsnokahoz, Siéfokra. Svastics kormanybiztos még aznap este elrendelte a két le-
tartéztatott szabadon bocsajtasat. Hajnalban megérkezett Horthy személyes levele is, amely-
ben Salm grofot személyesen tette felel6ssé a foglyok életéért. S6t! A letartéztatas nemzetkozi
botrannya fajult.

A kulénitmény mind Svastics kormanybiztos, mind pedig Horthy Uzenetét semmibe vette.
Augusztus 28-an egyfajta népgyullést szerveztek az iskola udvaran, ahol Toszegi és Graner
mellett mar a ,zsid6” Hamburger Ede is a vadlottak kozott szerepelt. Helyi parasztokkal
mindharmukat felakaszttattak. Tészegi felesége végignézte férje kivégzését; a kulonitmé-

1 Erre vonatkozdan lasd Hatos Pal 2021: Rosszfiuk vilagforradalma. Az 1919-es Magyarorszagi Tandcskoztarsasag torténete.
Budapest.
2 Bodo¢ Béla 2019: The White Terror. Antisemitic and Political Violence in Hungary, 1919 —1921. New York.

nyeseket nem érdekelte kilondsebben, hogy kifejezetten Horthyra hivatkozott. A leirasbdl
az is kiderul, hogy maga Prénay is semmibe vette Horthy parancsat! Mi bontakozik ki ebbdl?
Egyértelm(en az, hogy a nemzeti-keresztény Horthy rezsim tulajdonképpen hazugsagban és
onkényes erészakban szuletett. Egy olyan admiralis készult az orszag legfébb kdzjogi méltosa-
ga lenni, akit a sajat emberei is semmibe vettek. A fonyodi eset és Pronay magatartasa fényé-
ben mar semmi meglepd nincs abban, hogy 1944. oktdber 15-én a magyar honvédség szembe-
fordult legfébb Haduraval, akire egyébként feleskudott.

A fonyddi akasztdst nem lehetett eltussolni, ezért vizsgald bizottsagot alakitottak, amely
els6sorban az aldozatok becsuletét igyekezett helyreallitani, és moralis igazsagtételt szolgal-
tatni. Angol nyomasra végul letartdztattak a harom parasztot. Horthy viszont a november 27-i
levelében szabadon bocsajtasukat kérte az igazsagligy minisztertél. Allaspontja szerint 8k csak
»a Nép akaratat” hajtottak végre (19). Az igazsagszolgaltatas (allamugyész, miniszter, Kuria) el-
lenallt. Ez azonban csak ideig-6raig tartott. A kaposvari hatésagok 1920. junius 25-én a harom
férfit csendben szabadon engedték. 1921. majusaban Horthy kormanyzé pedig hivatalosan
is amnesztiaban részesitette 6ket. Ezt kovetben ,1921. november 3-an kiadott rendeletében
Horthy amnesztiat adott minden kulonitményesnek és helybéli blntarsaiknak, akik az el6z8
években ‘hazafias felbuzdulasuk’ miatt bdncselekményeket kovettek el.” (20-21). Mi ez, ha nem
a gyilkossagok utélagos legalizalasa? 1923-ra mar maga a Kduria is allaspontot valtoztatott: az
aldozatokat becsmérld Ujsagirdokat felmentette!

A fonyddi esettorténet nagyszerd betekintést kindl magaba a monografiaba, amelynek
kdzéppontjaban az er6szak kulénbdzé formai, és megnyilvanulasai allnak. A szerzd nemzeti
torténeti, szélesebb regionalis, s6t kontinentalis perspektivakat jelenit meg; nem riadva vissza
az 6sszehasonlitasoktdl sem (pl. spanyol polgarhabord, a XX. szazad elején az Amerikai Egyesduilt
Allamok déli dllamaiban tortént lincselések). Megfogalmazasa szerint: ,a kotet fokuszaban a
Magyarorszagon és a Karpat-medencében 1916 és 1924 kozott tortént események, tarsadal-
mi és politikai folyamatok allnak.” Ily modon kerul targyalasra a résztvevdék motivacidja és
lelkiallapota, az egyes csoportok interakcidi, a strukturalis valtozék, ,a foldbirtoklas formai,
a tarsadalmi hierarchiak, a gazdasagi és szocidlis trendek”, ,az ideoldgiak és az ideoldgiai
bevésddések ereje”, valamint a tarsadalomnak, illetve a politikai, a tarsadalmi és a kultura-
lis elitnek a felel6ssége (22). ,,Bar a referenciak regionalis, sét globalis keretekbe illeszkednek,
az esettanulmanyok lokalisak, lehetévé teszik az er8szak bels6 dinamikainak vizsgalatat, a
pszicholégiai, tudati és motivaciés faktorok értelmezését az er6szak kdlcsdonhatasairol szolo
elméletek mentén. Mindezt egy kritikai egoforras, Pronay Pal alezredesnek - a két vilaghaboru
kozotti idészak leghirhedtebb ‘fehér’ szabadcsapata vezérének - a napldja kapcsolja dssze.”
(22-23).
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A monografia elsd fejezete (,A Toszegi-eset. A szObeszéd szerepe”) részletekbe menden tar-
gyalja és elemzi a fonyddi gyilkossagot, mintegy ,mikrokozmoszként” mutatva be a korabeli
Magyarorszag tarsadalmat, kibontva a fehérterror aspektusat és érvrendszerét. Targyalja az
ideoldgia és antiszemita sztereotipiak hatasait, a helyi elitek, az uszitok és az elkdvetdk para-
noiajat, az aldozatok zavarodottsagat, valamint a lokalis és az orszagos vezet6k és elitek fe-
lel8sségét.

A masodik fejezetben (,Az er8szak ritmusai”) az antiszemita, a politikai és a paramilitaris
erdszak mar folyamként jelenik meg, aminek kdszonhet6en a harmadik fejezet (,A fehérterror,
mint a vordsterrorra adott valasz”) magat az elkdvetést veheti gércsé ala, 6sszehasonlitva a
vOros- és a fehérterror kulonbdz6 formait. Ebben a fejezetben vizsgalja a szerz6 az aldozatok
tarsadalmi és felekezeti hatterét, a szamhaboru problematikajat, és targyalja mind a voros-,
mind pedig a fehérterror terdleti kiterjedését és intenzitasat, mintegy eurdpai kontextusba
helyezve a torténéseket.

A negyedik fejezet (,Az erBszak tere”) az er6szak megnyilvanulasainak fizikai helyeit - az
épuleteket (renddrdrs, kdzséghaza, laktanya, szalloda stb.) - vizsgalja, kiemelt figyelmet szen-
telve az internalétaboroknak, amelyek ezen korszak sajatsagos fogvatartasi helyszinei. Ezekhez
a helyekhez mintegy hozzatartozott az er6szak és a halal.

Az 6todik fejezet (,Az er6szak formai”) az er6szak megnyilvanulasait (népitéletek, lincselések
és onbiraskodasok, pogromok, kitelepitések) taglalja. Mindebben fontos szerepet jatszottak a
ropcédulak és a plakatok, amelyek az érzelmek felkorbacsolasat céloztak és szolgaltak, minte-
gy megjeldlve a célszemélyeket, akiknek bantalmazasa, meggyilkolasa mondhatni buntetlenul
megtorténhetett. A szerz6 alldspontja szerint az er6szak - egyfelél ,,az intellektualis tervezés
és a kulsd hatasok interakcidinak” termeéke, masfel6l pedig helyi és egyéni kezdeményezés -
valojaban egy olyan latens potencial és tudas, amely kész arra, hogy valsaghelyzetekben reak-
tivalodjon (23).

A hatodik fejezet (,Szexualis bantalmazasok”) az er8szak egy sajatsagos formajat, a nemi
er8szakot veszi gorcsé ala. Ez nbket érintett elsésorban, viszont el6fordult, hogy férfi aldozatai
is voltak. A szerz8 szerint: ,Az érettségizett, vagy éppen egyetemet végzett, kdzéposztalybeli
tisztek sokkal jobban élvezték a foglyok megkinzasat és megalazasat, mint az alsébb osztalyok-
bol vald, félig irastudatlan Gjoncok” (262).

A hetedik fejezetben (,Az er6szak, mint tarsadalmi helyezkedés”) Bod6 Béla az 1920-as
numerus clausus torvényt és a tovabbi zsidbellenes rendelkezéseket vizsgalja. Itt az er8szak esz-
kdzként és stratégiaként jelenik meg, és az abban résztvevok gazdasagi helyzetének javitasat,
illetve tarsadalmi statuszuk novelését szolgalja. A szerzd vélelmezi, hogy ,az aranytalan
nyomas és er@szak hianyaban ezek a torvények nem szulethettek volna meg"” (24).

A nyolcadik - és egyben utolsé - fejezet (,A burzsoa lazaddk”) ,olyan szolgalatként targyalja
az er6szakot, amelyet a kulonitményesek Horthynak, a tarsadalmi és politikai eliteknek és a nyu-
gati hatalmaknak tettek, amelyek mindegyike a kdzép-kelet-eurdpai forradalmak elfojtasaban
és a térség stabilizaciojaban volt érdekelt”. A szerz§ szerint abban, hogy ezek az aktorok végul

meégis a kulénitményesek ellen fordultak nem moralis megfontolasok, vagy az aldozatok iranti
egyUttérzeés jatszott szerepet, hanem els6sorban az a felismerés, ,hogy a politikai stabilitds és
a gazdasag helyreallitdsa szempontjabdl az erdszak immar kontraproduktiv és kedvez6tlen, és
a paramilitaris egységek az 8 egyeduralmukat veszélyeztetik” (24).

Monografiaja epilégusaban a szerz6 a vords- és a fehérterrornak a kollektiv emlékezetben
érzékelhetd helyérél ir 0sszegzést, kitérve arra, hogy ezek az emlékezetek miképpen jarultak
hozza a rendszervaltas utani Magyarorszag bel- és kulpolitikajanak polarizaciéjahoz.

A valogatott szakirodalmat és a hasznalatot megkdnnyitd mutatét tartalmazé monografia
joggal mondhat6é megkerulhetetlennek mindazok szamara, akik a targyalt korszakkal kivannak
foglalkozni. Ugyanakkor jeleznink kell, hogy Bodé Béla a kdézelmultban egy masik, a fehérter-
ror humoranak szentelt angol nyelv(i monografiat is megjelentetett.? Reméljik, hogy a magyar
nagykdzonség szamara ez is miel6bb hozzaférhetévé valik.

Jakab Attila

3 Bodo Béla 2023: Black Humor and the White Terror. New York.
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TOMEGGYILKOSSAG NYARON

Eisen, George: A Summer of Mass Murder
1941 Rehearsal for the Hungarian Holocaust.

Purdue University Press, West Lafayette (Indiana), 2023, xxv+379 oldal.

Az 1941 augusztus végén Kamenyec-Podolszkijban (ma Kamianec-Podilszkij) végrehajtott -
és mintegy 23 600 (k6zottuk a kb. 14 - 16 000 Magyarorszagrol kiutasitott) artatlan zsido
aldozatot (koztuk nék, gyermekek, idések) kovetel§ - tomeggyilkossagnak, mint a mag-
yar holokauszt el6jatékanak, ma mar komoly szakirodalma van. A térténéseket feltard és
elemz§ tanulmanyok azonban tobbnyire kulonbdzd részkérdéseket, aspektusokat
vildgitanak meg. Mindmaig hianyzott egy dsszefoglald, és a szélesebb kontextust, perspek-
tivakat megjelenité tudomanyos igényl monogréfia is. Az Amerikai Egyesilt Allamokban
él6, magyar szarmazasu, és maga is holokauszt tulél6 tudds és egyetemi oktatd, az angol
nyelven most megjelent kdnyvében gyakorlatilag ezt a hianyt pétolja.

A tudomanyos igénnyel megirt - forrasokra és visszaemlékezésekre alapozott, valamint
labjegyzetelt - munka a maga mddjan mégis rendhagyd. A szerz6 a feldolgozott témat
tavolsagtartassal szemlél§ és objektivitasra torekvdé tudomanyos megkdzelités mellett,
mintegy azzal 0sszedtvozve - az érintettsége okan -, egy személyes szalat is beleszd a
munkajaba ugy, hogy az semmit nem veszit a tudomanyos jellegébdl. Ezzel viszont a konyv
egy sajatsagos szint kap, a rendkivul tragikus térténet mondhatni emberkozelibbé valik. Az
ir6 ugyanis a két nagybatyjanak - Samunak és Karcsinak - allit emléket, akik ezen tdmeg-
gyilkossag aldozatai lettek. Ok habar Budapesten sziilettek - még az elsd vildghaboru elbtt
-,mégsem rendelkeztek magyar allampolgarsaggal. Egyik kocsisként, masik szabdként dol-
gozott. A szerz6 nagyapja és apja végul elkerulték a kiutasitast és a deportalast, de a két
fiu nem. A nagyapa csak néhany honappal élte tul a fiai, és a szintén deportalt - galiciai
szUletésu - felesége halalat.

George Eisen megfogalmazasa szerint: ,A jelentés mennyiségl Uj anyag és az ismert
forrasok ismételt vizsgalata nem csupan a holokauszt torténete egy véres fejezetének,
hanem a magyar és a transznacionalis torténelem egy vitatott epizédjanak a rekonstruk-
cidjaban is segitenek minket.” A kdnyv maga ,tulmutat a hagyomanyos historiografia
hatarain”, mélyrehat6 kérdéseket boncolgat az erkdlcsrél, a bndsségrol és a felel6sségral,
megszodlaltatva mind az aldozatokat, mind pedig az elkovetdket (xix).

Az 1941 nyara torténéseivel kapcsolatban olyan kérdésekre keresi a valaszt, mint: 1941
julius-augusztusban a magyar hatésagok miért utasitottak ki tobb ezer zsidét Magyar-
orszagrol? Es miért éppen Galicidba? Miképpen illeszkedik bele ez a témeggyilkossag a
magyar és az egyetemes holokauszt torténetébe? Az elkdvetdk viselkedése (a szadizmus
és a kapzsisag otvozése) miként egyeztethet6 6ssze a népirtd naci ideoldgiaval, valamint
az erkolcsi kettbsséggel?

2008 nyaran George Eisen csupan azt szerette volna megtudni, hogy 1941 nyaran a
két nagybatyjat miért, és hogyan gyilkoltak meg, és miért éppen ebben a poddliai varos-
ban? A tdémegsir (mint emlékhely) mellett egy kis piacot és egy jatszoteret talalt. Es ekkor
talalkozott a viragarus Valentinaval, aki 7-8 évesen szemtanuja volt a kivégzéseknek: ,a
magyar menetoszlopoknak megparancsoltak, hogy a tomegsir szélén sorakozzanak, és
lel6tték Oket (...) hallottuk az élve eltemetett sebesultek nyogéseit (...) Megtortént, hogy
a godorbe élve beledobott emberek kimasztak belble, hogy aztan ujra visszakeruljenek,
mert azt hitték, hogy a ‘masik oldalon’ vannak. Beledrultek.” (xx). Ott, abban a pillanat-
ban szlletett meg benne az elhatadrozas, hogy ezt a kdnyvet meg kell irnia. Taldlkozasa
Valentinaval jelentette az Uzenetet a palackban.

George Eisen meggy6z6dése, hogy a holokauszt sokkal tébb, mint egy egyszer( torté-
nelmi esemény; az emberiesség és a lélek probatételének kell tekinteni. Ezért a kdnyvében
elbeszéltek tulajdonképpen az emberiesség hianyardl, és az értelmetlen istenkeresésrdl
sz6lnak. A megszallt szovjet tertleteken elkdvetett tdmeggyilkossagok pedig leegyszerdsi-
tik a népirtast annak puszta lényegére: egy j6l - mondhatni német precizitassal - meg-
tervezett folyamat, egy sajatsagos mechanizmussal a dontéstél, a kivitelezésen keresztul,
egészen a nyomok eltlintetéséig és a rablott holmi szétosztasaig.

Monografidja prologusaban a szerz6 bevezetést kinal a Holokausztba, mint torténeti
torténésbe. Kihangsulyozza, hogy a hontalannak mindsitett (menekult, magyar allampolgar-
sagi papirokkal nem rendelkez6, vagy még nem lezart igazolasi folyamat hatalya ala es®)
zsiddk kiutasitasa a magyar hatdésagok onallé akcidja volt, amely nélkil6zott mindenfajta
gazdasagi és katonai racionalitast. ir a ,tisztogatasi akciorél”, megmagyarazza, hogy miért
Galicia lett a helyszin, és megvilagitja a Holokauszt kontextusat is.

MUve elsé fejezetében George Eisen a keleti zsidékrol (Ostjuden) ir, részletesen kifejtve,
hogy a ,galicidner” mit is jelentett a korabeli magyar képzeletben. Alldspontja szerint a
vallasat gyakorlo, és hagyomanyaihoz ragaszkodé zsido jelentés mértékben hozzajarult
a ,mas/masik”-rol alkotott elképzelés, illetve a rossz / j6 zsid6 dichotémia kialakuldsahoz.
Ennek mentén forrott ki a ,gydlolet jogalkotasa”.

Ezt kdvetéen targyalja az ,ismeretlen” Galiciaba térténd kitoloncolast, amely akcio
rendelkezett a torvényesség minden latszataval. A magyar hatdsagok eléggé ugyeltek
arra, hogy minden jogszer(U legyen! Az orszag tertletén 6sszegyUjtott zsidokat Koros-
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mezén koncentraltak, és ott tették at 6ket a hataron,” ahol gyakorlatilag teljesen magukra
maradtak. Tobb ezren kerultek a hatartol kb. 250 km-re fekvé Kamenyec-Podolszkijba, ahol
megpecsétel6dott a sorsuk. Ebben jelentds szerepet jatszott az, hogy a magyar hatésagok
semmiféle német tiltakozast nem akartak figyelembe venni, a német hadvezetést pedig
egyre jobban zavarta a frontvonal mogott folyamatosan névekvd, Magyarorszagrol kiutasi-
tott zsidd tomeg. Ezek egyUttesen vezettek a tomeggyilkossaghoz, amelynek anatomia-
jat George Eisen részletesen taglalja. Szerinte az 1941. augusztus 27-28-an Kamenyec-
Podolszkijban elkdvetett tomeggyilkossagnak volt egy ,el6szobaja”. Galiciai tulélék és a
naci bdncselekményeket vizsgald szovjet bizottsag egybehangzd tanudsaga szerint ugyanis
a nacik 1941. augusztus 26-an, Orynynban, mintegy 2 000 Magyarorszagroél kitoloncolt
zsido6t gyilkoltak meg.

Azonban ez a tomeggyilkossag csupan a kezdetét jelentette egy olyan - nemi erdszak-
kal és szexualis jellegl atrocitasokkal tarkitott - eseménysorozatnak, amely a megszallt
szovjet teruletek teljes zsidd lakossaganak a megsemmisitését célozta meg. Galiciaban
ugyanis 1941 6szétdl 1942 tavaszaig folytatdédtak a tdmeges kivégzések. A tuléléket végul
marhavagonokban a belzeci haldltaborba szallitottak.

A torténések természetesen nem maradtak teljesen titokban. Ebben szerepet
jatszott Herbert C. Pell, az Amerikai Egyesilt Allamok budapesti nagykovete, Schlachta
Margit, a Szocialis Testvérek Tarsasaga alapitd féndkndéje, gréf Szapary Erzsébet vagy baré
Weiss Edith. Nagyon kevesen voltak viszont azok, akiknek sikerult (mint pl. Z6bel Laszl6)
visszaszdkni/visszajutni Magyarorszagra.

A szerz6 természetesen felveti a felel6sség kérdését is. A kérdésnek szentelt fejezetben
sz0 esik Werth Henrik vezérezredesrdl, a Magyar Kiralyi Honvédség vezérkari fénékérdl,
Pasztoy Amon, a KEOKH vezetjérél, Bardossy LaszI6 miniszterelndkrél és Kozma Miklds-
rol, Karpatalja kormanyzoi biztosarol.

A tomeggyilkossagnak a széleskor(G feltarasa ellenére még mindig maradtak
megvalaszolatlan kérdések. llyen pl. az is, hogy miképpen lehet megtalalni egy teljesen
értelmetlen térténésnek az értelmét! Es a neveket; a sokezer kivégzett magyarorszagi
zsid6 aldozat nevét.

Atérképekkel,fényképekkelésdokumentumokkalgazdagonillusztraltkdnyvalegatfogobb
monografia arrél a tomeggyilkossagrél, amelyet Friedrich Jeckeln SS-tabornok parancsara
1941. augusztus (kdzismerten) 27-28-an (de valdjaban 26-28-an) a naci kivégzbéosztagok
az ukrajnai Kamenyec-Podolszkijban (ma Kamianec-Podilszkij) elkovettek. Reméljuk, hogy
miel6bb magyar nyelven is hozzaférhetdvé valik!

Jakab Attila

1 Arra vonatkozoan, hogy a korabeli magyar kdzvélemény mit tudhatott a torténésekrol 1asd Jakab Attila 2023: A kérdsmezoi
deportalasok és a Kamenyec-Podolszkij-i tomeggyilkossag korabeli sajtovisszhangja. In: Szécsi Jozsef (szerk.): Keresztény-
Zsid6 Teoldgiai Evkonyv 2023. Budapest, 75-86.
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KOVACS SZABOLCS:
A NAGYSARMASI ZSIDOK MEGGYILKOLASA.

Mult és Jovd - Clio Intézet, Budapest. 2022. 316 oldal

1944. augusztus 23-an Romania, egy jol el6készitett és széles kord politikai tdmogatast
élvezd akcidé keretében atallt a szovetségesek oldalara, és szembefordult a naci
Németorszaggal. A roman politikai osztaly és a hadsereg dsszezart |. Mihaly kiraly mogott.
Rovid idén beldl ez a valtas hadiallapotot eredményezett a német szovetségben kitartd
Magyarorszag, és a most mar szovjet szovetségesnek szamitd Romania kozott. Erdély
terdlete hadszintérré valtozott. Az elére nyomulé magyar csapatok elfoglaltak Tordat és
kdrnyékét, igy Nagysarmast is, ahol legyilkoltak a helyben maradt zsid6 lakossagot.’

Kovacs Szabolcs - a forrasok teljességre torekvé feldolgozasara alapozott - mono-
nagysarmasi zsidok kivégzéséhez vezetd utat”, magat a tomeggyilkossagot, valamint ,az
azt kovetd vizsgalatokat”. A forrasok jellege miatt (nyomozati- és periratok, kihallgatasi
jegyz6konyvek) a mészarlast elsésorban ,a gyilkosok szemszogébdl” vizsgalja”. Munkaja
két alapkérdése, hogy ,mi motivalta az intézkedd parancsnokokat a kivégzés végrehajta-
saban, és hogyan Ooszlik meg' a felel6sség a helyi lakossag, az 6sszegydjtést iranyito
csenddrok és a kivégzést végrehajtd honvédek kozott?” (10).

A szerzd véleménye szerint ez a tomeggyilkossag, a ,modszereit tekintve a megszallt
Szovjetuniéban elkdvetett tomeges zsidokivégzések soraba illeszkedik”, amely most mar
a ,Golydk altali Holokauszt”-ként vonult be a torténetirasba.2 A konyv teljes mértékben
alatamasztjaKovacs azonel6zetes hipotézisét, miszerint,atdmeggyilkossag megszervezése
és levezénylése a katonak korabbi haborus brutalizalédasabdél® fakadt”(9). Ugyanakkor az
is elmondhatd, hogy ,a nagysarmasi zsidék meggyilkolasa kirivo esete egy magyar kato-
nai és csendori egység gyilkos egyuttm(kodésének” (178). Mig a tisztek (pl. Lancz Laszlo
szazados) felel@ssége vitathatatlan, addig a parancsra cselekvé honvédek tobbféle maga-
tartast tanusitottak: Voltak, akik a) szenvtelentl, s6t lelkesen részt vettek a gyilkossagban;
b) masok 6dzkodtak ugyan, de teljesitették a parancsot; c) és végul voltak néhanyan, akik
kivontak magukat.

Lasd https://tv.transindex.ro/?film=1170&nagysarmasi_zsidok egy kozosseg kiirtasa (utolso letdltés: 2023. oktober 2).
Erre vonatkozoan lasd Desbois, Patrick 2022: 4 golyok altali holokauszt. Halal fényes nappal. Forditotta Jakab Attila.
Budapest.

3 Lasd Természetes fény 2021. Rendezte Nagy Dénes.
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1944, szeptember-oktdéberben zsidok, roman polgarok és romak tobb esetben is
atrocitasok aldozatai voltak (12 telepulésen mintegy 228 halalos aldozat), viszont a Puszta-
kamaras hatdraban tdmegsirba 16tt nagysarmasi zsiddk lemészarlasat ebben a kontextus-
ban mégis az teszi egyedivé, ahogy ezt maga a szerzd megfogalmazza: a tomeges kivég-
zést eldre eltervezték, megszervezték és mondhatni precizen végrehajtottak. EImondhaté
rola, hogy valdjaban a golyok altali Holokauszt ,mddszertanat” kdvette.

A kutatastdrténeti és historiografiai attekintést kovetéen a szerz§ az elsd vilaghaboru
utanroman fennhatésag ala kerult - és a masodik bécsi ddntés eredményeképpen tovabbra
is Romaniahoz tartozott -, etnikailag vegyes tertletnek szamité6 Nagysarmas és kornyéke
torténetét ismerteti. A kdvetkez6 fejezetben az olvasé az elkdvetéknek - mindenekel6tt
Matyassi Miklos szazadosnak - a megszallt Szovjetunidban tanudsitott magatartasaval
(partizanvadaszat, kivégzések, blncselekmények elkdvetése) ismerkedik meg.

1944 szeptemberében a roman atallas miatt kitdért a magyar - roman haboru, amely
kezdeti szakaszaban némi magyar sikert eredményezett. Nagysarmas és kornyéke igy
kerult magyar fennhatdsag ala. A harcok hirére sokan (féképpen zsidék és romanok) el-
menekdultek. Mivel ,a helyi magyar elit tobb tagja... a megszallast ideiglenes allapotnak
tartotta” ezért ,igyekezett meggatolni a romanokkal és zsidokkal szembeni kilengéseket”
(58). Sikertelenul!

A magyar megszallast kovetden azonnal elkezd6dott a helyi kdzigazgatas megszervezése.
Ugyanakkor fosztogatasokra és rekviralasokra is sor kerult, mikézben a rendvédelmi fela-
datok ellatasara rovid idén belul megérkezett a zilahi csend6r tanzaszldalj. Szeptember
9-én mar sor is kerult a helyben maradt nagysarmasi zsidok (52 n6, 43 gyermek és 31 férfi;
dsszesen 126 személy) internalasara. Szeptember 16-an elszallitottak 6ket Pusztakamaras
hataraba, ahol a 17-re virradd éjjelen tomegsirba 16tték Sket.

Tulmenben a zsidék meggyilkolasan ,a magyar kozigazgatas bevezetése a roman
lakossagot sem kimélte: internalasok és civilek meggyilkolasa. Emellett folytatédott a
bujkal6é zsiddk elleni hajsza is, aminek eredményeképpen Ujabb 42 f8s zsidd csoportot
gy(jtottek 6ssze. Oket viszont Ujhdzy Zsigmond alezredes, a helyérség Gjonnan
odavezényelt parancsnoka fellépése megmentette a halaltél. Oktéber 10-én pedig a
szovjet és roman csapatok bevonultak Nagysarmasra. ,A nagysarmasi zsidok kivégzéseé-
ben érintett katonai egységeket - biztosité alakulatokként - az altalanos kivonulas kezdete
eldtt visszavontak a hatorszagba. Matyassy torzsszazada Bonchidara, mig J6zsa 6rszazada
Kotelendre telepiilt. Mindkét kdzség a magyar uralom alatti Eszak-Erdélyben helyezkedett
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el, egymastdl mintegy tiz kilométerre. A két szazad Uj dllomashelyein is sor kerult erésza-
kos cselekményekre: Nagysarmasroél a tuszként elhurcolt roman ugyvéd kivégzésére és a
két roman civil halalaval jard kotelendi gyilkossagra.” (129).

Mindezek utan nem lehet csodalkozni azon, hogy a visszatér§ roman kdzigazgatas
égisze alatt elkezd6dott a bosszuallas a magyarokon. , A birdsagi jegyz6koényvek és a
csenddrségi jelentések alapjan megallapithatd, hogy a helyi magyarsag elleni er6szakos
cselekmények oroszlanrésze a helybéli romansaghoz kapcsolhatdo. A magyar uralom alatt
elkdvetett sérelmekeért tébben kollektiven a helyi magyarsagot tették feleldssé.” (139).
Tovabba elkezd6dtek a birdsagi eljarasok is a tomeggyilkossagok kapcsan. Perek zajlot-
tak Kolozsvaron, Bukarestben és Budapesten. ,A haboru utani felel6sségre vonasokban
[azonban] a politikai célok felUlirtak a valos tényfeltarast.” (180). Az osztalyharcos szem-
lélet jelentés mértékben hozzajarult ahhoz, hogy a kolozsvari eljarasban févadlottak helyi
foldbirtokosok és a korabban Nagysarmason szolgalé rémai katolikus plébanos lettek”.
Ezzel szemben a bukaresti toérvényszék ,a valos tényallas feltarasara torekedett. Ez a
kett8ség [sic] vezethetett ahhoz, hogy végll nem szuletett itélet az tgyben” (181).

Ami a tomeggyilkossag emlékezetét illeti - jollehet |étezik az aldozatok temetdje és
az emlékmd -, ,a mai sarmasiaknak ez a torténet nem létezik”, annal is inkdbb, mert a
tomeggyilkossagra hamar ratelepedett a hivatalos roman emlékezetpolitika” (182). Las-
san elmaradtak a haborud utdni megemlékezések, a megmaradt zsidé lakossag fokoza-
tosan elvandorolt. ,A helyi emlékezetben a tomeggyilkossag nagyon hamar nemkivanatos
témava mindsult.” (183). A"tdmeggyilkossag emlékezete az eltelt majdnem 80 év tavlatabol
nagyon homalyos, szamos legenda kering, és a legfiatalabb generacioknak mar fogalmuk
sincs arrdl, hogy mi tortént a telepulésen, illetve Pusztakamaras hataraban. Ennek egy
érdekes vetllete a felel6sségattolas szandéka”, mégpedig a német katonasagra (184). A
szerzd dsszegzését olvasva egyértelmd, hogy a multtal valé szembenézés még egy ideig
varat magara. Vannak azonban reménysugarra okot addé megnyilvanulasok is, miszerint:
.Pusztakamarason magyar emberek 6ltek meg zsid6 embereket, de magyarok voltak azok
is, akik prébaltak segiteni nekik. Ideje elfogadni, hogy a nemzet nem homogén kategoéria,
a térténelem pedig nem fekete-fehér.” (187).

Kovacs Szabolcs fényképekkel illusztralt monografidja példaértékiinek mondhato.
Mintaja lehet annak, hogy a Magyarorszag teruletén, vagy magyar zsidékkal szemben
mashol elkdvetett tdmeggyilkossagokat milyen formaban lehet(ne) - és kell(ene) - feltarni
és megirni.

Jakab Attila
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KLACSMANN BORBALA:

Holokauszttorténetek.

Park Konyvkiado, Budapest, 2023. 353 oldal.

A szerz8, Klacsmann Borbala, 2021-ben szerezte meg doktori fokozatat a Szegedi
Tudomanyegyetem Torténelemtudomanyi Doktori Iskolajaban. Disszertacidjat Pest
megyei holokauszttulél6k 1945-1989 kozotti karpdtlasi és jovatételi ugyeirdl irta.’
Tovabbi tanulmanyai féként ebben a témaban jelentek meg, internetes Ujsagok szamara
is évek Ota ir ismeretterjesztd cikkeket. Ma mar tédbb mint 2000 kovetdvel rendelkezik
a 2020-ban indult Holokauszttorténetek cimU Facebook-oldala,> amelybdl ezen

ismeretterjeszt6 kotet kindtte magat.

Petd Andrea bevezetbje utan a konyv céljat, keletkezésének kdrulmeényeit a szerzdi
el6sz6bol ismerhetjuk meg. A szerzd tévesen nevezi az elsd magyar holokausztrol sz6l6
ismeretterjesztéd mlnek,2azonbanjelenlegvalébanezazegyetlen,amelyazolvasdkszamara
nemcsak antikvariumokban, hanem nagykereskedelmi forgalomban is elérhetd. Egy
minimalista térténelmi bevezetében attekintést ad a magyarorszagi zsidésag helyzetérdl
1848-1849-t4l, ismerteti az 1920-as numerus clausus tdérvényt, a késdbbi zsidétorvényeket,
majd a kamenyec-podolszkiji mészarlastél kezdddden tomoren felvazolja a magyarorsza-
gi holokauszt eseményeit egészen a haboru utani Orszagos Zsidd Helyreallitasi Alap
elindulasaig.

A kotet alapjat a torténésznek a Pest Varmegyei Levéltarban és a Borsod-Abauj-Zemplén
Varmegyei Levéltarban folytatott kutatasai adjak, de ,holokauszttérténetei” leginkabb
Pest varmegyére koncentralnak. Ezeket 18 kiilénbdz8 témaju fejezetbe rendezte. Erezni a
szerzd f6ébb kutatasi teruletét. Tobb hosszabb fejezet foglalkozik a zsiddk kifosztasaval és a
haboru utani karpotlasi ugyekkel. A fejezetek kis szemelvényekbdl allnak, mindegyik alapja
egy levéltari forras. A forraskiadvanyoktol eltéréen a szerzd ezeket itt elemzi és kontextus-
ba helyezve szerepelteti. A konyv nem tartalmaz labjegyzeteket, de minden szemelvénynél
fontosnak tartotta feltlntetni a felhasznalt forrasok hivatkozasat.

Klacsmann Borbala mar a bevezetében leszbdgezi, hogy a kotete Osszeallitasa soran
nem volt célja a holokauszt teljességét megragadni. A kdnyv alapjat levéltari forrasok
adjak. Személyes forrasokat csupan ezekhez kapcsoléddan hasznalt, igy nem is lett
volna lehet8sége a teljesség megteremtésére. A holokausztnak sok olyan aspektusa van,
amelyek nem ragadhatéak meg levéltari, ,hivatalos iratok” segitségével, igy a kotetbdl
kimaradt a deportalas és a hazatérés kozotti id6észak ismertetése. Erdssége, hogy olyan

1 Klacsmann Borbala 2021: 4 holokauszt tulélinek karpotlasa és jovatétele Pest megyében, 1945—1989. (PhD-disszertacio.)
Szegedi Tudomanyegyetem, Szeged (http://doktori.bibl.u-szeged.hu/id/eprint/10833/ — utolso letdltés: 2023. augusztus 4.

2 https://www.facebook.com/holokauszttortenetek/ — utolso letdltés: 2023. augusztus 4.

3 2004-ben jelent meg Horvath Cecilia A magyar zsidosag és a holokauszt cimii rovid kotete, amely kifejezetten
ismeretterjeszto szandékkal irodott: Horvath Cecilia 2004: A magyar zsidosag és a holokauszt. Budapest.

témakat is megismertet az olvasokdézonséggel, amelyek nincsenek a koztudatban: ilyen a
kamenyec-podolszkiji deportalas, az uldozéttek és a hatrahagyott javaik kifosztasa, majd
a visszatérés utani kérelmezési és karpotlasi ugyek. Egy rovid fejezet erejéig a romak
uldozéséhez kapcsoldddan is szerepelnek forrasok és azok elemzése. Szamomra az egyik
legmegddbbentébb annak a forrasnak az ismertetése, amelyben 1945 marciusaban, a
haboru utan irjak 6ssze az Aszddi jaras ciganysagat, elkobozzak a keztukon 1év lovakat és
kocsikat, €s a kdzség elhagyasat az eldljarosag eldzetes irasbeli engedélyéhez kotik.

A kotetben taldlhaté szemelvények segitségével betekintést nyerhetink a kor
kbzigazgatasaba, kézhangulataba, és egyes emberek sorsaba. A laikus olvas6é szamara
viszont nehézséget okozhat az egyes fejezeteken beliili id6beli ugralasok kovetése. igy a
kdnyvet azoknak ajanlom, akiknek mar megvan az alaptudasuk a holokauszt magyarorsza-
gi eseményeirdl és mélyebben érdekli 6ket a téma. A szerz6 az el8szdban is kiemelte, hogy

a4

talmaban, mind pedig szerkezetében ajanlhaté erre a célra.

Nagy Adél
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VALOBAN A ZSIDO VEZETOK A FELELOSEK A
SZLOVAKIAI ES MAGYARORSZAGI ZSIDOK HALALAERT?
Landau, Ruth: The Jewish Leaderships in Slovakia and Hungary During the
Holocaust Era.

The Price of Silence.

Cambridge Scholars Publishing, Newcastle, 2023. 312 oldal

Az elmultid6szak Ujra el8térbe hozta a Budapesti Zsidd Segély és Ment6bizottsag, valamint
Kasztner Rezs6 szerepénekvizsgalatat. Ezek a munkak jellemz8en a torténészszakman kivul
allo, de a vizsgalt eseményekhez csaladi vagy ideoldgiai szalon kapcsolédé értelmiségiek
altal, és igen polemikus hangnemben irdédtak.” Nincs ez masképp Ruth Landau kényvével
sem. Landau a Tel-Aviv-i Egyetem professzora, karrierje azonban nem a térténelemtudo-
manyok, hanem a szocialis munka és etika témakdrében teljesedett ki.2 Szlovak és magyar
holokauszt tulélék gyermekeként késztetést érzett arra, hogy a két orszagban lezajlott
tragikus eseményeket a zsidé vezetdség gondatlan viselkedésén keresztll vizsgalja. A
kotet kozzétételében vallaltan egy atélt csaladi trauma is motivalta: felmendinek jé része a
holokauszt aldozatava valt, még egyik nagyapja is, akinek lehet6sége lett volna felszall-
ni a Kasztner vonatra, de idds anyjat és testvérét, annak csaladjaval egyutt, nem akarta
elhagyni.

Akonyv fé allitasa, hogy a szlovakiai és a magyarorszagizsidd vezetok dontd tdbbségének
korrupt és elvtelen magatartasa miatt szlovak és magyar zsidok tizezrei pusztultak el a
holokausztban. Miel6tt a f6 érveket megvizsgalnank fontos megjegyezni, hogy a kotet-
ben olyan sok targyi tévedés fordul el, hogy ennek felsorolasa messze meghaladna e
recenzio kereteit. Jellemz6 banalis hibak, amelyek egy egyszerlG Wikipédia szocikk
elolvasasautaniskdonnylszerrel korrigalhatdk lettek volna, a kdvetkezdk: a szerz6 allitdsaval
ellentétben Komoly Ott6 nem Jugoszlaviaban nétt fel (bar néhany évet valdban élt ott) és
nem az Ichud-Mapai parthoz tartozott, hanem a Klalcionistakhoz. A kolozsvari Mentdbi-
zottsag elndkének neve helyesen Marton Erné (nem Marton). A leirtakkal szemben 1944.
aprilis 7-én még nem szlletett dontés az egész magyarorszagi zsidésag deportalasardl,
csak a karpataljai zsidok deportalasat kérvonalaztak.

A kotet legszembetlndbb hianyosaga, hogy a vezetd (,leadership”) kulcsfogalma nincs
meghatarozva, igy teljesen rejtve marad az olvasé el6tt, hogy a szerzd a vallasi vagy a
vilagi zsido intézmények vezetdire, a gazdasagi elit egyes szerepldire, a kimagaslé vagyoni
helyzettel rendelkezd személyekre vagy az orszagos politikaban részt vett egyénekre
gondol. Ennek hianyaban értelmezhetetlenek a szerzé allitasai. Onkényesen (minden
maodszertani meghatarozas nélkdl) elsésorban a budapesti neoldg zsido hitkdzség és a
baloldali cionista vezet8kkel - akik szerinte uraltak a cionista intézményeket - azonositja a
zsid6 vezet6 fogalmat. Szlovakia tekintetében pedig a Zsidé Kézpont és Munkacsoportban
helyett foglald, hasonlé szerepet betdltd személyekre gondol.

1 Bogdanor 2016; Brand 2020.
2 Prof. Ruth Landau oldala a Tel-Aviv-i Egyetem The Paul Baerwald School of Social Work and Social Welfare tanszékén.
https://en.sw.huji.ac.il/people/ruth-landau (utolso letoltés: 2023. szeptember 19.)

A fogalommeghatarozas hianya valoszinlleg abbdl fakad, hogy a szerzd nem is ér-
ti a korszak zsidé tarsadalomszerkezet Osszetettségét. Szamara a kulénb6zd vallasi
iranyzatok eltéré kulturalis sajatossagokkal tarkitott kozosségeket, mintsem sokszor
parhuzamos tarsadalmakat takarnak. Példanak okaért unos-untalan bizonygatni probal-
ja, hogy Stern Samu az egész magyarorszagi zsidésag legfébb vezetdje volt. Mikdzben a
ténylegesen komoly autoritast képviseld haszid rabbik (pl. Joel Teitelbaum) szinte teljesen
hianyoznak a kotetb6l. A valésagban egy szombathelyi ortodox, vagy egy maramarosszige-
ti haszid zsid6 semmilyen tekintélyt nem tulajdonitott volna Stern Samunak. S6t egy
atlagos haszid és ortodox zsidé még egymas rabbijanak sem fogadta el az dtmutatasat,
féleg, hogy az egyutt imadkozastdl is tartézkodtak.

llyen forman a konyvben kikialtott legfobb ellenség, Kasztner Rezs, statuszanak
megértése is hatalmas problémaba Utkozik. A szerz6 szemében 8 egy kimagaslo, bar a
zsid6 tdmegek altal meg nem valasztott vezetdveé |ép eld, aki 1944-ben precedens nélkuli
hatalmat vont magahoz a magyar zsidé kozéletben. Ebb6l adéddan hatalmas a felel6sége
az altala megismert informaci6 tovabbadasaban. A valésagban Kasztner egy ujsagird és
politikai hattérszervezd volt, akinek nevével az Uj Kelet néhany tizezres olvasokézénsége
talalkozhatott. Kolozsvaron szélesebb korben is ismerhették, de valdszinlleg a magyar
zsidok nagy tobbségének 1944-ben fogalma sem volt a kilétérdl. Sokatmondé a kdzvetlenul
a haboru utan felvett tobb ezer DEGOB jegyz6konyv, amelyekben Kasztner neve csak két al-
kalommal, pozitiv konnotaciéban szerepel. Teljes meggy6z6déssel allithatd, hogyha Kaszt-
ner 1944 tavaszan azzal az informacioval hivta volna fel a nagyvaradi, pécsi vagy miskolci
Zsido6 Tanacsot, hogy a kdzosséguket deportaljak, majd szinte kivétel nélkul lemészaroljak,
az illetd vezetdk elmegyodgyintézetet javasoltak volna az ismeretlen informatornak. Annal
is inkabb gondolhatjuk ezt, mivel a magyar zsidok szamara felfoghatatlan informaciénak
szamitott a magyar zsidok tomeges leggyilkolasanak lehet8sége.

Itt elérkeztink Landau masik problémas megallapitasanak sarokkévéhez: a holokauszt-
rol szélé informacié mibenléte és annak internalizaldsa. Szerinte a szlovakiai és a
magyarorszagi zsidé vezetbk vagy szandékosan, vagy hanyagsagbdl mulasztottak el
a tomegek felvilagositasat az eurdpai holokauszt eseményeirél, pedig 1944 majus-
juniusadban mar szamukra is ismertek voltak a Vrba-Wetzler jelentés részletei. Temérdek
kutatas foglalkozott mar mindkét orszag esetében azzal, hogy az ott él6 zsido lakossag
milyen ismeretekkel rendelkezett a zsiddk ellen addig lezajlott tomegmészarlasokrol. Ezek-
bdl kiderul, hogy a radiéadasok, a menekultek, a katonak és még a sajté révén is igen
atfogd ismereteket lehetett szerezni a zsidék ellen elkdvetett szornyUlségekrél.2 A szer-

3 Karsai 2014b: 1365—1374; Veszprémy 2023: 15-40.
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z6 megemlit néhany ilyen allitast (Yehuda Bauer és Gila Fatran megallapitasait), de ra-
gaszkodik ahhoz, hogy mivel ezek az informacidék nem a ,vezet6ktdl” szarmaztak, igy nem
bizonyulhattak valédinak, ezaltal az atlagzsidék nem is adtak hitelt nekik. Példanak okaért
emliti az Elie Wiesel Ejszaka cim( regényében elmondott térténetet, miszerint az egyik
templomszolga elmesélte a Kamenyec-Podolskij-i deportalasok torténetét, és a németek
bevonulasa utan figyelmeztette a k6zosséget a kdzelgd veszélyre. Landau szerint nem volt
elvarhat6 a kozosségtél, hogy egy ilyen alacsony statusszal rendelkezd, a kozosség altal
nem tisztelt személynek higgyen. Azonban azt mar elmulasztja hozzatenni, hogy miként
viselkedtek a kd6zdsségben tényleges autoritassal bird haszid eldljardk, akiknek véleménye
és iranymutatasa hallgatasra talalt. Joel Teitelbaum példaul, a lengyel haszidizmuson
keresztul, 1942-t6l pontos értesuléseket kapott a lengyel zsidosag megsemmisitésérdl, de
ezt a gyulekezetével nem kdzdlte. Ellenkezbleg, kovetdit dva intette attdl, hogy Palesztina-
ba vagy mas orszagba kivandoroljanak, vagy a cionistakkal barminemd egyuttmutkodés-
ben részt vallaljanak. Mindekdzben 6 tébbszor sikertelenul prébalta elhagyni az orszagot.
Ismeretes, hogy végul a Kasztner-vonaton menekult meg. A haboru utan a holokausztot
Isten buntetésével magyarazta, amit els6sorban a cionizmus tamogatasaért kuldott a
zsidésagra.*

A szerzBnek szintén felrohatd, hogy nem citalta azokat az eseteket, amikor a zsido
vezetbéknek nevezheté egyének a szigoru cenzura kijatszasaval tovabbitottak a zsido
k6z6nség szaméara az altaluk ismert informacidkat. gy tett példaul Grinwald Filép, aki
az Izraelita Magyar Irodalmi Tarsulat évkényvében kdvetkezetesen ismertette az Eurdpa
szerte a zsiddsag ellen elkdvetett atrocitasok és jogfosztasok sorat. Az 1942-es kiadasban
- tobbek kozott - a kdvetkezé arulkodé mondat is nyomdaba kerdlt: , A f6ldon é18 zsiddsag
nagyobbik fele, tdbb mint nyolcmillié, szenved6 alanya lett zsiddellenes rendszabalyoknak.
Magardl Németorszag zsiddsagarol ugyan azt jelentik, hogy mar maradéktalanul végeztek
vele [...]".* Az 1943-as évkonyvbe szant kézirataban Grunwald szintén hatborzongatd pon-
tosaggal irta le a 150 ezer roman zsid6é Transznisztridba valé deportalasat, Adam Czer-
niakown ongyilkossagat, és a harommillioé lengyel zsidd elpusztitasat. Azonban a cenzura
szUrdjén az iras mar nem jutott at, igy az évkdényvben nem jelenhetett meg.c Mindazonal-
tal a fennmaradt kézirat bizonyiték arra, hogy a viszonylag gazdag forrasbol informalédé
zsid6 vezet6k az informacidkat lehet6ség szerint tovabbadtak, ameddig az informacids tér
athatolhatatlan résre nem szdkult szamukra. Grunwald nem tudta atadni az olvasdknak
a népirtasrél szerzett ismereteit. Marton Ern6é annal inkdbb. Az 1943-ban megjelent kis
cionista propagandaflzete ugy tlnik adtcsuszott a cenzdra rostajan, mivel nyiltan irt benne
a ,Lengyelorszagban elpusztult milliés zsidé emberanyagrél”.” Az ilyen esetek természe-
tesen nem fértek bele a szerz6 elfogult narrativajaba.

A kozvetlentl a haborud utan keletkezett tanuvallomasokbdl az tukrozédik, hogy a
zsiddésag pusztitasa ,kozismert volt”. Némely tulél6 egyenesen azt allitotta, hogy mindenki
tudott réluk.s Lacz6 Ferenc tanusagtételeket elemzd tanulmanyabdl viszont az is kiderdul,

Keren-Kratz 2014: 110-112.
Griinwald 1942: 333.
Schweitzer 2020: 201-210.
Marton 1943: 117.

Laczo6 2016: 58.
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hogy sokaknak még a halaltaborok barakkjaiban is nehezére esett elhinni a gazkamrak
valésagat.> Az itt citalt két szerzd irasait Landau is megemliti, de csak azokat a része-
ket veszi at, amelyek sajat narrativajat aldtdmasztjak. igy 6sszeségében egyetérthetiink
Karsai Laszlo, Vagi Zoltan, Kadar Gabor és a magyarorszagi torténészek dontd tobbségének
azon allitasaval, hogy nem az informacio hianya, hanem annak befogadasa (internalizacié-
ja) okozta a problémat.

A szerz6 a kulénbdzd forrasokbdl szarmazd informaciok meglétét altalaban azzal az
érveléssel utasitja el, hogy azok nem a vezetdktdl érkeztek, és nem tartalmaztak a
halalgyarakrol, a Vrba-Wetzler jelentésben megismert részleteit. Ha ebben a jelentésben
rejlé informacié a tomegekhez eljutottak volna, akkor tobben a szokést, és az ellenallast
valasztjak. Azonban egyetlen egyszer sem teszi fel a kérdést, hogy 1944 majusaban
(ekkor kerult a jelentés Magyarorszagra) meégis milyen médon lehetett volna 800 ezer
embert felvildgositani a jelentés tartalmarol? Landau talan a teljes kontrol és cenzura alatt
mUkdédd Magyar Zsidok Lapjat gondolta megfeleld fellletnek, vagy Kasztnernek és a Koz-
ponti Zsid6 Tanacs tagjainak kellett volna sebtében dsszehivott gylléseken elmondani?
A kérdés koltoi, egyik sem volt kivitelezhet6. Mindekdzben a zsiddkat szigoru korlatozé
rendelkezések (radié, valamint telefon birtoklasanak tiltasa, utazasi és lakhelyelhagyasi
korlatozasok stb.) sujtottak, a ,rémhirek” terjesztéséért jaré buntetéssel (internalas vagy
bortdn) pedig mindenki tisztaban volt.

A jol informalt szerzd sajnos annak az esetnek a kdvetkezményeit sem emliti meg,
amelyben a Koézponti Zsiddé Tanacshoz tartozd személyek egy renitens csoportja meg-
prébalkozott egy ilyen felvilagosité kampany Kkivitelezésével. Ropiratok formajaban
akartak tajékoztatni a zsido és keresztény tarsadalmat a deportalasok valddi céljarol.
A hatésagok néhany napon beldl lefulelték a kezdeményezdket, akik csak a belpolitikdaban
beallt valtozasoknak kdszonhetben szabadultak ki a bortonbdl. A kinyomtatott illegalis
ropiratot egyaltalan nem tudtak terjeszteni (egyes forrasok szerint kétezret mégis sikerult
szétszorni)."

Amennyiben pedig az informacio el is jutott volna tobb emberhez, és hitelt is adtak vol-
na azoknak (ami elég valoszindtlen), akkor is kérdéses, hogy az emberek milyen médon
tudtak volna elkerulni sorsukat. Féleg, hogy ebben az id6szakban a vidéki telepuléseken
mar javaban folyt, vagy mar befejez6dott a gettdsitas. A szerz6 meggydzddéssel allitja,
hogy biztos informacié tudataban szamtalan lehetdség allt volna rendelkezésre, tobbek
kdzott menekulés, elrejt6zés vagy hatarokon valo illegalis atlépés. Igaz, sikeres szokésre
vagy elrejtézésre példat csak kettét tud felhozni (a Zsidé Tanacs tagjait leszamitva), mig
a megannyi kudarcba fulladt probalkozasok kdzul egyetlen egyet sem emlit. Pedig szam-
talan ilyen esetr6l van tudomasunk. Csak néhany példaval élve: Nyiregyhazan a getté-
ba hurcolas soran a tomegben panik tért ki, néhanyan ki akartak torni a csenddrkordon
mogul, amikor is figyelmeztetd [6vések dordultek.”> Miskolcon 131 izraelitat internaltak a

9  Laczo6 2016: 77-78

10 Karsai 2014b:1365-1374; Kadar—Vagi—Cs6sz 2013: 247-248.
11 Benoschofsky—Karsai 2017: 51.

12 Karsai—-Molnar 2004; Kovacs 2004: 37.



rendeletek megszegése és szokés miatt, Pécset egy szokés ugyében inditottak eljarast,
Munkacson a gyUjtétaborba kisértek tomegébdl lemaradt embereket lel6tték,> Kassan és
Szolnokon szdkés kozben |6ttek le embereket.'

A szerzd a magyar-roman hataron val6é szokésnek tulajdonit nagy jelentdséget, de
azért azt sem tagadja, hogy a roman hatosagok az illegalis hataratlépésért haldlbintetést
helyeztek kilatasba. Azonban szerinte Kasztner pontosan tudta, hogy ezt a buntetést
nem alkalmazzak, és arra utasitotta a kolozsvari zsid6 tanacsot, hogy az embereket
lebeszélje errdl az utiranyrdl. A valésagban Kasztner és a Ment6bizottsag tamogatta a
halucok Romania iranyaba szervezett szokéseit, Kasztnernek pedig nem lehetett fogalma,
hogy a torvényt nem alkalmazzak (a térvényt Kasztner kolozsvari Utja utdn hoztak), f6-
leg mert majus végégig a roman hatarérok egyaltalan nem bizonyultak engedékenyeknek
az illegalis hataratlépdkkel. Landau természetesen nem emliti azt a szamos forrasban
szerepl6 tényt sem, hogy tébb szaz embert fogtak el a roman-magyar hataron marcius
és junius kozott, akik magyarorszagi internalétaborokban, kémelharitas bértoneiben vagy
deportalé vonatokon végezték.” Landau az illegalis hataratlépés mellett a menekulés
alternativ lehet6ségeként megemliti Freudiger FUlop, az ortodox zsidé kozosség
egyik vezetdjének és a Kozponti Zsido Tanacs tagjanak, legalis uton - palesztinai beutazasi
engedéllyel, Romanian keresztul - tortént kimenekulését. A javaslat szépséghibaja, hogy
Freudigernek Dieter Wisliceny SS szazados hathatds kozremdkodésével sikerult elhagynia
az orszagot. Ezek szerint a témat tobb éven at vizsgald kutaté szamara is tudatositani kell,
hogy a magyar zsidok donté tdbbségének nem volt lehetdsége egy SS tiszttel kapcsolatba
lépni és jelent8s anyagi raforditassal annak jéindulatat megvasarolni.

A targyi tévedéseket talan csak az allanddan visszakdszoné ellentmondasok halmaza
mulja feldl. Ezt 1atjuk amikor a szlovak zsido6 vezetdk, a Zsidé Kdézpont egyes tagjai, de még
inkabb a Munkacsoport(Working Group) vezetdinek zsidésagot segité szamtalan torekvését
a szerz6 minduntalan igyekszik bagatellizalni és 8szinte szandékukat megkérddjelezni,
illetve az ortodox zsido vezetdk sikerével szembe allitani (példaul: nem sikerult sok ember
kivandorlasat el8segiteni - mindekodzben az ortodoxoknak igen; munkatarborokat hoztak
létre - mindekdzben az ortodoxok ellenezték ezt a tervet, mert tudtak, hogy megkdnnyiti
a zsidok majdani deportalasat stb.). Szintén sulyos ellentmondasba kerul a szakirodalom
allitasaval, miszerint a szlovakiai zsidék deportalasat az allami szervek végezték,'s mivel a
szerz6 ennek ellenkez6jérdl prébalja meggydzni az olvasot. Vagyis azt sulykolja, hogy az
allami szervek a Zsidd Kozpont listait hasznaltak (nem azt hasznaltak) és a vezetdéknek a
deportalasok elleni tiltakozasa csak a privilegizalt zsiddkat segitette (69-70).

Sehol nem annyira szembetlné az ellentmondas, mint a magyarorszagi halucok fel-
vilagositd és menekité kampanya kapcsan. Miutan forrasokra és Asher Cohen munkajara
hivatkozva kénytelen elismerni, hogy a halucok a Ment6bizottsaggal, igy Kasztnerrel is
szoros egyuttmikodésben tevékenykedtek, amibe beletartozott a szoktetés, az informalas

13 Csiki, 2001: 341.

14 Habel, 2014: 45.

15 A beszamolok 30 és 50 kozotti aldozatot emlitenek. Lasd Braham 2007: 274.
16 Csiki, 2003: 393.; Kaposvari 1975: 27.

17 Tibori 2001: 80—84.

18 Niznansky 2014: 64.

és a mentési munkalatok (163). Ezzel szemben néhany oldallal késébb kijelenti, hogy
Kasztner azon allitasa, hogy a halucok segitségével figyelmeztetni prébaltak a gettdk-
ba zart embereket, nem felel meg a valésagnak (199). Gondolatébresztd lehetett volna a
szerz6 szamara, hogy a végsd megoldasrol a szlovakiai és a lengyel bajtarsaiktol nagyon
jol informalt halucok tobbsége a vidéki otthonaikban és a gettékban a menekitést végz6
bajtarsak megérkezésekor nem voltak hajlanddk hatra hagyni a csaladjukat. (Ez a kotetben
szerepel is a 160. oldalon). Mindekdzben Landau meg van arrél gy6zddve, hogy az atlagos
zsido6 polgar egy ismeretlen cionista Ujsagironak, vagy a budapesti neoldg zsidd vezetbk
egyikének azon nyomban elhitte volna a halalgyarakrdél sz616 hireket, csaladjat, baratait,
beteg hozzatartozdit hatrahagyva, vallalva a szamtalan kockazatot, azon nyomban szdkés-
re, menekulésre vagy ellenallasra szanta volna el magat (190-191).

A rengeteg ellentmondas forrasa egyfel6l abbdl fakad, hogy a szerzd sajat elfogult
véleményét préobalja artikulalni a tényekkel szemben. Masfel6l, a szerzd megprébal egy
szakmai szinvonalat is fenntartani, ezért a kétetben nem sajat egydimenzids narrativa-
jat kozvetiti, hanem érveit a szakirodalom és a jol dsszevalogatott forrasok halmazaba
csomagolva talalja. Azonban a térténészek neki nem tetsz6 véleményét minden esetben
sajat ellenérveivel, ,logikai kovetkeztetésekkel” vagy mas szakirodalmi hivatkozasokkal ca-
folja. Jellemz& mddszere, hogy - néhany kivételtdl eltekintve - a szakirodalombél csak a sajat
érvelését alatdmasztd részeket citélja. igy példaul Szita Szabolcsnak a Mentdbizottsagrol
irt kbnyvébdl tudhatjuk meg, hogy a Gestapo és az SS lefoglalta Kasztnert a targyalasok-
kal, igy véve elejét barmilyen ellenallas megszervezésének. Azonban egyetlen egyszer sem
tesz emlitést a Szita konyvének legfontosabb allitasardl, miszerint Kasztner és tarsai bator
emberment6k voltak, akik kénytelen-kelletlen részt vettek a nagy embervasarban, mivel
ezt lattak a zsidomentés egyetlen lehetdségének.

Akotetben avalddi elkdvetok csak egy-két bekezdésben jelennek meg. Eichmannt példaul
egy kivalé targyalg, illetve szavahihetd mellékszerepl8ként ismerhetjuk meg. Szinte mar az
az érzése az olvasonak, hogy a szlovakiai és a magyarorszagi zsidosag ezreinek halalért a
zsido vezetbik a legfébb felel8sok, a nacik csak a lehet6séget adtak meg szamukra sorstar-
saik legyilkoldsahoz. A holokauszt soran kdzel 6 millio, fajilag zsidonak mindésitett embert
gyilkoltak le, igy ésszer(tlen az a feltételezés, hogy mig 90%-at a naciknak és csatldsaiknak
szinte minden probléma nélkul sikerult elpusztitaniuk, addig 10%-anak gettdsitasa és de-
portalasa Fleishman Gizi vagy Kasztner Rezsd nélkul nem tudott volna megvaldsulni.

Mindekdzben a kotetben megjelennek valddi hésnek kikidltott zsidé személyek, igy
mindkét orszagban az ortodox zsidé vezet6k, Magyarorszag esetében pedig kivaltképp
Krausz Miklds, a Palesztinai Hivatal vezetdje, és Komoly Ottd, a Magyarorszagi Cionista
Szervezet és a Mentbbizottsag elndke. A forrasok, foként Komoly Otté6 napldjanak
barbari meggyalazasa, ahogyan a szerz6 Komolyt Kasztner valamiféle babjaként allitja be,
aki Kasztnertdl és a Mentdbizottsagtdl teljesen kulonalléan végezte a mentéseket, elsdsor-
ban zsido gyerekek mentését. Mindekdzben a naplébdl pontosan kiderul, hogy 6k 1943-tdl
egyutt dolgoztak, hetente tobb alkalommal tanacskoztak, s ott megbeszélték a kovetendd
stratégiakat és leosztottak a feladatokat.

19 Szita 2005: 167-169.



Krausz Miklés Ayala Nedivi kdnyve alapjan kerul kituntetett poziciéba. Mind a forras-
munka, mind Landau kdnyve Krausz valés érdemeit erds tulzassal kezeli, de kézben nem
reflektalnak Krausz problémas munka- és vezetési stilusara, amiért a cionista vezetés
végig 0ssztlz alatt tartotta. Tovabba mindkét szerz6 elmulasztja azt a fontos tényt is
megemliteni, miszerint Krausz Kasztnerhez hasonl6 kivandorlast akart szervezni, amelynek
folyaman & is valasztasra kényszerult a kivandorlasi listajanak 6sszeallitadsakor. A 2000 em-
ber kivandorlasat a magyar és a német hatdésagok tudtaval és beleegyezésével szervezték,
majd szeptemberben a csoport emigralasat a deportacié folytatasahoz kétotték. Végul a
haborus helyzet miatt a kivandorlas elmaradt. Ebbél a helyzetbdl indult ki tehat a men-
levelekkel kapcsolatos jol ismert mentési akcio, és ennek keretében kerult sor Krausz és a
halucok konfliktusokkal tlzdelt egytuttmikodésére.

A kotet szerzdjénél az mar valdédi tudathasadasos allapotra utal, amikor egyes zsido
vezetbket, jellemz6en a vallasos kdzdsség tagjait, ugyanazért a cselekedetért felment,
amiért mas - baloldali cionistakat vagy neolog zsido - vezet6ket sulyosan elitél. A belzi reb-
bét, Aharon Rokeachot igen jelentés anyagi- és eszkdzraforditassal sikerdlt kimenekiteni
a bochniai gettobdl. Landau, egy visszaemlékezésre hivatkozva, azzal érvelve menti fel
a rabbit, amiért elhagyta a kozdsségét, hogy a rebbe tavozasa masoknak is batorsagot
adott a szOkésre. A torténetbdl csak az az aprésag maradt ki, hogy a széles kapcsolatokkal
és anyagi hattérrel nem rendelkez6 ,nyaj” tagjaninak esélye sem volt a sikeres szdkésre.
Szinte mindenkit a kozeli er6dben vagy valamilyen halaltaborban végeztek ki.2

Bar a holokauszt id8szakaban zajlé informaciéaramlas egy jogos kutatasi irany le-
het, azonban a kutatas kivitelezését a torténelemtudomany maodszertanat és annak sz-
abalyait betartva, nem egy szélsGséges elbitélet alapjan 6sszekompilalt érvel§ szoveg
formajaban kell elvégezni. Landaunak tudéshoz egyaltalan nem illd médon, bosszuvagytol
vezérelve, sikerult ezt az dsszetett témat néhany vezetdnek titulalt személy hibaztatasara
lecsupaszitani. Egyszersmind Ujra megszélaltatni azokat a hangokat, amelyek az 1950-es
évek izraeli kozéletében a tuléldket, a kapdkat, a zsidé tanacsokat vagy Kasztner Rezs6t
vadoltak a holokausztért. Akotetben el6bukkand ellentmondasok, de legféképpen az elhall-
gatottforrasok,illetve anegligalttorténészi megallapitasok alapjan nyugodtan feltételezhet-
juk, hogy a szerz6 nagyapja akkor sem hagyta volna el a csaladjat, ha maga Kasztner vagy
valamelyik Landau altala kijeldlt zsid6 ,vezetd” pontos informacidkat szolgaltatott volna
neki Auschwitzrol.

A magyar holokausztot tébb tizezernyi korabeli forras felhasznalasaval tanulmanyozo
kutaték mind arra a megallapitasra jutottak, hogy ha valami csoda folytan lehet6ség
is lett volna az emberek tomeges felvilagositasara (nem volt) és el is hitték volna a
gazkamrak |étét (nem hitték), akkor sem tudtak volna sorsukat elkerulni. ,[...] mit tehettek
volna? Fegyvertelenul, a lakossag zdémének joindulataban alapos okkal nem reménykedve,
szemben az egész magyar hivatali, csenddri és rend6ri apparatussal.? Akkor amikor
a 18 éven feluli zsido férfiak tébbsége munkaszolgalatos.”» - teszi fel a kérdést Karsai

20 Yad Vashem Archive. P.31. 39/217—218; Braham 1997: 1067—1068.

21 Cohen 1986: 150.

22 The ghetto in Bochnia. Virtual Shtetl (https://sztetl.org.pl/en/towns/b/462-bochnia/116-sites-of-martyrdom/44810-ghetto-
bochnia#footnote6_dd7s900 (utolsé letdltés: 2023. szeptember 20)

23 Karsai 2001: 265.

Laszlé, amire sajnos Landau nem tudott meggydz6 valaszokat szolgaltatni. Ehelyett az
igazi felel6sok elkend6zésével, az izraeli holokauszt emlékezetpolitika egy régen
elfelejtetett modszerét felélesztve, az aldozatok hibaztatdsat teszi meg konyve alapgon-
dolatanak.
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UJBOLI MEGHURCOLTATAS. CIONISTA PER
MAGYARORSZAGON.

Novak Attila: Ideolégia és 6nazonossag.
Az 1953-as budapesti cionista per.

Nemzeti Emlékezet Bizottsdga, Budapest, 2020. 203 oldal.

Novak Attila kdnyve izgalmas, olvasmanyosan megirt torténeti rekonstrukcio, amely olyan
emberi szituacidkat mutat be, amelyekkel az olvasdk azonosulni tudnak a kdérnyezettk-
tél hallott, vagy a sajat életukbdl szarmazé torténeteken keresztul. A kotet preciz tudo-
manyos filoldgiadja ellenére nemcsak a szakmabelieknek, de a torténelem irant altalaban
érdekl6ddknek is élményt adhat.

Novak Attila azon ritka torténészek egyike, akik képesek belllrdl értelmezni a vizsgalt
k6zdsség, mozgalom multjat. Eletének egy szakaszdban a Cionista Szdvetség élén allt, igy
ugy kutatta, hogy benne élt mozgalomban. Héberul remekdl tudd, Izraelt jart kutatd, aki
érti a zsido vilagot. Képes a sajat szempontjaik szerint nézni a szerepl6ket. A kdtet egy
kulcsszerepl6jéhez, Englander Tiborhoz személyes j6 viszony flizte, ami néha talan meg-
nehezitette a kutatdi szerepben maradast, mindazonaltal a forrasbazis sajatossagai miatt
tamaszkodnia kellett a korabbi cionista vezetdvel készitett beszélgetésekre.

A kotet forrasbazisa sajatos forraskritikat igényel. A kommunista allamvédelem
dokumentumai nem olvashatbak sz6 szerint, nem csak az ideolégiai keretetek kell figyelem-
be venni, hanem azokat a személyes tényezéket is, amelyek befolyasoltak egy-egy jelentés
vagy jegyz6kdnyv szdveganyagat. Ezek az inditékok nehezen fejthetdek vissza, ezért eze-
ket a szerzd kell6 szkepszissel kezelte. A koncepcids perek alapjat szolgalé vadak még a
kommunista diktatura kor jogi keretei k6z6tt sem nyujtanak kell6 alapot perbefogasra.
Mai erkodlcsi és jogfelfogasunk szerint pedig még annyira sem.

A kortars nyilvanossaghoz ezek a perek nem jutottak el a kit(iz6tt hatassal. A vadak és
az itéletek kés6bb sem valtottak ki a nagykozonség elitéld reakcidjat. A torténész szakma
el6tt sem birt jelentds sullyal a téma, igy alapkutatasa sokaig elmaradt. Az elsé figyelem-
felkelt6é rovid munkat Toronyi Zsuzsa irta meg, ezért Novak Attila kdnyve mindenképpen
hianypaotlo.

A hazai torténészek érdekl6dése a cionista szervezetek miUkddése irant az 1948-as évet
kovetden tobbnyire eltlnik. Novak Attila vizsgalata ezzel szemben tovabb tekint ezen a
datumon, bemutatja az illegalitasban m(kod6 cionista mozgalom m(kodését, szerkezetét,
a kulénboz6 iranyzatok - és az aktivistak - egymashoz és az allamhatlomhoz val6 viszonyat,
konfliktusaikat.

A perek érdekessége - ahogy a szerzd is utalt ra - a vadlottak személyes életutjaban
van. Tobbséguk erdsen baloldali, a kommunista rendszerrel rokonszenvezd, a holokausz-
tot atélt, a févaros belvarosaban él8, a kozéposztaly alsdbb rétegeihez tartoz6 zsidé fia-
tal volt. Elkotelez6déstkre jellemzd volt, hogy izraeli anyapartjukon is szamon kérték a
Szovjetunié iranti lojalitast.

A magyarorszagi események nem szemlélhetdk izoldltan, nemzetallami keretek kdzott.
A perek szovjet zsido 6sszeeskuvésperek mintazatat kovették, ezen tulmendéen a cionista
mozgalom torténetét sem lehet a kor nemzetkdzi kontextusanak ismerete nélkul értel-
mezni. Novak ezért oldalakat szentelt a témaval 6sszeflggd hazai és nemzetkozi torténések
ismertetésére.

A koncepciés perek sorozataban nem volt elégséges a zsid6 szarmazasu kaderek
blindsségenek felmutatasa, hanem a zsidésagot esszencialisan vallas voltaban megjelenitd
hitkdzségi intézményi vezetdkre is kiterjesztették. Perbe fogtak példaul Stéckler Lajost,
a MIOK (Magyar lzraelitak Orszagos Képviselet) elnokét, Csengeri Ledt, a debreceni hit-
kdzség elndkét, Domonkos Miksat, a Pesti Izraelita Hitkdzség korabbi fétitkarat, valamint
orthodox részrdl Groszberg Ervint.

A kor koncepcios pereihez viszonyitva az enyhe itéletekkel zarult perek vadlottjai jelentds
palyat futottak be kulféldon vagy idehaza. A kdnyv kulén értékeként emelhetd ki, hogy

nem csupan a perre fékuszal, hanem legalabb ilyen fontosak az emberi sorsok is. Ezeket 123

végig koveti a holokauszttdl, a cionista mozgalmon és peren keresztul az egyéni karrierig.

Zima Andras
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KOMOROCZY GEZA:
JOGOT, MERT EMBEREK VAGYUNK.
Zsido torténeti tanulmadnyok.

Pesti Kalligram Kiadd, Pozsony, 2023. 339 oldal.

Komordczy Géza szdvegeit olvasni mindig 6rom. Szépen, veretesen vannak megirva. A
Jogot, mert emberek vagyunk cimU legujabb kotete két tucat, mar megjelent tanulmany
és cikk egymasba flizésével allt 6ssze. Az irasok zome a 2000-es évekbdl szarmazik, de
talalunk koztuk néhany korabbi, és néhany egészen friss, 2020 és 2023 kdzotti munkat is.
Noha az irasok nem tulsagosan terjedelmesek, mégis Ugy érzi az olvaso, hogy magukban
is kis foglalatok olyan gondolatokrél, melyek Ujra meg ujra felbukkannak a szévegekben.
Sdrd és informaciddus, leginkabb publicisztikai jellegl, ilyen-olyan felkérésre irt nagyobb
lélegzetl cikkek, melyek olvasasa soran a tartalmi ismétlédések egyaltalan nem zavardak,
mi tobb, inkabb segitik a befogadast.

Az Ujrakozlést sokszor labjegyzetekkel, olykor betoldott szovegrészekkel egészitette
ki a szerz6, amelyekben az eredeti megjelenés 6ta eltelt id6szak eseményeibdl vett Uj
peldakkal és ,torténelmi” fejleményekkel aktualizdlta a szdveget. S6t, az Ezredforduld
- egy Okortorténész szemszogébdl cim(, 1996-os irasat tobb helyen bdvitette, és az
idegenellenességrol szol6 zard részben kifejezetten a politikai felel6sséget, jobban mond-
va felelStlenséget elemzi, amikor is az uralmon lévék politikai szamitasbdl meghatarozott
csoportok ellen szabadjara engedik ,az idegengy(ldlet gonosz szellemét” (50).

Vannak visszatéré motivumok és témak, melyek taglalasa soran korantsem kizarélag a zsidok
kerulnek nagyit6 ala. llyenek pl. az eszmék primatusa a technikai Ujitasok és felfedezések folott,
az identitasok, az egyéni és kdzosségi autondmia elényei és hatranyai, a népek vandorlasai, a
kultdra-talalkozasok és konfliktusok, tovabba kifejezetten a magyar témak kozott emlithetjuk az
orszag és a févaros zsidok altal benépesitett helyeit, a letelepedések és kilizetések folyamatat,
Buda ,el” és ,vissza” foglalasat - attél fuggden, hogy kinek a szemszdgébdl nézzuk. A zsidok
szamara a keresztény hadak bevonulasa sokkal fajdalmasabb és tragikusabb volt, mint a térok
uralom alatt élni. Folytatva a felsorolast, nem maradhatott ki a magyarorszagi emancipacié
folyamata és kihivasai, az 1848-as forradalom két centrumanak, Pozsony és Pest varosanak
pogrom és lincshangulata, és igy tovabb, egészen a maig. A torténeti leirdsok 6nmagukban is
érdekesek, de val6jaban szinte mindig reflektalnak a jelenre. Nincs mit tagadni, szilard libera-
lis meggy6z6désen alapuld politikus konyvet forgat az olvasd. Részint, mert a zsid6 identitas
korul mindig zsizseg a leveg®, a rengeteg felfogas és intézményesult, vagy intézményesul-
ni szandékozd iranyzat egymassal is perlekedik, részint mert a korulvevé tarsadalommal is
folyamatosan zajlik a hol békés, hol feszultségekkel teli interakcio. Az eredetileg 6kortorténész
Komordczy nem habozik allast foglalni modernkori eseményekkel kapcsolatban, pl. az 1849-es
fuggetlenségi nyilatkozatot Kossuth végzetesen téves |épésének tartja, de kivaltképp a 2010-
es évek kormanyainak kisebbségi és emberjogi politikajat marasztalja el. A ,térténelmi egy-
haz" fogalmaval szemben is megfogalmazza ellenvéleményét, és kifogasolja az dsszes érintett
felekezet, igy a Mazsihisz beleegyezését a privilegizalt, de allami flggéssel jard statuszba.

A kdnyv cime nem is hagy kétséget, a Jogot, mert emberek vagyunk minden kisebbsé-
gi csoport és egyén egyenjogusagat, ha szukséges, torvényi védelmét koveteli, vagy
finomabban fogalmazva, azt latja tdvosnek. A tarsadalmi diszkriminacié felszamolasanak
folyamataban a mindenkori kormanyzat felel6ssége, hogy normamutatassal segitse,
és jogi eszkozokkel biztositsa a kisebbségi és vallasi autonémiat anélkul, hogy tulzot-
tan lekenyerezze, és ezaltal a markaban tartsa a képviseleti szervezeteiket. A jelenkori
vilagszintl menekultvalsag, vagy a ciganysagot ért hatranyos megkulonboztetés gyakran
megjelennek a szdévegekben, de ezek mélyebb elemzését Komordczy masokra hagyja, 6
inkadbb a sajat szaktertletébdl, a zsidok évezredes (kényszer)vandorlasaibdl, és kulédndsen
a magyarorszagi zsidok torténeti eseményeibdl és ideoldgiai vitaibdl mutat érdekesebb-
nél érdekesebb példakat azzal a nyilvanval6 szandékkal, hogy az olvaso is vegye észre az
analdgiakat - ennyiben tartom publicisztikainak a tudomanyos igényl szévegek tobbségét.

Ami a kozelmult jelenségeit illeti, néhol tulzottan idealista: a kilencvenes évek
derekan megfogalmazott gondolatait a Nyugat-Eur6paban letelepult ,diaszpora musz-
limok”-rél nem arnyalta az eredeti iras 2022-ig kiterjesztett valtozataban sem. ,Ezeknek
a diaszpora[sicl]-muszlimoknak kezd megszilardulni a polgarjogi helyzete. [...] Parlamenti
képvisel6k, polgarmesterek, miniszterek kerultek ki kozultk. Térokorszag eldbb-utdbb az
Eurdpai Unid tagja lesz. A diaszpora-muszlimok masodik-harmadik nemzedéke ugyanugy
eurdpai, mint torok vagy pakisztani.” Noha a nehézségekre is utal, ,vannak az integracio
zavarat jelz6 tunetek is: itt-ott, mint mostanaban Németorszagban, brutalis fellépés az ott
itthoni idegenek ellen. Nem veszélytelen, nem lehet elnézni mellette; de az igazsag nem
ez" (42). A gondolatmenete egyértelmien optimista, mondhatnank tulzottan optimista a
szOvegatirasi gyakorlata az olvas6 szamara ezen a ponton kdvethetetlen, vagyis az ere-
deti publikacié tartalmanak ismerete nélkul nem tudhatjuk, hogy 1996-0s vagy 2022-es
megallapitasokat olvasunk.

Ha mar a szbveggondozasnal tartunk, el8szor csak becsuszott hibanak véljuk azokat
a furcsasagokat, amelyek az irasok végére érve szisztematikus helyesirasi problémava
nének. Nem akarok tulzottan rigorézus lenni helyesirasi kérdésekben , de néhany zavaré
irasmddot mégis szukségesnek tartok megemliteni: a gorog orthodox sz6 melléknévi
hasznalatakor, a magyar helyesiras betljét kdvetve, nincsen ,h”, és ugyanez az analégia
érvényes a katholikus széra is. Rendben, ennyi még elfogadhat6 volna az 6kori nyelveket
kivaléan ismer6 tudds szerz6tél, csakhogy a Kalligram kiadd szdvegszerkeszt6jében ugy
latszik probléma tamadt a hosszu maganhangzokkal, kilénodsen az i-nek jutott mosto-
ha sors. Akkor most jojjon egy rovid felsorolas tovabbi kommentar nélkdl: etymologia,
stilus, alternativa, fiktiv, normativ, intenziv, deskriptiv, alijja, diktaturaban, diaszpora, és
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ami igazan kellemetlen: Scheiber Sandorné dr. Bernath Livia. Es még egy apré észrevétel:
az egyes irasok végén pontosan adatolva van az eredeti megjelenési hely, de ezeken feldl
a kotet végén jo lett volna az attekintést megkdnnyitd listaszer( felsorolas is.

De nem ilyen kicsinységekkel szeretném zarni a nagyon szeretheté kotetrdl sz616 recen-
ziot, hanem egy 1993-ban megjelent, mas 20. szazadi tudosok mellett elsésorban Scheiber
Sandor munkassagat bemutaté iras egyik tételszer( bekezdésére vald rovid reflexioval.
A szerz8 a zsidésag mibenlétérél a Scheiber professzor altal 6sszeallitott zsido bibliogra-
fia kapcsan ekképp nyilatkozott: ,Talan morbidnak hangzik, amit mondok, de valamit
jelezhet a val6sagbdl: a jelen bibliografiaban' Scheiber nem azokat a hirlapokat regisz-
tralja, amelyeknek a fészerkesztdi székében tdrténetesen zsidé szarmazasu személy ult,
vagy amelynek nagyobbrészt zsidé munkatarsai, zsido el6fizetdi és vasarldi voltak. (Nem
tartozott a bibliografia gyUjtékorébe Balint Gyorgy, Molnar Ferenc, Szép Ernd, Zsolt Béla,
sem a rakosi- vagy Kadar-korbdl sok mas név.) Csak azokat a lapokat vonta be, amelyek
a zsido kozosségnek széltak. Ez a kulonbség az egyetlen hiteles mérce. Mas lapokat,
melyeknek zsidd munkatarsai voltak, zsid6 sajténak nevezni antiszemitizmus.” (109.)

En sem érzem helyénvalénak a zsid6 sajtdé fogalmanak ilyen kiterjesztését, azonban
kihallani vélem a megfogalmazasbdl a zsidd szd bantd és sértd hasznalatanak a mai
vitakban is megjelen6 vadjat. A szarmazasi alapu zsidésag fogalmat, noha a zsidé
torténelem egészén atvonul, a naci faji ideoldgia diszkreditalta, és Komordczyhoz
hasonléan ma sokan ugy vélekednek, hogy akit annak ellenére, hogy magat nem zsidéként
jeleniti meg a nyilvanossagban, vérségi alapon mégis zsidénak titulalnak, naci jellegl
megbélyegzés aldozata. Elismerem az érvelés jogossagat, mégis ugy gondolom, hogy
éppen a zsido identitas és integracié a kotetben is tetten érhet6 valtozatos megjelenési
formai, sajatos generaciok kdzotti vagy egy életen bellli bujécskaja miatt nem feltétlen
antiszemitizmus az idézetben szerepld szerz6ket ,lezsidozni”. Szép Ernd és Zsolt Béla élete
és muvei pedig par excellence a magyarorszagi holokauszt kutatas ismert és mondhatjuk
kedvelt témai. Egy lépéssel tovabbmenve, ha teszem azt, egy kommunista politikus magat
nem tartja zsidonak - mint ahogy a legtobben igy voltak vele és kerulték a témat -, és
kikéri maganak, hogy masok erre utalgassanak, de a szulei, kés6ébb netan a gyerekei a
zsid6 identitas valamely elemét magukénak érzik, akkor a koztes generacié tagjarol,
esetUnkben a kommunista elkotelezettségl politikusrol, el kell-e hallgatnunk, hogy
zsid6? Mondhatjuk-e, hogy nem zsid6? Azt hiszem ezekre a kérdésekre nincs mindenkit
megnyugtatdé valasz, de remélhetéleg van még néhany évszazadunk, hogy a
magyarorszagi hebraista tudomany doyenje példajat kdvetve, szabadon gondolkodjunk
és elmerengjunk a részleges valaszokat igér6 alapkérdéseken. Mindehhez az is szukséges,
hogy Komoroczy Géza nyomaban minél mélyebben megismerjuk a zsidosag torténetét.

Lénart Andras

1 Scheiber Sandor 1993: Magyar Zsido folyoiratok és hirlapok bibliografiaja, 1847-1992. Budapest.
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