Reflections / 655

siicker of the Foreign Office once
questioned the British chargé d’affaires
1;11)011[' the percentage of “Aryan” blood
in Mr. Rublee, an American on a mis-
sion in behalf of refugees.’

This type of reasoning was also ap-
plied in reverse. If a power was
triendly, it was believed to be free of
Jewish rule. In March, 1940, after Rib-
bentrop had succeeded in establishing
friendly relations with Russia, he
assured Mussolini and Ciano that
Stalin had given up the idea of world
revolution, The Soviet administration
had been purged of Jews. Even
Kuganovich (the Jewish Politbureau
member) looked rather like a Geor-
gian, 5t

The claim of Jewish world rule was
to be established irrefutably in a show
trinl, Toward the end of 1941 the
Propuganda  Ministry, the Foreign
Office, and the Justice Ministry laid
plans for the trial of Herschel Grynz-
pan, the man who had assassinated a
German Embassy official (vom Rath)
in Paris in 19385 The trial was to
prove that Grynzpan's deed was part
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of a “fundamental plan by international
Jewry to drive the world into a war
with National Socialist Germany,”s® but
it was never held, because the Justice
Ministry in its eagerness had made the
fatal mistake of adding homosexuality
to the indictment. At the last moment,
it was feared that Grynzpan might re-
veal “the alleged homosexual relations
of Gesandtschaftsrat vom Rath.” And
so the whole scheme was-dropped.

When Germany began to lose the
war at Stalingrad, the propaganda ma-
chine sought to make up in sheer
volume of endless repetition for the
“proof” it had failed to obtain in the
ill-fated Grynzpan trial. The Jew was
now the principal foe, the creator of
capitalism and Communism, the sinis-
ter force behind the entire Allied war
effort, the organizer of the “terror
raids,” and, finally, the all-powerful
enemy capable of wiping Germany off
the map. By February 5, 1943, the
press had to be cautioned not to “over-
estimate the power of the Jews.”™® On
the same day, however, the following
instructions were issued:

Stress: If we lose this war, we do
not fall into the hands of some other
states but will all be annihilated by
world Jewry. Jewry firmly decided
[fest entschlossen] to exterminate all
Germans. International law and inter-
national custom will be no protection
against the Jewish will for total annihi-
lation [totaler Vernichtungswille der
Judenl.®9
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How was this theory applied to
justify specific operations? The “Jew-
ish conspiracy” was used over and over
again. We find the theory in the cor-
respondence of the German Foreign
Office, which pressed for deportations
in Axis countries on the ground that
the Jews were a security risk.® The
Jews were the spies, the enemy agents.
They could not be permitted to stay
in coastal areas because in the event
of Allied landings they would attack
the defending garrisons from the rear.
The Jews were the inciters of revolt;
that was why they had to be deported
from Slovakia in 1944. The Jews were
the organizers of the partisan war, the
“middle men” between the Red Army
and the partisan field command; that
was why they could not be permitted
to remain alive in partisan-threatened
areas. The Jews were the saboteurs
and assassins; that was why the army
chose them as hostages in Russia, Ser-
bia, and France." The Jews were plot-
ting the destruction of Germany; and
that was why they had to be destroyed.
In Himmler’s words: “We had the
moral right vis-i-vis our people to an-
nihilate this people which wanted to
annihilate us.” In the minds of the
perpetrators, therefore, this theory
turned the destruction process into a
kind of preventive war.

However, the Jews were portrayed
not only as a world conspiracy but also
as a criminal people. This is the defini-
tion of the Jews, as furnished in in-
structions to the German press:

Stress: In the case of the Jews there
are not merely a few criminals (as in
every other people), but all of Jewry
rose from criminal roots, and in its very
nature it is criminal. The Jews are no
people like other people, but a pseudo-
people welded together by hereditary
criminality [eine zu einem Scheinvolk
zusammengeschlossene  Erbkriminali-

60. See pp. 415, 548,
81, Sece pp. 198, 436-41, 404.

tit]. . . . The annihilation of Jewry is
no loss to humanity, but just as useful
as capital punishment or protective
custody against other criminals,®?

And this is what Streicher had to say:

Look at the path which the Jewish
people has traversed for millenia: Every-

where murder; everywhere mass mur-
der!%3

A Nazi researcher, Helmut Schramm,
collected all the legends of Jewish
ritual murder.* The book was an im-
mediate success with Himmler. “Of the
book The Jewish Ritual Murders,” he
wrote to Kaltenbrunner, “I have or-
dered a large number, I am distribut-
ing it down to Standartenfiihrer [SS-
colonel]. I am sending you several
hundred copies so that you can dis-
tribute them to your Einsatzkom-
mandos, and above all to the men who
are busy with the Jewish question.™
The Ritual Murders was a collection of
stories about alleged tortures of Chris-
tian children. Actually, hundreds of
thousands of Jewish children were
being killed in the destruction process.
Perhaps, that is why The Ritual Mur-
ders became so important. In fact,
Himmler was so enthusiastic about the
book that he ordered Kaltenbrunner to
start investigations of “ritual murders”
in Roumania, Hungary, and Bulgaria;
he also suggested that Security Police
people be put to work tracing British
court records and police descriptions
of missing children, “so that we can
report in our radio broadcasts to Eng-
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land that in the town of XY a child
is missing and that it is probably an-
other case of Jewish ritual murder.”s

How the theory of Jewish criminality
was applied in practice may be seen
in the choice of some of the expressions
in the reports of killing operations, such
as the term “execution” (in German,
hingerichtet, exckutiert, Vollzugstdtig-
keit). In correspondence dealing with
the administration of the personal be-
longings taken from dead Jews, the
WVIIA used the cover designation
“utilization of the property of the Jew-
ish thieves |Verwertung des jiidischen
Hehler- und Diebesgutes].”®

A very striking example of how the
theory invaded German thinking is
furnished in the format of portions of
two reports by the army’s Secret Field
Police in occupied Russia:%®

Punishable offenses by members of
the population:

Hispionage 1
Theft of ammunition 1
Suspected Jews

(Jucdenverdacht) 3

Moving about with arms

(I'retschiirleret) 11
Thelt 2
Jews .2

In the culmination of this theory to be
a Jew was a punishable offense (straf-
bare Handlung); thus it was the func-
tion of the rationalization of criminality
to turn the destruction process into a
kind of judicial progeeding.

There was a third rationalization
which was focused on the Jew: the
conception of the Jew as a lower form
of life. Generalgouverneur Frank was
given to the use of such phrases as
“Jews and lice.” In a speech delivered

66. Ibid.
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68, GFP Group 722 to 207th  Security
Division Lo, February 23, 1943, NOKW-2210,
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on December 19, 1940, he pointed out
that relatives of military personnel
surely were sympathizing with men
stationed in Poland, a country “which
is so full of lice and Jews.,” But the
situation was not so bad, he continued,
though of course he could not rid the
country of all lice and Jews in a year.®®
On July 19, 1943, the chief of the Ge-
neralgouvernement Health Division re-
ported during a meeting that the
typhus epidemic was subsiding. Frank
remarked in this connection that the “re-
moval” (Beseitigung) of the “Jewish
element” had undoubtedly contributed
to better health (Gesundung) in
Europe. He meant this not only in the
literal sense but also politically: the
re-establishment of sound living con-
ditions (gesunder Lebensverhilinisse)
on the European continent.”™

In a similar vein Foreign Office Press

‘Chief Schmidt once declared during a

visit to Slovakia, “The Jewish question
is no question of humanity, and it is
no question -of religion; it is solely a
question of political hygiene” (eine
Frage der politischen Hygiene).™

In the terminology of the killing op-
erations the conception of Jews as ver-
min is again quite noticeable. Dr. Stah-
lecker, the commander of Einsaiz-
gruppe A, called the pogroms con-
ducted by the Lithuanians “self-cleans-
ing actions” (Selbstreiningungsaktio-
nen). In another report we find the
phrase “cleansing-of-Jews actions” (Ju-
densiuberungsaktionen). Himmler spoke
of “extermination” (Ausrottung). Many
times, the bureaucracy used the word
Entjudung; this expression, which was
used not only in connection with kill-
ings but also with reference to Aryani-

69. Speech by Frank to men of guard
battalion, - December 19, 1940, Frank diary,
PS-2233. ,

70. Summary of Generalgouvernement
health conference, July 9, 1943, Frank diary,
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71, See p. 471.
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zations of property, means to rid some-
thing of Jews.”® Again, we discover the
term judenrein, which in exact transla-
tion means “clean of Jews.” Finally, in
the most drastic application of this
theory, a German fumigation company,
the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Schdd-
lingsbekdmpfung, was drawn into the
killing operations by furnishing one
of its lethal products for the gassing of
a million Jews. Thus the destruction
process was also turned into a “cleans-
ing operation.”

In addition to the rationalizations
which were used to justify the whole
undertaking as a war against “interna-
tional Jewry,” as a judicial proceeding
against “Jewish criminality,” or simply
as a “hygienic” process against “Jewish
vermin,” there were also those rational-
izations which were fashioned in order
to enable the individual bureaucrat to
justify his individual task in the de-
struction process. It must be kept in
mind that most of the participants did
not fire rifles at Jewish children or
pour gas into gas chambers. A good
many, of course, also had to perform
these very “hard” tasks, but most of
the administrators and most of the
clerks did not see the final, drastic link
in these measures of destruction.

Most bureaucrats composed memo-
randa, drew up blueprints, signed cor-
respondence, talked on the telephone,
and participated in conferences. They
could destroy a whole people while
sitting at their desks, Except for in-
spection tours, which were not obliga-
tory, they never had to see “100 bodies
lie there, or 500, or 1000.” However,
these men were not stupid; they
realized the connection between their
paper work and the heaps of corpses
in the East. And they realized, also,
the shortcomings of those rationaliza-
tions which placed all evil on the Jew

72. Compare Entlausung (“ridding of
lice”) and Entwesung (“ridding of vermin,”
or “fumigation”).

and all good on the German. That was
why they were compelled to justify
their individual activities. Their justi-
fications contain the implicit admission
that the paper work was to go on, re-
gardless of the actual plans of world
Jewry and regardless of the actual be-
havior of the Jews who were about to
be killed. We can divide the rationali-
zations focused on the perpetrator into
five categories.

The first rationalization was the old-
est, the simplest, and therefore the most
effective: the doctrine of superior or-
ders. First and foremost there was
discipline. First and foremost there was
duty. No matter what objections there
might be, orders were given to be
obeyed. A clear order was like ab-
solution; armed with such an order, a
perpetrator felt that he could pass his
responsibility and his conscience up-
ward, When Himmler addressed a
killing party in Minsk, he told his men
that they need not worry. Their con-
sciences were in no way impaired, for
they were soldiers who had to carry
out every order unconditionally.™

Every bureaucrat knows, of course,
that open defiance of orders is serious
business, but he also knows that there
are many ingenious ways of evading
orders. In fact, the opportunities for
evasion and hesitation increase as one
ascends in the hierarchy. Even in Nazi
Germany orders were disobeyed, and
they were disobeyed even in Jewish
matters, We have mentioned the state-
ment of Reichsbankdirektor Wilhelm,
who would not participate in the dis-
tribution of “second-hand goods.”
Nothing happened to him. A member
of the RSHA, Sturmbannfiihrer Hartl,
simply refused to take over an Einsatz-
kommando in Russia. Nothing hap-
pened to this man, either.”* Even Gen-
eralkommissar Kube, who had actually

73. See pp. 218-19,
74. Affidavit by Albert Hartl, October 9,
1947, NO-5384.
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frustrated a killing operation in Minsk
and \yho had otherwise expressed him-
self i strong language, was only
warned.

The bureaucrat clung to his’ orders
not s0 much because he feared his
superior (with whom he was often on
good terms) but because he feared his
()wn“ conscience, The many requests
for “authorization” — whether for per-
migsion to mark Jews with a star or to
kill them — demonstrate the true na-
ture of these orders. When they did
not exist, the bureaucrats had to invent
them.

The second rationalization was the
administrator’s insistence that he did
not act out of personal vindictiveness.
In the mind of the bureaucrat duty was
an assigned path; it was his “fate.” The
German bureaucrat made a sharp dis-
tinction between duty and personal
feelings; he insisted that he did not
“hate” Jews, and sometimes he even
went out of his way to perform “good
deeds” for Jewish friends and acquaint-
ances. When the trials of war criminals
started, there was hardly a defendant
who could not produce evidence that
le bad helped some half-Jewish physics
professor, or that he had used his in-
fluence to permit a Jewish symphony
conductor to conduct a little while
longer, or that he had intervened on
behalf of some couple in mixed mar-
riage in connection with an apartment.
While these courtesies were petty in
comparison with the destructive con-
coptions which these men were im-
plementing concurrently, the “good
deeds” performed an important psycho-
logical function. They separated “daty”
from personal feelings. They preserved
a sense of “decency.” The destroyer of
the Jews was no “anti-Semite.”

Staatssekretir Keppler of the Office
of the Four-Year Plan was interrogated
after the war as follows:

Qurstion [by Dr, Kempner of the
prosecuting staffl: Tell me, Mr. Keppler,

why were you so terribly against the Jews?
Did vou know the Jews?

Anxswer: 1 had nothing against the
Jews.

QuesTioN: I am asking for the reason.
You were no friend of the Jews?

AnswER: Jews came to me. Warburg
invited me. Later Jews looked me up in
the Reich Chancellery and asked me to

join the board of directors of the Deutsche
Bank.

QuesTION: When were you supposed to
join the board of directors?

Answer: I didn’t want to; it was in
1934, they wanted to give me a written
assurance that I would be a director in
half a year. If I had been such a hater of
Jews, they would not have approached me.

QuesTioN: But you transferred capital
from Jews into Aryan hands

AnsweR: Not often. I know the one
case of Simson-Suhl. Also the Skoda-
Wetzler Works in Vienna. But it turned
out that was no Jewish enterprise.

Keppler was then asked whether he
had not favored the “disappearance” of
the Jews from Germany. The Staats-
sekretir fell back on Warburg, with
whom he had once had an “interesting
discussion.” The interrogator broke in
with the remark that “now we do not
want to talk about anti-Semitism but
about the final solution of the Jewish
question.” In that connection, Keppler
was asked whether he had heard of
Lublin. The Staatssekretir admitted
hesitantly that he had heard of Lublin
and offered the explanation that he
was “deeply touched by this matter”
(dass mich das furchtbar peinlich
berithrt). What did Keppler do when
he was touched like this? “It was very
unpleasant for me, but after all it was
not even in my sphere of jurisdiction.”

Another defendant in a war-crimes
trial, the former commander in Nor-
way, Generaloberst von Falkenhorst,
offered the following explanation for
his order to remove Jews from Soviet
prisoner-of-war battalions in his area.
Falkenhorst pointed out that, to begin
with, there were no Jews among these



660 / The Destruction of the European Jews

prisoners, for the selection had already
taken place in Germany (ie., the Jew-
ish prisoners had already been shot as
they were shuttled through the Reich).
The order was consequently “entirely
superfluous and might just as well not
have been included. It was thought-
lessly included by the officer of my
staff who was working on it, from the
instructions sent to us, and I overlooked
it” The general then continued:

For the rest it may be inferred from
this that the Jewish question played
as infamous a part in Norway as else-
where, and that I and the Army were
supposed to have been particularly
anti-semitic.

Against this suspicion I can only
adduce the following: First, that in
Scandinavian countries there are only
very few Jews. These few are hardly
ever in evidence. The sum total in
Norway was only about 350. [Actual
figure: 2000.]1 A negligible number
among two or three million Norwegians.
These [Jews] were collected by
[Reichskommissar] Terboven and ac-
cording to orders despatched to Ger-
many by steamship. In this manner the
Jewish problem in Norway was practi-
cally solved [ie., by deportation to
Auschwitz].

As regards myself, I made at this
time an application to Terboven at the
request of the Swedish Consul, General
Westring, in Oslo, who did not much
like visiting Terboven, for the release
of a Jew of Swedish nationality and of
his family with permission to leave the
country, gladly and, as a matter of
cowrse, fulfilling the Consul’s wish to
facilitate the return of these people to
Stockholm. ,

If I had been a rabid anti-semite I
could, without further ado, have re-
fused this request, for the matter did
not concern me in the slightest.

On the one hand, however, I wanted

75. Interrogation by Kempner of Keppler,
August 20, 1947, NG-3041.

76. Affidavit by von Falkenhorst, July 6,
1046, in Trial of Nikolaus von Falkenhorst
{London, 1949), p. 25.

to help the Swedish Consul, and, on
the other hand, I have nothing against
the Jews. I have read and heard their
writings and compositions with interest,
and their achievements in the field of
science are worthy of the highest re-
spect. I have met many fine and hon-
orable people among them.’®

How widespread the practice of
“good deeds” must have been may be
gauged from the following remark by
Heinrich Himmler:

And then they come, our 80,000,000
good Germans, and each one has his
decent Jew. It is clear, the others are
swine [Schweine], but this one is a
first-class Jew. Of all those who speak
thus, no one has seen it, no one has
gone through it.””

But even if Himmler regarded these in-
terventions as expressions of mis-
placed humanity, they were necessary
tools in the attempt to crystallize one
of the important justifications  for
bureaucratic action — duty. Only after
a man had done “everything humanly
possible” could he devote himself to
his destructive activity in peace.

The third justification was the ra-
tionalization that one’s own activity
was not criminal, that the next fel-
low’s action was the criminal act. The
Ministerialrat who was signing papers
could console himself with the thought
that he did not do the shooting. But
that was not enough. He had to be
sure that if he were ordered to shoot,
he would not follow orders but would
draw the line right then and there,

The following exchange took place
during a war-crimes trial. A Foreign
Office official, Albrecht von Xessel,
was asked by defense counsel (Dr.
Becker) to explain the meaning of
“final solution.”

Answer: This expression “final solu-
tion” was used with various meanings. In

77. Speech by Himmler, October 4, 1043,
PS-1919.
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1936 “final solution” meant merely that all
Jews should leave Germany. And, of
course, it was true that they were to be
robbed; that wasnt very nice, but it
wasn’t criminal,

Juoce Macuire: Was that an accurate
translation?

Dr. Beckrr: I did not check on the
translation. Please repeat the sentence.

Answenr: I said it was not criminal; it
was not nice, but it was not criminal
That is what I said, One didn’t want to
take their life; one merely wanted to take
money away from them. That was all.™

The most important characteristic of
this dividing line was that it could be
shifted when the need arose. To illlus-
trate: Once there was a Protestant pas-
tor by the name of Emst Biberstein.
After several years of ministering to his
congregation, he moved into the
Church Ministry; from that agency he
came to another office which was also
interested in church matters — the
Reich Security Main Office. That
agency assigned him to head a local
Gestapo office. Finally he became the
chief of Einsatzkommando 6 in south-
ern Russia. As commander of the
Kommando, Biberstein killed two or
three thousand people. These people,
in his opinion, had forfeited the right
to live under the rules of war, Asked
if there were Jews among his victims,
he replied: “It is very difficult to deter-
mine that, Also, T was told at that
time that wherever there were Arme-
nians, there were not so many Jews,”™
To Biberstein the moral dividing line
was like the receding horizon, He
walked toward it, but he could never
reach it

Among the participants in the de-
struction process there were very few
who did not shift the line when they
had to cross the threshold. One reason
why the person of Generalkommissar

78, Testimony by Albrecht von Kessel,
Case No, 11, tr. pp. 9514-15,

79. Interrogation of Biberstein, June 29,
1947, NO-4997,

Kube is so important is that he had a
firm line beyond which he could not
pass. The line was arbitrary, and very
advanced. - He sacrificed the Russian
Jews and fought desperately only for
the German Jews in his area. But the
line was fixed. It was not movable, it
was not imaginary, it was not self-de-
ceptive. We have indicated that the
destruction process was autonomous,
that it could not be stopped internally;
the adjustable moral standard was one
of the principal tools in the mainte-
nance of this autonomy.

There was a fourth rationalization
which implicitly took cognizance of the
fact that all shifting lines are unreal.
It was a rationalization of more
sophisticated people and was built on
simple premise. No man alone can
build a bridge. No man alone can de-
stroy the Jews. The participant in the
destruction process was always in com-
pany. Among his superiors he could
always find those who were doing more
than he; among his subordinates he
could always find those who were
ready to take his place. No matter
where he looked, he was one among
thousands, - His own importance was
diminished, and he felt that he was re-
placeable, perhaps even dispensable,

In such reflective moments the bu-
reaucrat quicted his conscience with
the thought that he was part of a tide
and that there was very little a drop
of water could do in such a wave.
When Werner von Tippelskirch, a
Foreign Office official, was interro-
gated after the war, he pointed out
that he had never protested against the
killing of Jews in Russia because he
had been “powerless.” Tlis superiors,
Erdmannsdorff, Wormann, and Weiz-
sicker, had also been “powerless.” All
of them had waited for a “change of
regime.” Asked by Prosecutor Kemp-
ner whether it was right to wait for

‘a change of regime “and in the mean-

time send thousands of people to their
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death,” von Tippelskirch replied, “A
difficult question.™?

The fifth rationalization was the most
sophisticated of all. It was also a last-
ditch psychological defense, suited par-
ticularly to those who saw through the
self-deception of superior orders, im-
personal duty, the shifting moral stand-
ard, and the argument of powerless-
ness. It was a rationalization also for
those whose drastic activity or high
position placed them out of reach of
orders, duty, moral dividing lines, and
helplessness. It was the jungle theory.

Oswald Spengler once explained this
theory in the following words: “War
is the primeval policy of all living
things, and this to the extent that in
the deepest sense combat and life are
identical, for when the will to fight is
extinguished, so is life itself.”8 Himm-
ler remembered this theory when he
addressed the mobile killing personnel
at Minsk. He told them to look at na-
ture: wherever they would look, they
would find combat. They would find it
among animals and among plants.
Whoever tired of the fight went
under.82

From this philosophy Hitler himself
drew strength in moments of medita-
tion. Once at the dinner table, when
he thought about the destruction of
the Jews, he remarked with stark
simplicity: “One must not have mercy
with people who are determined by
fate to perish [Man diirfe kein Mitleid
mit Leuten haben, denen das Schicksal
bestimmt habe, zugrunde zu gehen].”®

2/ Tue ViermMs

So far we have pointed out how the
Germans overcame their administra-
tive and psychological obstacles; we
have dealt with the internal problems

80. Interrogation by Kempner of Werner
von Tippelskirch, August 28, 1947, NG-2801.
81, Oswald Spengler, Der Untergang des
Abendlandes (Munich, 1923), II, 545-46.
82. See p. 219,

of the bureaucratic machine. But the
internal technocratic and moral con-
flicts do not fully explain what hap-
pened. In a destruction process the
perpetrators do not play the only role;
the process is shaped by the victims,
too. It is the interaction of perpetrators
and victims that is “fate.” We must
therefore discuss the reactions of the
Jewish community and analyze the
role of the Jews in their own destruc-
tion.

When confronted by force, a group
can react in five ways: by resistance,
by an attempt to alleviate or nullify
the threat (the undoing reaction), by
evasion, by paralysis, or by compliance.
Let us consider each in turn.

The reaction pattern of the Jews is
characterized by almost complete lack
of resistance. In marked contrast to
German propaganda, the documentary
evidence of Jewish resistance, overt or
submerged, is very slight. On a Fu-
ropean-wide scale the Jews had no re-
sistance organization, no blueprint for
armed action, no plan even for psycho-
logical warfare, They were completely
unprepared. In the words of Anti-
Partisan Chief and Higher SS and Po-
lice Leader Russia Center von dem
Bach, who observed the Jews and killed
them from 1941 to the end:

Thus the misfortune came about.
... T am the only living witness but
I must say the truth., Contrary to the
opinion of the National Socialists that
the Jews were a highly organized group,

- the appalling fact was that they had no
organization whatsoever. The mass of
the Jewish people were taken com-
pletely by surprise. They did not know
at all what to do; they had no direc-
tives or slogans as to how they should
act, That is the greatest lie of anti-
Semitism because it gives the lie to the

83, Henry Picker (ed.), Hitler's Tischge-
sprache im Fiihrerhauptquartier 1941-1942
(Bonn, 1951), entry for April 2, 1942, p. 227.
The entries are summaries by Pic}cer of
“Hitler’s remarks at the dinner table”
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old slogan that the Jews are conspiring
to dominate the world and that they
are so highly organized. In reality
they had no organization of their own
at all, not even an information service.
If they had had some sort of organiza-
tion, these people could have been
saved by the millions; but instead they
were taken completely by surprise.
Never before has a people gone as un-
suspectingly to its disaster, Nothing
was prepared. Absolutely nothing. It
was not so, as the anti-Semites say, that
they were friendly to the Soviets. That
is the most appalling misconception of
all. The Jews in the old Poland, who
were never communistic in their sym-
pathies, were, throughout the area of
the river Bug eastward, more afraid of
Bolshevism than of the Nagzis. This
was insanity, They could have been
saved. There were people among them
who had much to lose, business people;
they didn’t want to leave, In addition
there was love of home and their old
experience with pogroms in Russia.
After the first anti-Jewish actions of the
Germans, they thought now the wave
was over and so they walked back to
their undoing,*

The Jews were not oriented toward
resistance, They took up resistance
only in a few cases, locally, and at the
last moment. Measured in German
casualties, Jewish armed opposition
shrinks into insignificance. The most
important engagement was fought in
the Warsaw ghetto (16 dead and 85
wounded on the German side, includ-
ing collaborators ). In Galicia sporadic
resistance resulted in some loses to SS
and Police Leader Katzmann (8 dead,
12 wounded).? In addition, there were
clashes hetween Jewish partisans and
German forces in other parts of the
East, and occasional acts of resistance

1. Von dem Bach made this statement to
Leo Alexander, who quoted it in his article
“War Crimes and Their Motivation,” Journal
of Griminal Law and Criminology, XXXIX,
315,

2. See p, 326.

3. See pp. 317, 327.

by small groups and individuals in the
ghettos and killing centers. It is doubt-
ful that the Germans and their collab-
orators lost more than a few hundred
men, dead and wounded, in the course
of the destruction process. The num-
ber of men who dropped out because
of disease, nervous breakdowns, or
court martial proceedings was probably
greater. The Jewish resistance effort
could not seriously impede or retard
the progress of destructive operations:
The Germans brushed that resistance
aside as a minor obstacle, and in the
totality of the destruction process it
was of no consequence.

The second reaction was the attempt
to avert the full force of the German
destructive measures. This attempt
was carried out in three forms. One
was the petition — the appeal. By ap-
pealing, the Jews sought to transfer
the struggle from a physical to an in-
tellectual and moral plane. If only the
fate of the Jews coulg be resolved with
arguments rather than with physical
resources and physical combat —so
Jewry reasoned — there would be
nothing to fear. In a petition by Rabbi
Kaplan to French Commissioner Xavier
Vallat this Jewish mentality becomes
absolutely clear, Among other things,
the Rabbi pointed out that a pagan or
an atheist had the right to defame
Judaism, but in the case of a Christian,
did not such an attitude appear “spirit-
ually illogical as well as ungrateful?”
To prove his point, Kaplan supplied
many learned quotations* The letter
is as though it were not written in the
twentieth century, It is reminiscent of
the time toward the close of the Middle
Ages when Jewish rabbis used to dis-
pute with representatives of the Church
over the relative merits of the two re-
ligions.

Yet in various forms, some more
eloquent than others, the Jews appealed
and petitioned wherever and whenever

4. See pp. 398-99.
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