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Foreword

Throughout the 19th Century, tsarist Russia was a predominantly agricultural so-
ciety where many of its mostly orthodox-Christian subjects lived in serfdom to
the few landowners of the nobility until the serfs were emancipated in 1861. This
system might be described as a mild form of slavery, only that, instead of one
ethnic or national group enslaving another, as has been the rule throughout the
history of slavery, in this case the majority of the lower class of a people was en-
slaved by the upper class of that same people.

The abolition of serfdom by Tsar Alexander Il did not change the fact, how-
ever, that most land was owned by the nobility, so that the peasantry continued to
be at the mercy of the nobility to earn an income.

The Jews in tsarist Russia, although in their majority not engaged in agricul-
tural activities, had their own grievances, most notable among them the fact that
they were not allowed to settle wherever they wanted, and that they were subject-
ed to a form of restrictive affirmative action in practicing certain professions.

Since the highly urbanized Jews of Russia were on average far more educated
than their Christian fellow countrymen, Jews were overrepresented in many intel-
lectual fields, revolutionary activities included. Although Russia’s Christian
peasantry had more reasons to strive for radical change, they were to no small
degree kept in line with the tsarist regime first and foremost by their lack of edu-
cation, but also by the Russian Orthodox Church, which was to no small degree
an extension of tsarist power control. It was also a main driver behind anti-Jewish
sentiments among Russia’s Christians.

Of course, the history of Jewish-Christian animosities goes all the way back to
the years when Christianity was born. During the first years of its existence, with
the Jews being a powerful majority in Palestine and the Christians a powerless
minority, Jewish persecution of Christians prevailed. The tables were turned
when Christianity became the official religion of the Roman empire. Ever since,
humanity has had to deal with a series of anti-Jewish measures by Christian rulers
and the mob. While the uneducated masses may have been stirred up against the
Jews with pseudo-arguments such as “Jews killed our Lord Jesus Christ” —
which isn’t even true because, strictly speaking, Jesus was killed by the Romans,
if we were to take the New Testament’s narrative at face value — the Christian
clergy had a more-sophisticated approach to this issue, as is evidenced for in-
stance by the Roman Catholic Church’s century-long ban of the Talmud for its
anti-Christian and anti-Gentile contents, or by Martin Luther’s critique of Jewish
teachings in this regard in his book Von den Juden und ihren Ligen (On the Jews



12 CARLO MATTOGNO * THE EINSATZGRUPPEN, PART 1

and Their Lies). While such anti-Jewish attitudes were socially acceptable in
Russia and most of Europe during the 19th Century, they are severely frowned
upon today, to say the least, although more-recent studies have to a large degree
justified the 2,000-year-old critique of Jewish scripture and its influence on the
behavior of some — mostly orthodox and fundamentalist — Jews (see Shahak and
Shahak/Mezvinsky).

To what degree this anti-Jewish attitude was socially acceptable back then can
be gleaned from the Antisemitismus-Streit, an argument among scholars and
prominent personalities that erupted onto the public stage in Germany in 1879,
although it had been smoldering in less-popular circles many years prior to this
and had a tradition going all the way back to Martin Luther.® The Jewish newspa-
per of record, The New York Times, commented on this argument in an editorial
on 27 February 1880 as follows:

“The war, which has for some time raged in Germany between the natives and the

Jews, seems rather to increase than diminish in intensity. It is something more

than a popular prejudice, it is a national passion and the ablest, most dignified,

and most learned men have ranged themselves on either side. To us here it seems
very strange that such a contest of races can be going on in a land of so much in-
telligence and intellectual pretension, and in the year 1880, too. The crime of the

Jews appears to be comprehended chiefly in their financial prosperity. No sin is

as great as success in the eyes of the non-successful. The charge is made that of

the 600,000 Israelites in the empire, hardly any engage in agricultural or mercan-
tile pursuits; but that they control trade, rule the money markets, and are eating
up the country with their avarice and usury.”
Societal and financial envy were only a side show of this German debate, howev-
er, while at its core was the criticism of Jewish teachings about how to regard and
interact with Gentiles, as laid down in Jewish writings such as the Talmud and the
Shulchan Aruch, facts which the New York Times carefully hid from its readers.

Fuel into the fire of anti-Jewish sentiments in Germany and in Russia was the
publication and analysis — in Russia but also in the German language — of the
minutes of the Council of Jews of the Minsk Ghetto (see Brafman), which under-
girded the accusations that Jews are inherently hostile toward Gentiles. Since the
Russian nobility was heavily influenced by German society and to a large degree
related to its nobility, political and ideological discussions circulating in the Ger-
man public inevitably had an impact in Russian intellectual circles.

Of course, this is also true for anti-tsarist circles, who eagerly picked up the
German ideas of socialism and communism. While the German upper classes
tried to cut the ground out from under these radical ideas by creating a constitu-
tional monarchy and a parliament with far-reaching powers (after the German
unification in 1871), and by implementing social reforms and social welfare,

1 A rather-comprehensive bibliography of anti-Jewish writings predominantly in Germany from the
year 1500 all the way up to 1887 can be found in Frey, pp. 209-219.
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Russia seemed to be too far behind with everything to be able to keep up with the
modernization pace expected by the radicals.

As a result, the last two decades of the 19th Century as well as the first two
decades of the 20th Century were marked by several attempts of political radicals
in Russia to overthrow the tsarist regime, starting with the assassination of Tsar
Alexander Il in 1881, and ending with the successful revolution in 1917.

Considering the backwards, at times even reactionary nature of the tsarist re-
gime and Russian society in general during those years, one should think that the
majority of Christian Russians should have had an interest in radical change just
as any other disadvantaged group. In each of these attempts at overthrowing the
tsarist regime, however, individuals with a Jewish background were vastly
overrepresented among those radicals. While Christians identified with their no-
tionally Christian tsars and their rule — or were led to identify with it by way of
the Orthodox Church — Jews and other religious groups, as well as marginalized
ethnic groups, did not have that allegiance. Jews, being outsiders both by religion
and by race — at least they were treated this way, and many Jews saw themselves
this way, too — had the highest probability of supporting the most radical changes
most vociferously. And so they did.

While there were also non-Jews among those revolutionaries, the Russian
mainstream was eager to focus on the Jews as the main drivers behind these
events. The results were pogroms against the Jews, most prominently among
them the ones triggered by the 1881 assassination of Tsar Alexander Il, and by
the abortive 1905 revolution. | have described these events in more detail else-
where, where | also showed that they were the 19th Century’s breeding ground
for media buzzwords such as “holocaust” “six million” and “extermination” in
connection with the persecution of the Jews in Russia (introduction to Heddeshei-
mer, pp. 7-37).

It is understandable that media outlets such as the New York Times champi-
oned a development in Russia that would create something similar there to what
existed in the U.S.: a republic with guaranteed civil rights for everyone. The hope
that a revolution would do the job can be read between the lines of several New
York Times articles of those days.

In 1917, the revolution in Russia led to a civil war lasting several years, and it
was not clear at all from the outset that the revolutionaries would win this war.
While it was raging, readers of the New York Times learned how the authors and
editors of that newspaper trembled at the thought of the revolution failing. They
knew that this time, after so much bloodshed, pogroms against Jews would
threaten to wipe them out completely. For instance, in an article of 20 July 1921
on page 2 titled “Begs America Save 6,000,000 in Russia”, we read in the subtitle
that “Russia’s six million Jews are facing extermination by massacre” as the
power of “the counter-revolutionary movement is gaining and the Soviet’s con-
trol is waning.”
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Of course, at that point everyone not blind to self-evident facts could see that
those revolutionary Soviets neither planned to install a republic in the Soviet Un-
ion nor to grant civil rights to everyone. In fact, news spread throughout the
world about widespread massacres by the Soviets against the former nobility, the
Christian clergy, the “bourgeoisie,” the “kulaks” (small independent farmers)
and, in fact, anyone standing in their way. But at that point, the New York Times
and many other similarly minded media outlets in the U.S. had stopped reporting
most of the shocking news that should have been fit to print, and instead con-
cealed with deafening silence the horrors unfolding in Russia. By looking away
and supporting the perpetrators — millions of dollars were raised with the help of
these newspapers to support whatever was going on in Russia at that time — they
had become accomplices in the slaughter of millions, most of them Christians by
faith.

The terrifying truth about Soviet Russia’s many massacres unfolding during
the civil war and in the two decades afterwards, which was plain to see for every-
one next door in Europe, foremost in Germany, was to a large degree hidden from
the American public for decades. In fact, only the Cold War breaking out after the
conclusion of World War Il allowed for a more balanced view of what had hap-
pened in Russia since 1917.

Who was responsible for these Soviet massacres?

Robert Wilton, the correspondent for the London Times during WWI and
shortly thereafter, reported for his newspaper about events unfolding in Russia
during the revolution. In 1920, while the civil war was still raging, he published a
book on The Last Days of the Romanovs, in which he laid out the extreme domi-
nance of individuals with Jewish backgrounds in carrying out the revolution, and
in manning the leadership of the early Soviet Union. More-recent contributions
have since confirmed this observation, although many of them are not available
in the English language — one may wonder why.2

More convincing for many readers are perhaps statements made by Jews
themselves who — confronted with what was going on in Soviet Russia perpetrat-
ed to a large degree by individuals with Jewish backgrounds — were not only hor-
rified, but also spoke out in warning as to what that means for Jews in general.
The Russian Jewess Sonja Margolina analyzed some of these early voices in her
German 1992 book whose title translates to The End of Lies: Russia and the Jews
during the 20th Century. This book was never translated into English either. In it,
Margolina reviewed in detail a book that had appeared in 1924 in Germany under
the title Rufland und die Juden (Russia and the Jews). This 1924 book examined
the causes of the Russian Jews’ conspicuously above-average participation in the
excesses of the 1917 revolution and the tyranny that followed it. The book also
contains an appeal by German Jews “To the Jews in all Nations!” where we read
(Margolina, p. 58):

2 See for instance M. Weber; Bieberstein 2002; Solschenizyn 2003.
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“The Jewish Bolsheviks’ overeager participation in the subjugation and destruc-
tion of Russia is a sin that already bears within itself the seeds of its retribution.
For what greater misfortune could happen to a people than to have its own sons
engage in excesses? Not only will this be counted against us as an element of our
guilt, it will also be held up to us as reproach for an expression of our power, for
a striving for Jewish hegemony. Soviet power is equated with Jewish power, and
the grim hatred of the Bolsheviks will transform into a hatred of the Jews [...]. All
nations and peoples will be swamped by waves of Judeophobia. Never before
have such thunderclouds gathered above the heads of the Jewish people. This is
the bottom line of the Russian upheaval for us, for the Jewish people.’”

Margolina quotes further from this 1924 anthology (ibid., p. 60):

“The Russians have never before seen a Jew in power, neither as governor nor
as policeman, nor as postal official. There were both good and bad times in those
days too, but the Russian people lived and worked, and the fruits of their labors
were their own. The Russian name was mighty and threatening. Today the Jews
are at every corner and in all levels of power. The Russians see them at the head
of the Czarist city, Moscow, and at the head of the metropolis on the River Neva
and at the head of the Red Army, the ultimate mechanism of self-destruction. [...]
The Russians are now faced with a Jew as judge as well as executioner; they en-
counter Jews at every step, not Communists who are just as poor as they them-
selves but who nevertheless give orders and take care of the interests of the Soviet
power [...]. It is not surprising that the Russians, in comparing the past to the
present, conclude that the present power is Jewish, and so bestial precisely be-
cause of that.””

In the early 1990s, German professor Dr. Ernst Nolte, who specialized in the his-
tory of totalitarian ideologies, also pointed out the Jews’ intimate entanglement in
Communism (Nolte, pp. 92f.):

“For readily apparent social reasons, was not the percentage of persons of Jew-
ish extraction particularly great among the participants in the Russian Revolu-
tion, different from the percentages of other minorities such as the Latvians? Even
at the start of this century Jewish philosophers were still pointing with great pride
to this extensive participation of the Jews in Socialist movements. After 1917,
when the anti-Bolshevist movement — or propaganda — stressed the topic of the
Jewish People’s commissars above all others, this pride was no longer expressed,
[...] But it took Auschwitz to turn this topic into a taboo for several decades.

It is all the more remarkable that in 1988 the publication Commentary, the voice
of right-wing Jews in America, published an article by Jerry Z. Muller who re-
calls these indisputable facts — though of course they are open to interpretation:
‘If Jews were highly visible in the revolution in Russia and Germany, in Hungary
they seemed omnipresent. [...] Of the government’s 49 commissars, 31 were of
Jewish origin [...]. Rakosi later joked that Garbai (a gentile) was chosen for his
post ‘so that there would be someone who could sign the death sentences on Sat-
urdays.’ [...] But the conspicuous role of Jews in the revolution of 1917-19 gave
anti-Semitism (which ‘seemed on the wane by 1914°) a whole new impetus. [...]
Historians who have focused on the utopian ideals espoused by revolutionary
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Jews have diverted attention from the fact that these Communists of Jewish origin,
no less than their non-Jewish counterparts, were led by their ideals to take part in
heinous crimes — against Jews and non-Jews alike.””
Summarizing what was to follow, U.S. journalist Jerry Muller put the two large
historical events of the 20th Century into this nutshell:

“The Trotskies make the revolutions [i.e., the GULag] and the Bronsteins pay the

bills [in the Holocaust]. ”

Hence, the buzzword “Jewish Bolshevism,” which was later used by the German
National Socialists as one reason to persecute Jews, was not a pure figment of the
imagination, and we do not have to rely on their sources (such as Kommos 1938)
to learn about the veracity of their claims.

The counter-revolutionary forces fighting the Soviets in the years 1917 to
1921 were eventually defeated. The Jews of Russia and their brethren abroad
could breathe a sigh of relief — for a while. The more the Soviets stabilized their
tyranny in Russia, the more they laid their eyes upon other nations where they
planned to carry out similar revolutions on their path to their dream of a “world
revolution.” Germany was considered the most-important stepping stone to reach
that goal. But Germany, defeated and weak after World War | and in constant
civil-war-like turmoil, was putting up a tough fight of resistance against such a
bloody revolution. The most radical among the counter-revolutionary forces in
Germany were the National Socialists, who tried to cut the ground out from un-
derneath the revolution by making their own top-to-bottom socialist revolution on
a national level while at the same time mercilessly combating any Soviet attempt
at instigating a foreign-led, Jewish-dominated communist revolution.

On a national level, the National Socialists were sensationally successful in
the years of peace, but with this success inevitably came confrontation with other
foreign powers, among them first and foremost Stalin’s Soviet Russia, which saw
its plans of instigating a revolution in Germany foiled, hence considered war the
only option left to conquer Central and Western Europe.

The German-Russian — or rather National-Socialist-Soviet-Communist —
Clash of Titans started on 22 June 1941. The present book tries to uncover what
subsequently happened to the Jews who lived in, or were deported into, the tem-
porarily German-occupied territories of the Soviet Union. Unlike almost all
mainstream authors writing about the topic, Carlo Mattogno is aware and takes
into consideration that the “information” we have about those events is steeped in
Soviet atrocity propaganda; that witness testimony and Soviet forensic expert re-
ports are equally riddled with distortions, exaggerations and inventions; that the
Soviets did not shy away from outright forgeries, even blaming their own massa-
cres on the Germans, as in the case of Katyn Forest. With the historical record so
contaminated with Soviet mendacity, what can we believe?

Hence, the critically minded scholar — and no other type of scholar should be
trusted in these matters — may not take anything at face value; source criticism is
absolutely crucial.
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* * %

As National-Socialist Germany prepared her invasion of the Soviet Union, she
did so as a counter-revolutionary power, as an avenger for Soviet terror past and
present, with the intention to wipe out Judeo-Bolshevism once and for all. The
reader of this book will read repeatedly that, as the German army moved into one
Soviet city after another, the German authorities taking over behind the advanc-
ing front found confirmation after confirmation that Jews were indeed the main-
stay of Soviet power and terror on many if not all levels. But was that really true?
Can we take these claims in German contemporary documents at face value?

In 2001, Russian researcher Nikita Petrov published a paper which addressed
the question to what degree Jews were involved in the Soviet Union’s most prom-
inent government agency of repression, the NKVD. This was possible because
the NKVD itself had kept records on the ethnic affiliation of its employees and
associates, and Jews were seen as a separate ethnic group, not as members of a
religion. If we look at this data — see the table below — it turns out that up to 1937,
Jews filled almost 40% of all the higher positions within the NKVD, while only
some 2% to 3% of the Soviet population was Jewish at that time.

Proportion of Jews in the upper echelons of the NKVD
10Jul. 341 Oct. 36 |1 Mar. 37| 1. Sep. 38| 1 Jul. 39 | 1 Jan. 40 |26 Feb. 41
Jews 38.54% | 39.09% | 37.84% | 21.33% | 3.92% | 3.49% 5.49%

The drastic decline in the NKVD’s Jewish composition was mainly due to the
massacres committed among all government officials in the course of the purges
carried out by Stalin in the years 1937/38. Because Jews were so extremely
overrepresented among those officials, they were also among the main victims of
these purges.

It is therefore safe to assume that, when the German army moved into Russia
in June 1941, the astounding predominance of Jews in the Soviet state bureaucra-
cy was to a considerable degree a matter of the recent past.

But why, then, did German contemporary reports as quoted in the present
book state the opposite?

The first question to ask is always: how could they know? It is a fact that most
Soviet officials fled when the Germans arrived. What the Germans found out
about the ethnic composition of government personnel may have relied more on
witness testimony and hearsay than on official records. At least that is the impres-
sion | received from reading these German reports, for they never mention the
thorough analysis of employment records.

The next question to ask is: can we trust those witnesses? The answer to this is
simple and clear-cut: no, we cannot. Anyone making statements in this regard to
the Germans was evidently willing to collaborate with the enemy, and with the
reputation the Germans had as Jew-hating anti-Semites, many witnesses may
have anticipated what the Germans wanted to hear. Hence, this is a clear case of
confirmation bias. The Germans were probably mostly hearing their own echo
rather than independently collected, reliable data. It is also conceivable that
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claims about Jewish dominance in positions of power contained in these docu-
ments were completely unfounded, hence made up in order to “justify” mass exe-
cutions of Jews.

Does that mean that the Jews in Russia were not the enemy the Germans per-
ceived them as? Not necessarily. If we put ourselves into the Jews’ shoes for a
moment, there are mainly two things to consider.

First, although the Soviet terror apparatus was to an astounding degree “Jew-
ish” in nature until 1937, that does not mean that most Jews were involved in that
apparatus. In fact, by the time of the Stalinist purges of 1937/38, it must have be-
come clear to everyone in the Soviet Union that literally everyone was a victim of
the Soviet or rather Stalinist terror. Even the perpetrators of that terror regime
were caught up in a nightmare of horrors which they could not escape, and many
of them were eventually swallowed up by this maelstrom they had helped create
and maintain. From that point of view, everyone in the Soviet Union needed to be
liberated, Jews and Gentiles, perpetrators and victims, government officials and
the general populace. Had the Germans moved in with that attitude — to liberate
everyone from the Bolshevik nightmare — they might have won the war. But that
is not what they did.

Instead, the Germans moved in with the attitude of an eye for an eye. And as
Gandhi correctly observed, that attitude merely makes the whole world blind.
Even if many of Russia’s Jews were not necessarily hostile to the Germans before
the war, once the Germans had assumed a radical, to one degree or another elimi-
natory anti-Jewish stance when advancing into the Soviet Union, the Jews had
little choice but to align themselves with the only power that could and would
protect them from the counter-revolutionary, anti-Jewish wrath the Germans were
both bringing with them and unleashing among the local non-Jewish populace.

Stalin was smart enough to recognize that he had to unite the peoples of his
realm and beyond to win this war. So he reinvented Russian patriotism, resurrect-
ed the Orthodox Church, and rallied the Jews around him — only to revert all this
again after the war, but that’s beside the point. Hence, even if Stalin’s Russia in
1938 wasn’t more Jewish than Hitler’s Germany at that time, as the German forc-
es started committing massacres against the Jews on Russian territories, Stalin’s
Russia once more became the central focus of Jewish support — from within the
Soviet Union itself, but also from the U.S. and elsewhere.

While Stalin turned many of his former enemies temporarily into “friends”
and sowed discord among the rest of his enemies, Hitler, with his sweeping anti-
Jewish stance and racist attitudes toward the Slavs, sowed discord among his po-
tential friends and united his enemies.

Hence, if some Jews weren’t already hostile toward the Germans when the
war started, most if not all of them became enemies as it progressed. This in turn
served as a justification for increasingly severe German measures against the
Jews. This way, a vicious, ever-escalating cycle was created that turned the entire
conflict into a bloodbath. In a way, therefore, the Germans created, maintained
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and helped grow an enemy that needed not exist in the first place. It was a self-
fulfilling prophecy of sorts.

As noble as the intention was to slay the Bolshevik monster, by applying
methods similar to those of the Bolsheviks, i.e., by declaring entire sections of the
population as enemies (the nobility and bourgeoisie here, the Jews and Soviets
there) — rather than by waging a war merely against ideas — and by perpetrating
wholesale slaughters on a scale unprecedented in German history, the National
Socialists and with them many millions of loyal German followers turned into a
mirror image of the monster they were claiming to fight. It’s an oft-repeated trag-
edy in the history of mankind.

Although these facts can make us understand why things happened as they
did, none of it can excuse them.

In this sense, the present book tries to shed light on what exactly happened
without trying to justify or excuse. Did the Germans go into Russia with the in-
tention to slaughter all the Jews they got their hands on wholesale? Or was it a
reaction to Soviet atrocities and a perception that Jews were primarily responsible
for them? What exactly did happen? And how many Jews fell victim to these
massacres?

The last question in the above list is probably also the most vexing one. Al-
though Carlo Mattogno has given well-documented estimates in the past about
the probable, actual death tolls of certain National-Socialist camps, the reader
will be disappointed in this regard with the present book. Although Chapter 5 of
Part One deals with this question, it merely makes us realize that it is close to im-
possible to pinpoint even an approximate figure. As a matter of fact, after having
digested this voluminous work, the reader will understand that there are a number
of seemingly insurmountable obstacles to determining a death toll. First, the
numbers given in German documents are anything but reliable because the data
contained in them are, to use Mattogno’s words “chaotic and disordered,” and the
numbers given “almost never coincide with the declared totals” (see p. 280).
Many scholars have suspected that the numbers in those documents may be exag-
gerated, but after reading Mattogno’s analysis, one can safely say that they are
entirely unreliable, and that anything is possible: exaggeration and understate-
ment.

Next, there is reason to suspect that the German documents do not include all
the massacres that have occurred. Most of these suspicions are based on mere
witness claims of massacres that are not backed up by documents. Although mere
claims by witnesses do not prove that a massacre occurred, if a forensic team
finds a mass grave based on such witness testimony, and there is no known Ger-
man document confirming that there has been a massacre, this can mean either
that it wasn’t documented, or else that this mass grave contains other victims in-
stead, such as those of a Soviet massacre. Mattogno discusses one such case in
Subchapter 1.6. of Part Two. Of course, the other extreme is possible, too, name-
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ly that mass-execution events reported in German documents may have been in-
vented from whole cloth. That possibility is discussed by Mattogno as well.

Ultimately, the only thing that could settle the question as to whether death-
toll figures in German documents are correct would be to do numerous complete
and thorough forensic exhumations of all victims found in a mass grave associat-
ed with a documented massacre, determine as best as possible the number and
identities of the victims, the probable cause and approximate time of death, and
the likely perpetrators. That is standard procedure in any other case of mass mur-
der.

As Mattogno documents thoroughly, however, it is in particular Jewish reli-
gious authorities who successfully veto that such examinations occur. It is diffi-
cult to say whether this intentionally or unintentionally obstructive stance will
ever change, or whether non-Jewish government authorities will ever muster
enough backbone to do what should have been done a long time ago, no matter
what some Jewish personality wishes. For now, all we can do is wait and hope.
Of course, as decade after decade passes, this task will not become any easier,
since the evidence needed to come to clear conclusions deteriorates steadily.

Mainstream death-toll claims for massacres committed by the Einsatzgruppen
and associated German units usually vary between just under a million (Hilberg
2003, p. 408) and up to three million (Schwarz, p. 220). For now, little can be
said about these figures other than that they are more speculative in nature than
based upon hard, confirmable data. Their order of magnitude may be in the cor-
rect ball park, though. If so, these are indeed shocking numbers. But if we com-
pare these figures with the death toll of Soviet atrocities committed since 1917
until the outbreak of the German-Soviet war, we are dealing with “peanuts.” Es-
timates of that Soviet death toll up to 1941 range in the tens of millions, hence a
factor ten higher than that of Jews (and non-Jews) presumably killed by Germans
in the Soviet Union.

Yet when we go into libraries of the western world, we find more than
100,000 books on the Jewish WWII Holocaust, but only very few works dealing
with the Soviet massacres in the years 1917-1941 — and beyond. Why is that?

While mainstream scholars claim that the Jewish Holocaust is one of the best-
and most-thoroughly investigated genocides in the history of mankind, or even of
any major event in our species’s history, the Soviet massacres — a series of many
genocides and non-genocidal mass murders of far greater magnitude — are hardly
researched in a systematic and thorough manner by anyone in the western world.
The former Soviet-occupied countries which suffered greatly under Soviet rule,
such as the Ukraine and the Baltic countries, have done their share of investiga-
tions since the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, but they have garnered little
attention in the West. Why?

The answer to these questions can be found when we realize who holds cul-
tural hegemony over the western world. This hegemony evidently results in this
one-sided and lopsided historical perspective that is hiding cause and effect, and
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turns history into an unintelligible black-and-white image of supposed absolute
evil versus supposed innocent good. The forces that accomplish this are the same
forces which, in the U.S. for many years since 1917, have to a large degree hid-
den from public view what was going on in the Soviet Union.

* % *

The book you are holding in your hands presents the results of the first-ever revi-
sionist effort to comprehensively investigate the activities of the Einsatzgruppen
behind the German-Soviet front during World War Two. According to main-
stream sources, the murders perpetrated by the Einsatzgruppen and other associ-
ated German units encompass roughly one third of the Holocaust, quantitatively
speaking (give or take a million victims, depending on the source). It is a vast
topic in many respects: by the number of claimed events, by the size of the geo-
graphic area where these events are said to have occurred, by the amount of
source material available, and by the number of — almost exclusively mainstream
— studies already published about it. Carlo Mattogno has taken on a huge task.

The original Italian edition of this book was published in 2017. That edition
has attracted the attention of a group of hostile commentators who, in August
2018, started to analyze and critique it in a series of blog entries online.® At that
point in time, the editing efforts of the present English translation of Mattogno’s
book were well under way. Right after | was informed about these critical blog
entries, | informed Carlo Mattogno about them. Since it was obvious that these
blog entries had just started and were to be continued, probably for many months
to come, reacting to them would have meant suspending the entire project, wait-
ing for the bloggers to finish their critique, then do more research and finally re-
write the book where necessary, first in Italian, then in English. This would have
delayed the English edition for a year, if not more. Add to this the volatile nature
of blog entries, which can be changed and deleted at a moment’s notice. In other
words, Carlo Mattogno was not willing to give some hostile internet critics the
power to postpone the publication of his own book ad infinitum.

The reader, on the other hand, is invited to take notice of the arguments of
both sides in this debate. When reading about the bloggers’ contentions regarding
Mattogno’s comments on the “Jager Report,” for instance, we notice first of all
that the alpha and omega of historiography — source criticism — is something the
bloggers evidently don’t like at all. All Mattogno does in this regard in the pre-
sent book is to raise some questions about this document. He does the same with
the Einsatzgruppen’s infamous Incident Reports. Source-critical questions are not
illegitimate, as the bloggers suggest, but pivotal. This alone shows the utterly un-
professional, biased approach of these bloggers. The next thing to notice with re-
gard to the “Jager Report” is that the bloggers accuse Mattogno of claims or mis-
takes he did, in fact, not make. Just read carefully what Mattogno wrote and what
the bloggers claim (provided they haven’t changed it by now), and you will real-

8 http://holocaustcontroversies.blogspot.com/
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ize their skewed perspective. Whether this is due to their incompetence or dis-
honesty may be left for the reader to decide.

In another blog entry, they accuse Mattogno of not having used all the sec-
ondary source material available on some aspects of the present study, and to
have taken into consideration only a limited number of witness testimonies. Such
accusations are inevitable and unreasonable. They are inevitable, because it is
physically impossible to cover all existing sources in a book of a reasonable size
written by only one author within a finite time span. In addition, quoting all the
secondary sources in existence — of which there are thousands — would be a book-
inflating exercise which would only annoy the reader without adding much in-
formation. At the end of the day, a study such as the present one must be based
primarily on primary sources, not on other scholars’ opinions.

Furthermore, when it comes to witness testimonies, these accusations are un-
reasonable as well, because the present book proves with ample examples that
many if not most witness testimonies are filled with absurd claims that give rise
to the conclusion that we simply cannot rely on them. Adding thousands more of
these sometimes absurd and even grotesque statements won’t change that conclu-
sion. Such expansion of the data pool can only confirm it.

At the end of the day, it does not matter how many witnesses have claimed
that witches ride on broomsticks and have sex with the devil (not necessarily both
at once nor in that order). If it can be shown that many of these statements are un-
trustworthy, we need to seek better, more reliable types of evidence. In our case,
as already stated, the type of evidence needed consists of thorough and independ-
ent forensic examinations of the mass graves that can be located. Nothing else
will do. If such evidence is never developed or presented, the world will have to
live for all eternity with critical, skeptical and even denying voices regarding the
claimed Einsatzgruppen massacres.

Germar Rudolf
1 November 2018

Update to the Second Edition

When we were in the process of finalizing the first edition of this book, we found
out that, while we were translating the author’s text from Italian to English, he
had made numerous corrections, updates and additions to his original Italian text
without ever informing us about it. The extent of these changes were revealed on-
ly after this first edition was already about to be released, so we could not include
those changes. However, when we recently prepared a German translation of this
work based on the latest Italian text, we took this opportunity to also prepare a
second English edition that incorporates all these changes.

Furthermore, while preparing both of these editions, more updates and correc-
tions were include that had become necessary, some of which are based on the
sometimes fruitful criticism of the internet bloggers mentioned earlier. For in-
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stance, we have completely revamped the tables listing all the executions men-
tioned in the Incidents Reports (Tables 14-18, starting on page 260), and there-
fore also the statistics based on them, making this deluge of numbers more con-
sistent and transparent.

Germar Rudolf
4 November 2021
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Introduction

After the end of the Second World War, the nascent historiographical propagan-
da, which drew its lifeblood from the trials of the various military tribunals
against the defeated Germans, concentrated above all on the “extermination
camps” and specifically on the homicidal “gas chambers,” which soon became
the focus of what was later defined as the Holocaust.

During their trial of members of the Einsatzgruppen (September 1947 to April
1948), however, the Americans had brought to the fore the executions perpetrated
by these units in the temporarily German-occupied eastern territories. Although
these killings were numerically considerable (the indictment repeated the figure
of two million victims mentioned in that of the Nuremberg International Military
Tribunal®), they did not particularly capture the collective imagination, both for
the workaday execution method used — shooting, although more-exotic murder
weapons were also claimed as a “corrective,” such as the “gas vans” — as well as
for their problematic historical context (the merciless warfare against the Soviet
Union).

Already in 1951, the French Jewish historian Léon Poliakov, in his compendi-
um Bréviaire de la Haine, established the hierarchy of crimes attributed to the
Germans by calling the Einsatzgruppen shootings “chaotic exterminations” and
the institutionalized Killings carried out systematically in “gas chambers” “me-
thodical exterminations.”

Precisely because the “gas chambers” captured the imagination in an extraor-
dinary way and made the alleged crime appear “unique” in some way, they soon
assumed absolute dominance in the orthodox Holocaust literature, with the
Auschwitz Camp as the center of gravity. Even if, starting with Gerald Reitlin-
ger,® issues related to the Einsatzgruppen were investigated with increasing
depth, the “extermination camps” and their “gas chambers” kept an unchallenged
predominance in orthodox Holocaust literature for a long time. Revisionism was
born and evolved as a critical re-examination of this central aspect.

When the orthodox narrative of Auschwitz, the “symbol of the Holocaust™ per
se, began to falter under the impact of revisionist criticism, the emphasis gradual-
ly shifted to the so-called “Action Reinhardt” camps, namely Betzec, Sobibor and
Treblinka, for which specific documentation is notoriously non-existent. Since
that edifice also stood on extremely shaky ground (see Mattogno/Kues/Graf), the
orthodoxy began concurrently to increasingly emphasize the Einsatzgruppen’s

4 TWC, Vol. IV, p. 53, with explicit reference in footnote 2 to IMT, Vol. I, p. 292.
5> Reitlinger (1953) devotes two chapters to the Einsatzgruppen.
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activities, for which there is at least abundant and specific documentation. This
trend, already inaugurated at the end of the 1980s, especially by Arno Mayer
(1988), and further developed a few years later by Michel Korzec,® has more-
recently found new vigor thanks to Father Patrick Desbois (2007/2008).

Orthodox Holocaust studies on the Einsatzgruppen have grown enormously in
recent years. This also resulted from the fact that the proper “extermination
camps” are now exhausted as a topic of historiography. The latest book with sci-
entific claims on Auschwitz (apart, for obvious reasons, from the in-house publi-
cations of the Auschwitz Museum) is Robert Jan van Pelt’s The Case for Ausch-
witz: Evidence from the Irving Trial, which dates back to 2002. For the “extermi-
nation camps,” the focus is now only on mere collections of testimonies such as
the one edited by Dariusz Libionki for the Majdanek Museum, whose title trans-
lates to The Belzec Extermination Camp in Survivor Testimonies and Depositions
of Polish Witnesses, which appeared in 2013.

Although it is true that the last orthodox convulsions on the “gas chambers,”
published in the anthology New Studies on National-Socialist Mass Killings with
Poison Gas, dates back only to 2011 (Morsch/Perz), it marked precisely the col-
lapse of this essential aspect of the orthodox Holocaust narrative (see Mattogno
2016b). The research field dealing with the Einsatzgruppen is instead broad and
partly unexplored, as a result of which we may expect a substantial shift of the
holocaustic center of gravity toward this theme.

Although revisionist literature on the Holocaust has become very diverse and
abundant for all these reasons over the past two decades, no revisionist study has
existed so far specifically dealing with the Einsatzgruppen, with the sole excep-
tion of two 40-page brochures devoted to the subject by Udo Walendy (1983),
which are now quite dated and moreover do not address many central issues.

The work | present here aims to fill this gap by providing the essential ele-
ments to orient the reader in this complex topic. Given the vastness of the prob-
lems involved, | preferred to deal with the fundamental issues as listed in the Ta-
ble of Contents. Despite this self-limitation, the work has nevertheless become
quite voluminous.

Unlike the “extermination camps” and “gas chambers,” a large and certainly
authentic documentation exists that attests to mass executions of Jews by shoot-
ing of an enormous magnitude that were carried out by the Einsatzgruppen and
other associated units in the German-occupied eastern territories, although the
exact death toll is difficult to quantify (see Chapter V of Part One). In this regard,
therefore, it makes even less sense to label revisionist research efforts as “nega-
tionist” in nature, as does the silly stereotype affixed to revisionism by its adver-
saries. The fundamental problem is whether or not these shootings were carried
out on the basis of a governmental extermination order (by Hitler, Himmler or
Heydrich), and whether the Jews were shot merely because they were Jews.

6 Korzec 1995. The author claimed that, of the 5 million murdered Jews, only “some seven- or eight-
hundred thousand were probably gassed.”
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These two issues are essential conditions for including these executions in the or-
thodox Holocaust as it was defined by Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman in
their 2002 study Denying History:

“When historians talk about the ‘Holocaust’, what they mean on the most general

level is that about six million Jews were killed in an intentional and systematic

fashion by the Nazis using a number of different means, including gas chambers.”

(p. XV)

If the killings neither targeted Jews as such nor were ordered as such from above,
they simply did not occur “in an intentional and systematic fashion,” which refers
to an extermination order or at least a “decision.” In that case, they would be
mere war atrocities in the context of an atrocious war conducted by both sides.
Questioning the authenticity of the Einsatzgruppen’s reports does not make
sense, but the fact that they are authentic does not necessarily mean that their
statements are true. On the contrary, their contents at times cause a lot of conster-
nation, and this concerns not just the death-toll figures, but extends to the well-
founded suspicion that certain mass executions mentioned in them may have been
completely invented. | will divulge the reasons for this in due time during the
present study.

Since no certain documentary criterion exists that can be used to gauge the ve-
racity of the enormous amount of data and numbers contained in the various Ein-
satzgruppen reports and related documents, | have used the only possible criteri-
on that can provide at least a defensible order of magnitude: the material criterion
of the discovery of mass graves and the corpses they contain.

According to orthodox Holocaust historiography, the number of victims of the
Einsatzgruppen is said to have ranged from a minimum of about 900,000 (Hil-
berg) to a maximum of about 2,600,000 (Arad). These and other figures are ex-
amined in Chapter 5 of Part One. Because the bodies of the victims were buried,
in theory it should still be possible to find them in the mass graves. Hence, the
material criterion would allow the corpus delicti to be discovered in a literal
sense.

It is well known, however, that one of the cornerstones of the orthodox Holo-
caust narrative on the subject of the Einsatzgruppen is that, since 1943 at the lat-
est, the Germans are said to have engaged in an institutionalized and systematic
activity of locating the mass graves, exhuming the bodies contained in them, and
burning the remains of the victims on outdoor fires (the so-called “Aktion 1005”).
Given the importance of the topic, | considered it necessary to present it in as
much detail as possible. Hence, the entire second part of this work is dedicated to
this “Aktion 1005,” meaning the alleged cremation of millions of corpses buried
on Soviet territory temporarily occupied by the Germans.

Carlo Mattogno
September 2016
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1. The Einsatzgruppen: Structure, Missions and Reports
1.1. The Einsatzgruppen in the Polish Campaign

The Einsatzgruppen that operated in 1941 within the framework of “Operation

Barbarossa” had their forerunners in the Einsatzgruppen which were deployed in

1939 (Matth&us et al. 2014, pp. 2f.):
“During the Polish campaign, the Einsatzgruppen and their subunits, the Einsatz-
kommandos (EK), consisted of a force of roughly two thousand members of the
German security police (Sicherheitspolizei, Sipo) — a combination of the Criminal
Police (Kriminalpolizei, Kripo) and the secret state police (the notorious Geheime
Staatspolizei, Gestapo) under the command of Reinhard Heydrich — and the Nazi
Party’s (NSDAP) intelligence service (Sicherheitsdienst, or SD, also headed by
Heydrich). These Sipo/SD units, subordinated since late September 1939 to the
newly created Reich Security Main Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt, RSHA)
with Heydrich at the helm, were established in the planning phase of the war to
cooperate closely with the German military in the goal of ‘pacifying’ the occupied
Polish territories. Almost immediately they became a deadly tool in the repertoire
of Nazi subjugation policies, targeting thousands of real or imagined ‘enemies of
the Reich’ (‘Reichsfeinde ’) and enforcing the ‘Germanization’ of vast parts of Po-
land. According to estimates, ten thousand civilians were executed during the
fighting. Up to the end of October, the German military, SS, and police units shot
an additional sixteen thousand Polish noncombatants, among them an unknown
number of Jews.”

At first, and during the Polish Campaign, the Germans deployed a variety of
units:

— Einsatzgruppe |, based in Vienna: this was commanded by SS Brigadeftihrer
Bruno Streckenbach and consisted of 4 Einsatzkommandos of 90 men each;
their field of action was western Galicia and eastern Slovakia;

— Einsatzgruppe Il, based in Oppeln (today’s Opole), under the command of SS
Obersturmbannfiihrer Emanuel Schafer, with 2 Einsatzkommandos;

— Einsatzgruppe 111, based in Breslau (today’s Wroctaw), commanded by SS
Obersturmbannfiihrer Hans Fischer, with 300 men;

— Einsatzgruppe 1V, based in Dramburg (today’s Drawsko Pomorskie), com-
manded by SS Brigadefiihrer Lothar Beutel, with 200-250 men;

— Einsatzgruppe V, based in Allenstein (today’s Olsztyn), Prussia, commanded
by SS Standartenfiihrer Ernst Damzog, initially had 2 Einsatzkommandos
consisting of 250 men each, to which a third was later added;

— Einsatzgruppe VI, based in Frankfurt/Main, led by SS Oberfiihrer Erich
Naumann, included 2 Einsatzkommandos;

— Einsatzgruppe z.b.V. (zur besonderen Verwendung, for special use), under the
command of SS Obergruppenfiihrer Udo von Woyrsch, consisted of 4 battal-
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ions of Ordnungspolizei (regular German police) and 1 Sonderkommando of
the Security Police (Sicherheitspolizei), with 350 men;

— Einsatzkommando 16, formed at Danzig (today’s Gdansk) on 12 September
1939 with a strength of 100 men; its command was entrusted to SS Obergrup-
penflhrer Udo von Woyrsch (ibid., pp. 9-12).

An agreement between the Wehrmacht and Sipo/SD regarding “Guidelines for
the Foreign Deployment of the Security Police and the SD,” undated (August
1939), describes the tasks of the Einsatzgruppen as follows (ibid., Doc. 1, p. 32):

“The mission of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos has been determined

by agreement with the Army High Command (OKH), as is confirmed in a letter

from the Army High Command (6. Abt.-11-Gen-StdH. No. 1299/39 g.Kdos) dated

July 31, 1939: The mission of the Security Police Einsatzkommandos is to com-

bat all elements hostile to the Reich and to Germans in enemy territory to the rear

of the combat troops.””
The collection of documents from which the above data are derived dedicates a
special section to the topic of “Persecuting Jews,” consisting of 20 documents
(Nos. 42-61; ibid., pp. 89-120), made up, for the most part, of testimonies and in-
terrogations, photographs and quotations from books — there are only five con-
temporary German documents, only two of which are Einsatzgruppen reports.

Document 56 is a daily report from Einsatzgruppe VI by the Chief of the
Sipo/SD dated 20 September 1939. These few lines are the only ones mentioning
Jews: the document calls for the formation of “special commissioners to liquidate
businesses whose Jewish owners have fled” and informs us that “a total of 40
Jewish businesses in the City of Posen are closed” (ibid., p. 112).

The express letter from Einsatzgruppe z.b.V., Kattowitz, to the Sipo in Berlin,
dated 8 November 1939 has as its subject “Jewish population” (Jidische Bevolk-
erung). It contains a list of six municipalities (Gemeinden) from the Kattowitz
District, indicating the total number of inhabitants for each of them, the total
number of ethnic Germans (Volksdeutsche) living there, of Jews, and whether a
“Jewish council of elders” (Judenrat) exists there. The total number of Jews is
very small: 1,875 out of a total population of 251,201 persons. The letter states
that “the number of Jews is constantly declining as a result of illegal emigration
[Abwanderung] or the deportations [Abtransporte] from here” (ibid., p. 118).

Document 52 is Heydrich’s notorious express letter dated 21 September 1939
(PS-3363) addressed “to the heads of all task forces of the Security Police,”
which has as its subject the “Jewish Question in the occupied territory” (ibid., pp.
104-108). In it, Heydrich sets forth his plans, based on the distinction between:

1) the final goal [Endziel] (which requires a longer time frame), and

2) the stages [Abschnitten] in the fulfillment of this final goal (which can be car-

ried out in the short term).”

His directives are delineated in five paragraphs, the first of which reads:

“The first prerequisite for the final goal is initially to concentrate the Jews from
rural areas in the larger cities.”
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This is followed by instructions for the formation of a “Jewish council of elders”
(“In each Jewish community, a council of Jewish elders is to be established,
composed, if possible, of remaining influential individuals and rabbis. The coun-
cil of elders is to consist of up to 24 male Jews (depending on the size of the Jew-
ish community)”); the necessary measures were taken in close collaboration with
the authorities of the local civil and military administration. Paragraph 1V ad-
dressed the activities of the Einsatzgruppen with regard to the Jews:

“The chiefs of the Einsatzgruppen will report to me on an ongoing basis regard-

ing the following matters:

1) Numerical overview of the Jews present in their areas (if possible, broken

down into the categories indicated above). Here the numbers of Jews being evac-

uated [zur Abwanderung gebracht] from the countryside and the numbers of Jews
already in the cities are to be stated separately.

2) Names of the cities that have been designated as points of concentration [Kon-

zentrierungspunkte].

3) The deadlines set for moving [zur Abwanderung] the Jews to the cities.

4) Overview of all Jewish-owned branches of industry and enterprises within their

areas that are of vital and strategic importance or are relevant to the Four Year

Plan.”

The “final goal” referred to deportation or expulsion, as may be deduced from
Document 54, a file memo by RSHA “resettlement” expert SS Hauptsturmfiihrer
Adolf Eichmann dated 6 October 1939, which refers to a discussion with Gaulei-
ter Wagner at Kattowitz “regarding the expulsion of 70,000 to 80,000 Jews from
the Kattowitz District” and to a concurrent expulsion of Jews from the town of
Mahrisch Ostrau (ibid., pp. 109f.).

In June 1939, Walter Stahlecker, the future commandant of Einsatzgruppe A,
was appointed Commander of the Security Police and the SD at Prague. A file
memo dated 16 October informs us that on 12 October, SS Oberfiihrer Stahleck-
er, together with SS Hauptsturmflihrer Eichmann, had traveled from Maéhrisch
Ostrau to Cracow to discuss the “Establishment of an appropriate area for the set-
tlement of Jews” and reports:’

“In addition to the establishment of an appropriate area, the food conditions,

housing possibilities, if any, and the transport’s travel route should be clarified

with the prospective terminus. ”
This was in relation to the plan for a Jewish reservation in the area of the town of
Nisko, located near the River San in southeastern Poland. The first Jewish
transport from Mahrisch Ostrau left on the morning of 15 October to build a
“transit camp” at Nisko as stated in the related “daily report” from the head of the
SD office at Mahrisch Ostrau.? In other documents the camp is called “retraining
camp™® or “resettlement camp Nisko upon San.”'® The Nisko Camp was com-

7 YVA, 0.53-87, p. 129.

8 YVA, 0.53-87, p. 149.

®  File memo of 16 October 1939, Méihrisch-Ostrau. YVA, 0.51-91, p. 24; file memo of 12 February
1941, Mahrisch-Ostrau. YVA, 0.51-91, p. 69.
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manded by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Binnen and formed a “Central Office for Jewish
Resettlement,” as can be seen from the letterhead of his correspondence.*

This resettlement was intended as a kind of dress rehearsal for a much-more-
comprehensive evacuation operation. A memo dated 11 October 1939, states:*2

“For the time being, the Fihrer has ordered the redeployment of 300,000 impe-

cunious Jews from the Old Reich and the Ostmark. ”

The Einsatzgruppen were also involved in the resettlement project. Information
about this can be found in a memo on the subject of the area of Einsatzgruppe 1,
which was dispatched from Berlin on September 29, 1939 and received one day
later by the “Central Office” in Moravia-Ostrava.® From this memo we learn that
Heydrich’s decree of 21 September was also valid for the area administered by
said Central Office, which extended from Krakow to Polianec and Jarostaw on
the former demarcation line as well as on the Polish-Slovakian border and was
thus considered territory for the planned resettlement. From October 1939, the
deportation trains were to use the railroad line that ran from Mahrisch-Ostrau via
Krakow, Tarnow and Rzeszow to Jarostaw.** The village of Nisko was located on
the railway line Jarostaw—Stalowa Wola—Sandomierz, but could also be reached
via the line Tarnow-Debica—Mielec-Tarnobezg-Stalowa Wola, which was with-
in the mentioned territory.

In conclusion, no German document attributes executions of Jews to the Ein-
satzgruppen in Poland.

Regarding the Jews, Szymon Datner presents a thorough set of statistics on the
714 batches of executions carried out by the Germans in Poland between 1 Sep-
tember and 25 October 1939, during the first 55 days of the occupation. It lists
the number of executions and victims in two columns, showing 12,137 (Septem-
ber) and 4,199 victims (1-25 October), for a total of 16,336 victims (Datner 1967,
pp. 110-112). It then provides a breakdown of the origins of these victims into
twelve voivodeships (ibid., pp. 113-117); another table summarizes these data,
also reporting the percentage of the 16,336 victims and those of the 714 execution
batches (ibid., p. 118). Jews are mentioned only in the table “Liczba ofiar” (num-
ber of victims), which refers to executions carried out in the £.6dz District, name-
ly, 2,387 of the 2,393 victims, which are distributed as follows:

— executions of exclusively non-Jewish Poles: 1,773 victims;
— executions of exclusively Jews: 112 victims;
— executions of Jews and non-Jewish Poles: 502.

10 | etter from the Jewish Community in Moravian Ostrava dated 13 March 1940, YVA, 0.51-91, p. 66.

11 See, for example, the letter of February 8, 1940 to the Gestapo of Moravian Ostrava with the letter-
head “Central Office for Jewish Resettlement Nisko upon San” (“Zentrale Stelle fiir jiidische Umsied-
lung Nisko am San”), YVA, 0.51-91. p. 60.

2 YVA, 0.51-91, p. 7.

13 YVA 0.51-91,p. 1.

14 YVA, 0.51-91, file memo of 11 October 1939, Méahrisch-Ostrau.
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For another six executions carried out in this district, the ethnicities of the victims
are not reported, bringing the total number of executed persons to 2,393 (ibid., p.
120).

If these figures be accepted, what do they mean? What is the relationship be-
tween the activities of the Einsatzgruppen in the Polish Campaign and those in
the Russian Campaign? The authors of the document collection cited above only
provide a partial answer to these questions. Within the scope of “Operation Bar-
barossa,” the Einsatzgruppen killed “between five and eight hundred thousand
civilians, the overwhelming majority of them Jews”; these units moreover “rec-
orded many — though far from all — of these murders and communicated the de-
tails back to the RSHA, which compiled extensive reports on German occupation
policy in the Soviet Union.” But what made such violence possible? The roots of
the violence were derived from the activities of the Einsatzgruppen during the
Polish Campaign, and, more precisely, in the concept of ““pacifying’ the rear ar-
my areas,” implying a sort of complicity on the part of the Wehrmacht (Matthaus
et al. 2014, pp. 154f.):

“On March 30, 1941, just as he had on August 22, 1939 prior to the attack on Po-
land, he [Hitler] put forward his views before the assembled senior generals, but
this time with even more ominous implications: Bolshevism was an ‘asocial
crime’; Germany would ‘have to step back from soldierly comradeship. The
communist was not and is not a comrade. This is a fight of annihilation.” The war
was about the ‘destruction of the Bolshevist commissars and the communist intel-
ligentsia’,[*5] a task that the Wehrmacht could not accomplish alone and that
called for the assistance of Himmler s forces.”

This explains the difference in the Einsatzgruppen’s activities during the Polish
and the Russian Campaign: both were focusing on “pacifying” the areas behind
the front, but in Poland, the Einsatzgruppen were only fighting Jews, while in the
Soviet Union, they were fighting “Judeo-Bolshevism,” which explains why the
killings in Poland were very limited, and incomparably greater in the conquered
Soviet territories.

This concept found expression in the very first Einsatzgruppen reports.
Ereignismeldung (EM; Incident Report) No. 31 dated 23 July 1941 expresses it as
follows (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 166):

“At least one and a half million Jews live in the Byelorussian settlement area;

their sociological structure in the former Polish and former Soviet areas is not

uniform. While the Jews in former Poland were officially insignificant and en-
joyed no particular protection as Jews, in the Soviet Union they considered them-
selves part of the ruling class. Polish Jews lived in constant fear of hostile popu-
lar demonstrations; wherever they were not clearly in the majority, they consid-
ered it advisable to tread carefully and timidly. Soviet Jews, by contrast, had been
stiffened up by a quarter century of Jewish-Bolshevist rule, so much so that they

15 The phrase “a task that the Wehrmacht could not accomplish alone and that called for the assistance of
Himmler’s forces” is NOT contained in the German edition of this book; Matthdus et al. 2008, p. 89.
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very often behaved self-confidently, even arrogantly, even when German troops
moved in.”
In his comment on the “Draft of establishing provisional guidelines for the treat-
ment of Jews in the area of RKO” [Reichskommissariat East] dated 6 August
1941, Walter Stahlecker, commander of Einsatzgruppe A, reiterated (Angrick et
al., Doc. 37, p. 93):
“Leaving the Jews in their previous dwellings and workplaces in the General
Government did not result in any serious political trouble. By contrast the Jews
that lived in the East or were sent there by the Red rulers considered themselves
essential bearers of Bolshevik ideals. Numerous Jews were avowed communist ac-
tivists. Past experience certainly teaches us that focal points of unrest will remain
even long after the military occupation of the Eastern territory. Acts of sabotage
and terror will not just be incited and committed by communists who were not ar-
rested during the latest purge. Rather, precisely the Jews will exploit every possi-
bility to stir up trouble. Already the absolutely necessary, rapid pacification of the
East requires the quickest possible elimination of disturbances during our con-
structive work.”
In other words, Soviet Jews were targeted not because they were Jews, but be-
cause they were collectively suspected of supporting Bolshevism. Even one of the
principal witnesses confirming the existence of an extermination order during the
Einsatzgruppen Trial, the Defendant Walter Blume, placed it within the frame-
work of the struggle against Bolshevism:!®
“I have used the wording that is somehow stuck in my memory, that eastern Jewry
was the intellectual reservoir of world Bolshevism, and that for this reason, a mil-
itary victory over Russia would not mean the end of Bolshevism as long as eastern
Jewry still existed. This is why Eastern Jewry must be destroyed. ”
In this context, it is important to stress that, in the handling of the “Jewish ques-
tion,” military necessity overrode ideological and political directives. As we will
see in the next chapter, the end goal of National-Socialist Jewish policy was the
deportation or expulsion of European Jews to various regions above the Arctic
Circle or at least beyond the Urals, but this policy also had to deal with the politi-
co-ideological attitude and behavior of the Jews in the various geopolitical areas.

1.2. Structure of the Einsatzgruppen

As is well known, the Einsatzgruppen consisted of four units designated A, B, C
and D with a total strength of approximately 3,000 men.’

Einsatzgruppe A, with a documented strength of between 909 and 990 men (see
further below), operated in the area of Army Group North, in the Reichskommis-
sariat Ostland. It was commanded by SS Brigadefihrer Walter Stahlecker (22
June 1941 — 23 March 1942), succeeded by: SS Brigadefuhrer Heinz Jost (29 or

16 Interrogation of W. Blume on 13 January 1949. YVA, 0.53-141, p. 55.
17 The data about the individual unit leaders were taken from Krausnick/Wilhelm, pp. 644-646.
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30 March — 2 September 1942), SS Oberfiihrer Humbert Achamer-Pifrader (10
September 1942 — 4 September 1943), SS Oberflihrer Friedrich Panzinger (4
September 1943 — May 1944) and SS Oberfuhrer Wilhelm Fuchs (May — October
1944). 1t was organized in four sub-units:

— Sonderkommando (or Einsatzkommando) 1a: commander SS Standartenfiihrer
Martin Sandberger (appointed KdS*® Estland on 3 Dec. 1941), operative area
Estonia.

— Sonderkommando (or Einsatzkommando) 1b: SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Erich
Ehrlinger, then SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Eduard Strauch (from 3 Dec. 1941
until June 1943), followed by SS Standartenfiihrer Erich Isselhorst (from 30
June until October 1943), operative area Byelorussia.

On 9 December 1941, Ehrlinger was appointed by Heydrich, representing
Himmler, “Commander of the Security Police and the SD for the General Dis-
trict Kiev in the Reichskommissariat Ukraine.”°

— Einsatzkommando 2: SS Standartenfuhrer Rudolf Batz (1 June — 4 Nov.
1941), replaced by SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Eduard Strauch (4 November — 3
December 1941) and by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Erwin Rudolf Lange (from 3
December 1941 until October 1944), appointed KdS Lettland on 3 December
1941; operative area Latvia.

— Einsatzkommando 3: SS Standartenfihrer Karl Jager, who then became KdS
Litauen; Wilhelm Fuchs (15 September 1943 — 6 May 1944), and finally Hans
Joachim Bohme (11 May 1944 — 1 January 1945); operations area Lithuania.

Einsatzgruppe B had approximately 665 members; it was commanded by SS Bri-
gadefiihrer Arthur Nebe until the end of October 1941, followed by SS Bri-
gadefuhrer Erich Naumann (beginning of November 1941 — March 1943), SS
Standartenfuhrer Horst Bohme (12 March — 28 August 1943), SS Obersturm-
bannfuhrer Erich Ehrlinger (28 August 1943 — April 1944), SS Standartenfiihrer
Heinz Seetzen (28 April 1944 — August 1944) and once again by Horst Bohme
(from 12 August 1944). This unit operated in Byelorussia, in the area assigned to
the Army Group Central, and was sub-divided into:

— Sonderkommando 7a: SS Standartenfihrer Walter Blume (until September
1941), SS Standartenfiihrer Eugen Steimle (September — December 1941), SS
Hauptsturmfihrer Kurt Matschke (10 December 1941 — 28 February 1942),
SS Obersturmbannfihrer Albert Rapp (February 1942 — 28 January 1943), SS
Obersturmbannfihrer Helmut Loos (June 1943 — June 1944), SS Sturm-
bannflhrer Gerhard Bast (June — November 1944).

— Sonderkommando 7b: SS Sturmbannfuhrer Gunther Rausch (until February
1942), SS Obersturmbannfihrer Adolf Ott (mid-February 1942 — January
1943, replaced between July and October 1942 by SS Sturmbannfihrer Josef

18 Kommandeur der Sicherheitspolizei, commander of security police
19 NARA, T-175/240, 2729887: Der Reichsfiihrer-SS und Chef der Deutschen Polizei im Reichsministe-
rium des Innern, Schnellbrief (express letter) dated 9 December 1941.
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Auinger), SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Karl Rabe (January 1943 — October
1944).

— Einsatzkommando 8: SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Otto Bradfisch (until 1 April
1942), SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Heinz Richter (1 April — September 1942),
SS Standartenfihrer Erich Isselhorst (September — November 1942), and fi-
nally SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Hans Schindhelm (13 November 1942 — Octo-
ber 1943).

— Einsatzkommando 9: SS Obersturmbannfihrer Alfred Filbert (until 20 Octo-
ber 1941), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Oswald Schéfer (October 1941 — February
1942), SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Wilhelm Wiebens (February 1942 — March
1943), SS Obersturmbannfihrer Friedrich Buchardt (January 1943 — March
1944).

— Vorkommando Moskau (Advance Unit Moscow): SS Brigadefiihrer Franz Six
(until 20 August 1941), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Waldemar Klingelhtfer (Sep-
tember 1941), SS Sturmbannfuhrer Erich Korting (September — December
1941). In January 1942, this formation was merged with the Teiltrupp (sub-
squad) of SS Obersturmfiihrer Wilhelm Ddéring and became Sonderkommando
7c; the commanders were SS Standartenfiihrer Wilhelm Bock (January 1942
— mid-1942), SS Hauptsturmfuhrer Rudolf Schmucker (June — late autumn
1942), SS Sturmbannfuhrer Wilhelm Bluhm (late autumn 1942 — July 1943)
and SS Sturmbannfiihrer Wilhelm Eckardt (July — December 1943). After
that, this unit was merged with SK 7a.

Einsatzgruppe C had a strength of 700-820 men and was active in Reichskommis-
sariat Ukraine under Army Group South. It was led by SS Brigadefiihrer Otto
Rasch (until the beginning of October 1941), followed by SS Gruppenfihrer Max
Thomas (October 1941 — 28 August 1943) and by SS Standartenflihrer Horst
Béhme (from 6 September 1943 until the end of March 1944). It consisted of:

— Sonderkommando 4a: SS Standartenfiihrer Paul Blobel (until January 1942),
SS Standartenfiihrer Erwin Weinmann (13 January — July 1942), SS Ober-
sturmbannfihrer Eugen Karl Steimle (August 1942 — 15 January 1943) and
SS Sturmbannfiihrer Theodor Christensen (January — end of 1943).

— Sonderkommando 4b: SS Sturmbannfiihrer Ginther Herrmann (until Septem-
ber 1941), SS Sturmbannfihrer Fritz Braune (1 October 1941 — mid-March
1942), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Walter Haensch (mid-March — July 1942), SS
Obersturmbannfihrer August Meier (July — November 1942), SS Obersturm-
bannfiihrer Friedrich Suhr (November 1942 — August 1943), SS Sturmbann-
fihrer Walter Krause (August 1943 — January 1944).

— Einsatzkommando 5: SS Brigadefihrer Erwin Schulz (until the end of Sep-
tember 1941), SS Obersturmbannfiihrer August Meier (end of September
1941 — January 1942). The unit was dissolved in January 1942.

— Einsatzkommando 6: SS Standartenfihrer Erhard Kroeger (until November
1941), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Robert Mohr (November 1941 — September
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1942), SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Ernst Biberstein (September 1942 — May
1943), SS Obersturmbannfihrer Friedrich Suhr (August — November 1943).

Einsatzgruppe D consisted of approximately 600 men and operated in the area of
the 11th Army and the Rumanian army (Bessarabia, southern Ukraine, Crimea,
Caucasus). It was commanded by SS Oberfuhrer Otto Ohlendorf (until June
1942), followed by SS Oberfihrer Walter Bierkamp (July 1942 — July 1943). It
consisted of:

— Sonderkommando 10a: SS Standartenfuhrer Heinz Seetzen (until July 1942),
SS Sturmbannfuhrer Kurt Christmann (1 August 1942 — July 1943).

— Sonderkommando 10b: SS Sturmbannfuhrer Alois Persterer (until February
1943), SS Sturmbannfihrer Eduard Jedamzik (until May 1943).

— Sonderkommando 11a: SS Sturmbannfiihrer Paul Zapp (until July 1942; then
SK 11a was merged with SK 11b), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Gerhard Bast (SK 11a
reestablished; November — December 1942), SS Sturmbannfuhrer Werner
Hersmann (December 1942 — May 1943)

— Sonderkommando 11b: SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Hans Unglaube (when EK
11 was split into 11a and 11b, July 1941), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Bruno Mdiller
(July — October 1941), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Werner Braune (October 1941 —
September 1942), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Paul Schulz (September 1942 — Febru-
ary 1943).

— Einsatzkommando 12: SS Obersturmbannfihrer Gustav Nosske (until Febru-
ary 1942), SS Sturmbannfiihrer Erich Muller (February — October 1942), SS
Obersturmbannfiihrer Giinther Herrmann (October 1942 — March 1943).

With the commencement of Operation Barbarossa, the position of Héhere SS und
Polizeifuhrer (Higher SS and Police leader) in Russia was occupied by:

— Russia North and Ostland: SS Gruppenfiihrer Hans-Adolf Pritzmann, later
replaced by SS Obergruppenfiihrer Friedrich Jeckeln;

— Russia Central: SS Obergruppenfihrer Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski;

— Russia South und Ukraine: SS Obergruppenfiihrer Friedrich Jeckeln, later re-
placed by SS Gruppenfihrer Hans-Adolf Priitzmann.

The documents known as the first and second Stahlecker Reports contain two
graphs describing the strength of Einsatzgruppe A dated 15 October 1941%° and 1
February 1942%! (see Documents 1.1.1 and 1.1.2). The following table places the
related data side by side, so they can be compared easily:

2 RGVA, 500-4-93, Annex 1a, p. 144, “Gesamtstarke der Einsatzgruppe A.”
2 RGVA, 500-4-92, p. 183.



40

CARLO MATTOGNO * THE EINSATZGRUPPEN, PART 1

Table 1

15 October 1941 | 1 February 1942
Total strength 990 909
Regular police force 133 =13.4% 134 =14.8%
Female employees 13=1.3% 22 =2.4%
Emergency Service Recruits 53=5.8%
(Notdienstverpflichtete)
Teletypists 3=0.3% 9=0.9%
Radio operators 8=0.8% 23 =2.5%
Active Waffen-SS 340 = 34.4% 151 = 16.6%
SS reservists 126 = 13.9%
Drivers 172 =17.4% 185 =20.3%
Administration 18 =1.8% 26 = 2.9%
Special envoys 3=0.3%
SD 35 =3.5% 37=4.1%
Criminal police 41 =4.1% 55 =6.1%
State police 89 = 9.0% 85 =9.4%.
Interpreters 51=5.1%
Auxiliary police 87 =8.8%

It is strange that the strength of this supposed extermination unit would be re-
duced by 81 persons when there still remained much work to be done; at the same
time, they increased the non-combatant personnel and personnel not directly
linked to extermination: Female employees, teletypists, radio operators, drivers.
No less strange is the disappearance of the 51 interpreters, who must have
been indispensable, whatever the activities of the Einsatzgruppe.

The first Stahlecker Report supplies an “Allocation plan for members of Ein-
satzgruppe A among the Einsatzkommandos™?? (see Document 1.1.3.), the data of
which is summarized in the following table:

2 RGVA, 500-4-93, Annex 1b, p. 145.
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Table 2
E.K. 1la E.K. 1b EK.2 EK.3

Total strength 105 110 170 141
Female employees 1=0.9% 4=24% 1=0.7%
Teletypist 4=1.8%
Radio operator 2=19 1=0.9% 2=12% 1=0.7%
SS reservists 25=24% | 26=23.7% | 41=23.6% | 32 =22.9%
drivers 23=22.1% | 34=30.9% | 50=29.4% | 34 =24.3%
Administration 3=2.9% 2=1.8% 4=24% 1=0.7%
SD 8=7.8% 3=2.7% 8=4.8% 10=7%
Criminal police 11=105% | 6=54% 13=7.8% 10=7%
State police 18=16.2% | 12=11% | 26=15.6% | 29 =20.6%
Interpreters 14=137% | 6=54% 18 =10.8% 8=5.6%
Auxiliary police 20=18.2% 15=10.5%

The total number of men in the four Einsatzkommandos was 526. Which tasks
were carried out by the remaining 464 is not clear, since the total strength of Ein-
satzgruppe A was 990 men.

According to the Activity Report (Téatigkeitsbericht) of Einsatzgruppe B of 14
July 1941 relating to the period from 23 June — 13 July 1941, this unit had a
strength of 521 men, allocated as follows (Angrick et al., Doc. 19, p. 58):

Table 3
Leader | Subunit Men Drivers Total
leaders

Staff 15 11 3 23 52
SK 7a 10 37 15 31 93
SK 7b 11 38 15 27 91
EK 8 13 53 27 48 141
EK9 15 51 32 46 144
Total 64 190 92 175 521

To the above must be added the second company of Polizei-Ersatz-Batallion (Po-
lice Substitute Battalion) 9 with 3 officers, 51 non-commissioned officers and 80
soldiers.

A schema relating to the organization of the “Higher SS and Police Leader
South” dated 18 August 1941 indicates the strength of the units of Einsatzgruppe
C: Einsatzkommando 4a and 4b consisted of 160 men each, while Sonderkom-
mando 5 and 6 had 250 men each,? a total of 820 men (see Document 1.1.4).

Einsatzgruppe D consisted of 400-500 men and had approximately 170 vehi-
cles at its disposal (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 205). Ohlendorf declared that the strength
of the unit commanded by him amounted to 500 men, 200 of whom were drivers
(TWC, Vol. X, p. 1278).

2 YVA, 0.53-131, p. 14.
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In addition to the Einsatzgruppen, other SS units, some of which were numer-
ically larger, participated in operations in the eastern territories occupied by the
Germans.

Starting at the end of July 1941, the three “Higher SS and Police leaders”
(“Hohere SS- und Polizei-Fuhrer”) each disposed of three police battalions, pre-
cisely:

— HSSPF Nord (North): Polizeibataillon 53, 319, 321
— HSSPF Mitte (Center): Polizeibataillon 307, 316, 322
— HSSPF Sid (South): Polizeibataillon 45, 303, 314.

The total strength of this battalion was 8,000-9,000 men (Curilla 2006, pp. 97f.).
The Kommandostab Reichsfiihrer SS consisted of the following units:

— Begleit-Bataillon Reichsfiihrer SS
— SS-Freiwilligen-Standarte Hamburg
— SS-Flak-Abteilung “Ost”

— SS-Kavallerie Brigade

— 1. SS-Infanterie Brigade

— 2. SS-Infanterie Brigade.

The strength of these units, according to Yehoshua Buchler, was 25,000 soldiers
(Buchler, p. 14).

1.3. Missions of the Einsatzgruppen

The “Fact sheet for the leaders of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos of
the Security Police and SD for Operation ‘Barbarossa,”” drawn up according to
the order of the Wehrmacht High Command dated 26 March 1941, lists the mis-
sions of the Einsatzgruppen as follows:?
“a) Non-combat zone of the Army operational area:
Securing objects predetermined prior to commencement of the operation (materi-
als, archives, card files of organizations, units, groups, etc. that are hostile to the
Reich or [German] state) as well as particularly important individual persons
(leading emigrants, saboteurs, terrorists, etc.). [...]
b) Non-combat zone of the Armed Forces operational area
Investigation and combating efforts hostile to the [German] State and Reich, inso-
far as not incorporated into the hostile army, as well as general briefing of the
commanders in the non-combat zone of the armed forces operational area as to
the political situation.”
Point 8, headlined “Arrests, Searches and Confiscations™ prescribed:
“Upon every arrest, a form from the issued ‘Arrests’ form book is to be completed
with 2 copies. The original copy and 1st carbon copy are to be forwarded to the
leader of the Einsatzkommando; he has to send it to the Einsatzgruppe using the
most expeditious method. The carbon copy should remain with the Einsatzkom-

24 YVA, 0.53-1, pp. 1-5.
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mando, while the 2nd carbon copy should remain in the form book, which is to be

given to the leader of the Einsatzkommando once used up.

Upon every confiscation, seizure, search, etc., a form taken from the issued

‘Searches’ form book is to be completed with 2 carbon copies; the procedure is

otherwise identical to that followed in connection with arrests.

The delivery of confiscated objects is to be certified by the recipient agency on the

2nd carbon copy of the search report. Particular care is to be taken in the proper

storage and securing of confiscated objects.”
Point 12, “General Behavior,” required impeccable behavior:

“All members of the Security Police and SD are to be repeatedly instructed in the

most emphatic terms, including the threat of severe punishment, to maintain im-

peccable, disciplined, soldierly conduct. The mission requires the strictest disci-

pline on the part of both leaders and men, both on duty and off duty. Official du-
ties also include the maintenance of health and working strength. Any inordinate
use of alcoholic beverages and neglect of duty under the influence of alcohol are
to be prevented by immediate intervention. Personal relationships with the non-

German population are prohibited; particularly, all contacts with women of other

races are to be considered an offense against discipline and German honor.”
Point 15, “War Diary,” says:

“From the very outset of the mission, the leaders of the Einsatzgruppen and Ein-

satzkommandos are to keep a continual war diary, in which all important inci-

dents and observations which may be of importance and/or interest in the future
are to be noted chronologically. Care must be taken to ensure safe storage of all
war diaries.”
The various reports drawn up by the Einsatzgruppen show that these units had
executive and informational responsibilities.

The executive responsibilities were both negative and positive in character.
The negative aspect was the identification, capture and elimination of all those
who were considered ideological and political enemies or who committed hostile
acts against German troops or the populations of the occupied countries, starting
with the partisans. However, as stated by the Danish researcher Therkel Straede,
the executive tasks did not initially contemplate mass executions, because
(Streede, p. 27):

“when the German police forces moved into Soviet territory in June 1941 they did

not have a standard procedure for mass executions like this one, although the

mass shooting of civilians and POWs had already been exercised during the

Polish campaign in 1939. No detailed orders specifying the organizational and

technical details of such massacres were handed out, and it is obvious from actual

variations in the ways they were carried out that the methodology of mass killing
was to a large extent left up to the commanders of the authorities and units to de-
cide.”
The positive aspect consisted of the restoration of the administrative, social and
economic structure of regions devastated by the Soviets during their withdrawal
or by the combatants.
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Ohlendorf, in his deposition at the Einsatzgruppen Trial (October 1947), pro-
vided a good explanation of what this aspect consisted of (TWC, Vol. IV, pp.
252f)):

“First, the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos never had the task to eliminate
groups of the population because they were racially inferior, and even so that was
not the main task. It was an additional assignment which, in itself, was foreign to
the actual task of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos, because never was
such a task of the security police or of the SD for that matter — and never by any
means, as it is mentioned in another place in the indictment were they trained for
such exterminations and executions.
Rather, the general task of the Einsatzgruppen and the Einsatzkommandos was
that the security of the army territory in the operational theaters should be guar-
anteed by them, and within the framework of this security task the execution order
was, of course, one of the basic orders. But, in reality, the Einsatzgruppen’s task
was a positive one, if | leave out this basic order for exterminations and execu-
tions. It must be realized, of course, that a group of about 500 people who, on the
average, had charge of an area of 300 to 400 square kilometers, could not terror-
ize such an area, even if they had wanted to do so. Therefore, if we regard it intel-
ligently these tasks could only be called positive ones, and as such they were de-
veloped by myself.
The first experiences | collected was when the task was transferred to us by the
army to harvest the overdue crop in the Trans[n]istria. The larger number of
Kommandos for weeks dealt only with this one task of harvesting in Trans[n]is-
tria; | had given orders for this measure which was the basis of my policy alto-
gether. First, the institution of a self-administration, as it were, in the communi-
ties and the communal settlements, and also in the municipalities; secondly, a
recognition of private property; thirdly, the payment of wages the population re-
ceived for each fifth sheaf of the entire harvest. | guaranteed this wage, even to
the Rumanian authorities. Fourth, cultural places were restored that is, the popu-
lation was supported in restoring the cultural centers and they were inspired to
take up a new cultural life. It is not for me now to describe or discuss the success
which this had with the populations of such places. | can only state that because
of these measures the population was on our side, and they themselves reported
any disturbances which might happen in these territories. Therefore, by this posi-
tive winning over of the population, the security of the territory internally could
be guaranteed, and actually, in our territory a partisan resistance movement did
not come into existence, but it was formed by external elements and was artificial-
ly extended. ”

Such activity is attested to by the very Einsatzgruppen reports themselves. For

example, as early as EM No. 21 dated 13 July 1941, Einsatzgruppe B reported as

follows (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 113):
“Dr. Tumash and his staff are endeavoring, as their most urgent tasks, to secure
the food supply of the city population, to reintegrate the able-bodied population
into the labor force by way of an employment agency, and to put the rural popula-
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tion back on the land which had migrated into the cities under Bolshevik pressure
since 1928.”
At the beginning of August 1941, Einsatzgruppe B was engaged, among other
things, in administrative activities and reconstruction measures (ibid., p. 235):
“In all the localities and cities with which the Einsatzgruppen had any contact,
temporary administrations were set up, in some cases by armed-forces units, in
other cases by the Einsatzgruppen themselves, with the help of Byelorussian emi-
grants brought in by the Einsatzgruppen [...]. These administrations concerned
themselves primarily with securing the food situation, restoring economic life,
registering all livestock, finding shelter for residents whose homes had been de-
stroyed, and even creating ghettos in this context. ”
The reconstruction measures even included a religious aspect. For example, on 6
August 1941, SS Sturmbannflihrer Karl Tschierschky sent the following radio
message to the RSHA (Angrick, et al., Doc. 38, p. 95):
“Einsatzgruppe A, with the consent of Army Group North, has helped supply the
occupied former Soviet-Russian territory with Orthodox priests, who are to begin
caring for the spiritual needs of the Russian population in the next few days. ”
Einsatzbefehl (mission order) No. 10, issued by Heydrich on 16 August 1941,
which had as its subject “Handling of ecclesiastical issues in the occupied territo-
ries of the Soviet Union,” shows that in this field, the greatest concern of the
Germans was political in nature. It was necessary to prevent attempts by the
Catholic Church to exert an influence over the occupied territories of the Soviet
Union, because this would have reestablished contact with the Vatican. It was not
even desired to support the Orthodox Church, but where the population had ex-
pressed the desire for religious assistance and a priest was available, “the resump-
tion of ecclesiastical activity” could be tolerated. The “living Church” should be
kept under control, because it was not yet clear whether it was an organ of Soviet
control. In the Baltic countries, the same principles applied with regard to the
Evangelical churches: religious activity could only be permitted if it correspond-
ed to a real desire on the part of the population (ibid., Doc. 42, pp. 101f.). The
Einsatzgruppen were supposed to deal with this religious obstacle course as well.
The informational tasks were those carried out institutionally by the Security
Services and regarded all spheres of life in the occupied territories, i.e., political,
economic, social, cultural, racial, religious, commercial matters, etc. These tasks
also included the gathering of important documents. This task was referred to in a
radio message from the RSHA IV A 1 to the Einsatzgruppen on 1 August 1941
with the subject “Procurement of Illustrative Material.” In it, Gestapo Chief SS
Gruppenfihrer Heinrich Mdller made the following request (ibid., Doc. 32, p.
86):
“Ongoing reports on the work of the Einsatzgruppen in the East must be present-
ed to the Fihrer from now on. Especially interesting illustrative material, such as
slides, posters, leaflets and other documents will be needed for this purpose. Inso-
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far as such material becomes available or can be procured, | request that it be

forwarded by the fastest means possible. ”

Mdiller’s concern shows that perhaps Hitler was not overly interested in mere
numbers.

The so-called first Stahlecker Report, that is, the “Overall report up to 15 Oc-
tober 1941,7% shows the vastness of the tasks of the Einsatzgruppen. This is a
143-page letter with 18 appendices, including two duplicates, for a total of 221
pages. Only a very small part is dedicated to the Jews, and only a very small part
relates to executions, that is, the paragraph “Struggle against Jewry”? and the
synopsis “Overview of the Number of Executions Carried Out until the Present,”
while the paragraph “Jewish Influence over the Living Areas in the East” deals
with historical, economic and historical matters.?’

Among the annexes is a study of the structure of Soviet power in the past, a
“Special Report on the GPU in Latvia®® and an “Overview of the Chief Agencies
of the Estonian Socialist Soviet Republic.”?°

The “Summary Report of 16 October — 31 January 1942” of Einsatzgruppe A
(the second Stahlecker Report), an extremely long report of 228 pages plus 19
appendices, lists the various fields of its activity, corresponding to as many tasks
as shown by the index:*

I. General Overview

I1. General Situation in Basic Terms

1.) Report on Morale

2.) Politics and Administration
3.) Propaganda

4.) Cultural Areas

5.) Ethnicity

6.) Public Health

I1. Jews

IV. Church

V. Economy and Sustenance

1.) Economic Policy
2.) Food Situation

3.) Agriculture

4.) Industry and Trade

VI. Resistance Movements
Among the appendices are the following:

%5 «“Gesamtbericht bis zum 15. Oktober 1941,” GARF, 500-4-93. Extracts from this long document were
published as L-180 in IMT, Vol. 37, pp. 670-717, and NCA, Vol. 7, pp. 978-996. The longest extract
may be found in Angrick et al., Doc. 70, pp. 161-209.

% GARF, 500-4-93, pp. 30-34.

27 Ibid., pp. 107-133.

2 |bid., Appendix 6.

2 Ibid., Appendix 7.

30 RGVA, 500-4-92, pp. 1-228. A brief extract from the text was produced as Document PS-2273. IMT.
Vol. 30, pp. 71-78.
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— Ethnicity in Byelorussia

— Religious Denominations in Latvia and Estonia

— Religious Life in Estonia

— Churches in Byelorussia

— Ratio between the Minimum Wage and the Existential Minimum
— Social Insurance in the Reich Commissariat East

— Age Distribution in Latvia

— Livestock in Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia

— Types of Crops in Latvia and Estonia

— Carriage of Goods in Latvia

— Number of Persons Employed in Trade and Industry in Latvia.

The multiplicity and complexity of the tasks entrusted to the Einsatzgruppen is
made obvious by many reports, such as the Activity and Situation Report of Ein-
satzgruppe B for the period of 16-30 September 1942. The subjects dealt with are
as follows (Angrick et al., Doc. 156, pp. 433-461):
— General situation and morale
— cultural areas
— the cultural life of the Russian population during the Soviet era and today
— the cultural care of the population of the Soviet Union
— cultural institutions
— theater
— administrative structure
— repertoire
— actors’ responsibilities
— theater of the Soviet era in the area of the present Army Group Center
— a) theater
—b) film
— ¢) musical life
—d) libraries
—e) radio
— 1) recital activities
— g) museums
— participation of the Russian population and their reception of the events
— economy
— trade
— labor and social affairs
— development and implementation of labor deployment
— working morale and performance
— procurement of manpower into the Reich
— propaganda for the recruitment of Russian manpower for the Reich
The handling of these topics was not merely occasional, as shown by the follow-
ing table, summarizing the data set forth by Ronald Headland in his “Appendix
B” (Headland, pp. 223-225), although it only refers to politico-cultural matters.
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The figures in the columns indicate the number of reports dealing with the related
topics.

Table 4

EGA EGB EGC EGD
Propaganda 5 10 4 5
Economy 10 9 13 7
Churches 11 8 9 7
Education, Culture, Science 6 2 6
Press 4 / / /
Agriculture, Food 3 4 14 9
Jews, Jewish Question 4 5 / 6
Ethnic Groups 11 10 27 16

The interests of the Einsatzgruppen extended beyond the above to other spheres,
such as sports,® the prices of consumer goods,* food rations,* the structure of
Soviet schools,* with an indication of the subject matter and number of hours re-
quired for each class,® tracking livestock,*® wages,*” and the health situation.®

The fulfillment of all these tasks, which were informational and, above all,
administrative and organizational, required appropriate cultural training. Precise-
ly this was the case of the accused at the Einsatzgruppen Trial, as tersely stressed
by Judge Michael Angelo Musmanno (Earl, p. 96):

“Since the twenty-[four] defendants were charged with one million murders, one

would expect to see in the dock a band of coarse, untutored barbarians. Instead,

one beheld a group of men with a formidable educational background.”
The cultural training of the defendants was so obvious that it was highlighted by
the very first commentators on the trial, such as Anatole Goldstein (Goldstein, pp.
21-23).

Earl notes that ““a disproportionate number” of the defendants “were university
trained — specifically in the profession of law — and a number of them even held
doctoral degrees. Of the fifteen Einsatzgruppenfihrer who worked in Russia be-
tween 1941 and 1943, six (40%) had earned doctoral degrees, while all the rest
had some university training. These statistics strongly suggest that the leadership
corps of the Einsatzgruppen comprised men who were neither misfits nor fail-

3L For example, “Sportorganisation Dynamo,” EM No. 74 dated 5 September 1941.

3 The prices, including those of the black market, are sometimes listed in appropriate tables, as in
“Meldung aus den besetzten Ostgebieten” (MbO) No. 34 of 18 December 1942.

3 Even the food rations are listed in tables, such as, for example, EM No. 150 dated 2 January 1942, EM
No. 170 dated 18 February 1942, MbO No. 36 dated 8 January 1943.

3 For example, “Sowjetisches Schulwesen” (“Soviet School System”), EM No. 78 dated 9 September
1941; “Schulwesen,” EM No. 88 dated 19 September 1941.

3 MbO No. 41 dated 12 February 1943.

3 MbO No. 22 dated 25 September 1942, containing notations of the number of cattle existing in 17 dis-
tricts under the Soviet government as well as in 1942.

37 For example, MbO No. 28 dated 6 November 1942.

3 No. 18 of MbO dated 28 August 1942 contains a detailed set of statistics relating to syphilis and gon-
orrhea patients in Smolensk between January and June 1942. NARA, T-175/236, 2724770, p. 16.
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ures; in fact, the opposite is true, as one historian has noted, they were more fre-
quently “of above average intelligence, talent and ambition” (Earl, p. 100); he
dedicates an entire paragraph to the topic “Education of the Defendants” and
summarized the defendants’ credentials in a table (ibid., pp. 117-122).

The decision, on the part of the RSHA, to recruit personnel with such a high
degree of university training is a very strong indication that their primary task did
not consist of extermination at all, precisely because that would have favored “a
band of coarse, untutored barbarians.”

On 1 March 1942, Admiral Canaris and Heydrich signed the “Principles for
cooperation between the Security Police and the SD and the Counter-Intelligence
Agencies of the Armed Forces” which defined their respective powers. Those of
the Einsatzgruppen are summarized as follows:®

“The task of the Security Police and SD is, as far as a cooperation with the For-

eign Office/Counter-Intelligence Agency in the Armed Forces High Command is

considered, to investigate and combat all ethnic and political enemies, and to pre-
emptively carry out all measures in order to prevent and fend off their intentions
and machinations, as well as to bring to justice the perpetrators while combatting
illegal acts.”
An information report from Heydrich dated 2 March 1942 contains a “Compen-
dium of Mission Orders and other Instructions for Deployment in the East” from
2 July 1941 to 14 February 1942. This is a collection of 15 mission orders and 9
decrees (pp. 263-265). Those mentioning Jews directly or indirectly are:

— Mission Order No. 1 dated 29 June 1941, reporting on self-purging efforts of
anti-communist and anti-Jewish groups;

— Mission Order No. 2 dated 1 July 1941, clearing-up actions among Bolsheviks
and Jews (in the former Polish territories): “It is a matter of course that the
clearing-up actions are to be carried out primarily against the Bolsheviks and
Jews” (p. 275).

— Mission Order No. 8 of 17 July 1941, “Guidelines for units of the Chief of the
Security Police and Security Service to be assigned to PoW camps,” probably
republished in Mission Order No. 14 of 29 October 1941, “Guidelines for
units of the Chief of the Security Police and Security Service to be assigned to
PoW and transit camps.”

Other directives addressed various tasks of the Einsatzgruppen:

— Decree of 23 Aug. 1941, securing of file materials of the agencies;

— Mission Order No. 10 of 16 August 1941, handling of ecclesiastical issues in
the occupied areas of the Soviet Union;

— Decree of 1 October 1941, police measures to prevent interventions in the
economy;

3 YVA, 0.53-3, p. 219; subsequent page numbers from there, unless noted otherwise.
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— Decree of 30 Aug. 1941, spectators during executions (Heydrich ordered “to
prevent the gathering of spectators during mass executions, even if this con-
cerns Wehrmacht officers”; p. 307).

A directive of Sonderkommando 4a “to all unit leaders of SD field units” dated 19
March 1943 summarized the tasks of the Einsatzgruppen as follows:

“The task of the Security Police and SD is the investigation and combating of en-
emies of the Reich in the interests of security in the operational area, particularly
the security of the troops. Besides the destruction of active adversaries, all those
elements which, due to their basic convictions or past history, may become active
as enemies under favourable circumstances are to be eradicated as a precaution-
ary measure. The Security Police is carrying out this task corresponding to the
general instructions of the Filhrer with all necessary severity. Harsh and decisive
action is especially necessary in regions threatened by gangs [partisans]. The ju-
risdiction of the Security Police in the area of operations is based upon the Bar-
barossa Order. The measures recently taken by the Security Police on a consider-
able scale are considered by myself to have been necessary for two reasons.”
(PS-3012. IMT, Vol. 31, p. 493)

1.4. Drafting and Reliability of the Einsatzgruppen Reports

The question of the origin and probative value of the Einsatzgruppen reports was
discussed during the related trial held by the Americans after the war. The de-
fense counsel declared (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 96):
“The principal proof offered by the prosecution in support of counts one and two
of the indictment were more than ninety Einsatzgruppen reports. These reports
were consolidated reports prepared by a special office of the RSHA in Berlin from
the reports of the individual Einsatzgruppen. These top secret reports were dis-
tributed to a number of state and Party offices in Germany. Between July 1941
and April 1942 approximately 195 consolidated Einsatzgruppen reports were
prepared in Berlin and distributed.
The defense alleged that the consolidated reports contained many inaccuracies
and even willful exaggerations concerning the number of exterminated people.
The defense also claimed that the author of the reports had no first-hand know-
ledge of the observations contained therein, that his identity was unknown, and
therefore the documents constituted inadmissible hearsay evidence.”
Before entering into a more-detailed study of the reliability of the reports, it is
advisable to examine the question of how, and where, they were discovered. The
reports formed part of a collection of two tons of documents confiscated on 3
September 1945 on the fourth floor of the general headquarters of the Gestapo in
Berlin. The documentation was taken to the Berlin Document Center. Given the
massive quantity of documents which had been discovered — between 8 and 9
million pages — it was a long time before the reports were found. Although
Ohlendorf mentioned them in his testimony during the Fourth Military Trial at
Nuremberg in January 1946, Benjamin Ferencz, the future Chief Prosecutor in
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the Einsatzgruppen Case, was not looking for them in any particular way. He be-
came aware of them between late 1946 and early 1947. The correspondence of
the Chief of Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Criminality mentioned the Ein-
satzgruppen reports on 15 January 1947, but from other letters it appears that by
the beginning of February the reports had still not gained their attention, and did
not come into Ferencz’s hands before March-April 1947 (Earl, pp. 77f.). In this
regard, Hilary Earl stated (ibid., p. 78):
“Whether the reports were found in late 1946 or early 1947 remains a matter of
speculation. Ferencz does recall, however, his excitement when one of the Ger-
man researchers who worked in his office accidentally discovered twelve binders
(Leitz Ordners) filled with top secret daily reports from the eastern front itemizing
the carnage of the mobile security and killing units.”

The version of the documents” discovery as recounted by Tom Hofmann is com-

pletely different, in that the date, place and office all differ (Hofmann, pp. 117f.):
“In the spring of 1947 one of Ferencz’s many diligent researchers, Fred Burin,
burst excitedly into Ferencz’s office. He had come upon some German files while
searching through a Foreign Ministry annex located near the Tempelhof airport.
He had found a nearly complete set of secret reports that had been sent by the
Gestapo office in Berlin to perhaps a hundred top officials of the Nazi regime.
[...] The reports described the daily activities of special SS units nondescriptly
called Einsatzgruppen — roughly translated as ‘Special Action Groups.’ They
were organized in four units (A, B, C, D) ranging from about 500 to 800 men
each. Their secret reports bore an innocuous title, which translated as ‘Report of
Events in the Soviet Union.””

Another little enigma appears at this point. Before discussing it, a minor explana-
tion is required. The Incident Reports were drawn up in multiple copies, up to a
maximum of 77. Every copy bears an indication of its specific number and the
total number of copies produced. For example, Report No. 25 (see below) is the
twenty-second copy of thirty-four: “34 Ausfertigungen 22. Ausfertigung.” Now,
Krausnick and Wilhelm declare (Krausnick/Wilhelm, p. 649):

“From the testimony of Mr. Benjamin Ferencz, Chief Prosecutor at the Einsatz-
gruppen Trial at Nuremberg, on 9 September 1947, it follows that Ferencz had the
originals of the USSR Incident Reports brought from Berlin to Nuremberg for the
above-named trial, where the defense attorneys were allowed to examine them
[...]- Said originals were subsequently sent to the United States, filmed there, and
within the framework of the return of confiscated documents to the Federal Re-
public of Germany, they were finally transferred to the [German] Federal Ar-
chives at Koblenz. There, they may be consulted in Inventory R 58.”
Headland supplies additional information in this regard (Headland, p. 231):

“The complete original surviving set of the Operational Situation Reports (Ereig-
nismeldungen UdSSR) and the Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories
(Meldungen aus den besetzten Ostgebieten) is today found in the Bundesarchiv in
Koblenz, under Bestand R58, Reichssicherheitshauptamt, Numbers 214-221, and
Numbers 697, 698, 222, 223, and 224. A complete set of the Operational Situation
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Reports is found in the National Archives in Washington, on microfilm as part of

the National Archives and Records Service (NARS) Microfilm Publication T175,

Records of the Reich Leader of the SS and Chief of the German Police, rolls 233-

235. A complete set of the Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories is found

on Microfilm Publication T175, rolls 235-236. Copies of the reports are found in

other archives, including the Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte in Munich.

The originals of all the Activity and Situation Reports (Téatigkeits- und Lagebe-

richte der Einsatzgruppen der Sicherheitspolizei und des SD in der UdSSR), with

the exception of Report 9, are found in the Political Archives of the Foreign Office
in Bonn under the reference: Inland Ilg, 431 Russland: SD-Einsatzgruppen, Be-

richte 1941-1942.”

It is nevertheless a fact that these same original reports with the same number of
copies are located in the Russian State War Archive (RGVA), where Jirgen Graf
and | saw them and photocopied them in part at the end of the 1990s (see Docu-
ments 1.1.5. and 1.1.5a.).

Regarding the rediscovery, it is odd that the binders which contained the Inci-
dent Reports on the fourth floor of the headquarters of the Gestapo at Berlin con-
tained copies designated for various offices. At the end of each report, under the
heading “Verteiler” (distribution list), there is normally an indication of the offic-
es to which the individual copies were to be sent. Starting with EM No. 38 (30
July 1941), there is also an indication as to which copy was sent to each individu-
al office. The most-complete list, relating to 55 offices, is in EM No. 128 of 3
November 1941.

The serial number of the copies appears for the first time in EM No. 6 (27
June 1941). The following table lists the EM number, the serial number of the ex-
isting copy (Ausfertigung, x) and the total number of those distributed (y); for in-
stance, EM No. 6 is the 21st of 23 copies:

Table 5
EM xofy |[EM xofy [EM xofy EM xofy
6: 210f23|16: 190f30) 24: 230f33|33: 170f41
7: 190f23|17: 210f32|25: 220f34| 34: 290f41
9: 240f25|18: 180f 32| 26: 23 of 34| 35: 27 of 43
10: 23 0f25]19: 190f 32 27: 23 0f 36| 36: 32 of 43
12: 200f24|20: 210f32 28: 27 0f 36| 37: 23 of 45
13: 60f30 | 21: 210f32]29: 28 of 36
14: 18 of 30| 22: 22 of 30| 30: 27 of 36
15: 18 0f 30| 23: 21 0f 32| 31: 30 of 40

EM No. 38 is Copy 33 of 45; in subsequent Incident Reports, Copy No. 36 pre-
vails, as shown in the following summary:
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Table 6
Cc;#py Tect):futrlrimnzs EMs in which the copy number recurs

11 2 44,120

29 1 48

33 2 38,45

34 4 39-42

35 3 43, 46, 47

36 71 49-51, 53-93, 95-97, 99-101, 103-119, 121-123, 127

47 1 102

48 1 125

51 46 128-132, 134, 136-144, 146-149, 152, 155, 160, 161, 163,
164, 169, 171-183, 186-188, 190, 192, 193, 195

52 1 145

57 17 133, 150, 153, 154, 156, 157, 159, 162, 165-168, 170, 184,
185, 189, 191, 194

60 1 135

The addressees of the copies of the reports were for the most part offices of the
RSHA. The following is a list of those appearing in the table reproduced above:

Table 7
C,\? PY Addressee
0.
11 |Group Il A 1 (Organization of the Security Police and Security Service)

/IRSHA

29

Group 111 A (Legislative and Reich Organizational Matters) /RSHA

33

Group IV B 4 (Jewish Matters, Evacuation Matters) /RSHA

34

Group IV E 2 (General Economic Matters, Industrial Counter-
Intelligence) /RSHA

35

Group IV B (Sects) /RSHA

36

Higher SS and Police Leader Russia North

47

Group IV A ORR [Oberregierungsrat; Senior Civil Servant] Panzinger
/RSHA

48

Group IV A 1 — Kriminaldirektor (Head of the Criminal Division) Lin-
dow /RSHA

51

Group IV A 1 - KK (Kriminalkommissar, Detective Superintendant)
Dr. Knobloch /RSHA

52

Belegexemplar (specimen copy)

Every office mentioned in the distribution list should have possessed the com-
plete series of copies of the Incident Reports intended for that office; for this rea-
son, the above-described mixture of such disparate copies in the twelve binders
found by the Americans (and we do not even know to which office they be-
longed) is rather odd.
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Headland affirms that EM No. 18 of 10 July 1941 contains the name Theodor
Paeffgen in the distribution list for the first time, and notes that, comparing the
copy number of the individual reports with the corresponding copy number in the
distribution list, he found that many of the copies discovered by the Americans
were sent to Paeffgen, and that, therefore, it is precisely to him “that we probably
owe our knowledge of the reports. He, or his subordinates, obviously neglected to
destroy the copies that were sent to him” (ibid., p. 50).

This claim is nevertheless unacceptable, because, as shown by the distribution
list of EM No. 38 of 30 July 1941, Paeffgen was supposed to receive the 33rd
copy only (“Mission Intelligence Leader — RR Paeffgen (33rd copy)”; Mallmann
2011 et al., p. 209). But, as seen in Table 6, Copy No. 33 only pertains to two re-
ports. Even if senior civil servant Paeffgen is mentioned in EM Nos. 12-17 as a
special recipient of a copy (starting with EM No. 18, he appears in the distribu-
tion list), it is clear that the majority of the copies of the reports found by the
Americans could not have been sent to his office.

No less strange is the fact that almost 9,700 copies were made of these reports,
which were supposed to be so secret and so compromising, but the Americans on-
ly found 194 out of 195 (Report No. 158 is missing in the American collection).
We must therefore assume that the SS destroyed the other 9500, approximately,
and left only copies of these 194 EMs intact.

I do not wish to state that the Incident Reports currently available are forger-
ies, but these anomalies certainly deserve resolution.

There is another anomaly which no one appears to have noticed. In addition to
the 195 Incident Reports, the documentation of the Einsatzgruppen includes 55
“Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories” (“Meldungen aus den besetzten
Ostgebieten) and 11 “Activity and Situation Reports” (“Tatigskeits- und Lagebe-
richte”). A total of over 10,000 copies were also made of these reports, each of
which was no doubt read by several SS or police officials. Nevertheless, there is
no known mention, not a single known comment, on these reports by their in-
tended recipients, starting with Hitler, Himmler and Heydrich, right down to the
last National-Socialist official involved in the alleged extermination of the Jews.
The immense majority of the German documents confiscated by the Allies consti-
tute a dense fabric of reciprocal connections; the 261 Einsatzgruppen reports, by
contrast, form a body unto itself, with no direct or indirect relationship to other
documents, and this, too, should be explained. The only exception I know of is
the transmission of “Activity and Situation Reports” to the German Foreign Of-
fice (NO-2650).

There is another problem which orthodox Holocaust historiography has never
even mentioned. The “Fact sheet for the leaders of the Einsatzgruppen and Ein-
satzkommandos of the Security Police and SD” cited earlier ordered the leaders of
the Einsatzgruppen to keep a war diary. The diaries of various units of the SS and
Police are still in existence, but where are those of the Einsatzgruppen? As far as
I know, there are no references to them in documents or testimony.
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In the affidavit of 24 April 1947, Ohlendorf gave a detailed account of the
origin of the reports (NO-2890; TWC, Vol. IV, p. 94):

“The reports of the Einsatzgruppen went to the armies or army groups and to the
Chief of the Security Police and SD. Normally weekly or bi-weekly reports were
sent to the Chief of the Security Police and SD by radio and written reports were
sent to Berlin approximately every month. The army groups or armies were kept
currently informed about the security in their area and other current problems.
The reports to Berlin went to the Chief of the Security Police and SD in the Reich
Security Main Office. After the creation of the command (headquarters) staff of
the Chief of the Security Police and SD in about May 1942, this (staff) prepared
the subsequent reports. The command staff consisted basically of Gruppenfuehrer
(SS Major General) Mueller, chief of office 1V, and Obersturmbannfuehrer (SS
Lieutenant Colonel) Nosske, group chief in office 1V, to whom specialists of offic-
es Ill, IV, and VI were available for coordinating the composition of the reports.
Questions which had to do with the personnel of the group and with garrisons
went to office I. Administrative questions and matters concerning equipment were
taken care of by office Il. Information concerning the spheres of life (SD) went to
office I11. The chief of office IV received reports on the general security situation,
including Jews and Communists. Information about the unoccupied Russian areas
went to office VI.”

Other defendants in the Einsatzgruppen Trial supplied other important details in
this regard. For instance, Heinz Hermann Schubert, former SS Obersturmfihrer
and member of Einsatzgruppe D, declared in his affidavit dated 4 February 1947
(NO-2716; ibid., p. 98):
“The Einsatzgruppe reported in two ways to the Reich Security Main Office, once
through radio, then in writing. The radio reports were kept strictly secret and,
apart from Ohlendorf, his deputy Standartenfuehrer Willy Seibert and the head te-
legraphist Fritsch, nobody, with the exception of the radio personnel, was allowed
to enter the radio station. This is the reason why only the above-mentioned per-
sons had knowledge of the exact contents of these radio reports. The reports were
dictated directly to Fritsch by Ohlendorf or Seibert. After the report had been sent
off by Fritsch, | received it for filing. In cases in which numbers of executions
were reported a space was left open, so that | never knew the total amount of per-
sons killed. The written reports were sent to Berlin by courier. These reports con-
tained exact details and descriptions of the places in which the actions had taken
place, the course of the operations, losses, number of places destroyed and per-
sons Killed, arrest of agents, reports on interrogations, reports on the civilian sec-
tor, etc.
When Ohlendorf was absent from the staff of the Einsatzgruppe, no reports were
sent to Berlin.”

Ex SS Sturmbannfihrer Kurt Lindow supplied other information in this regard in
his affidavit dated 21 July 1947 (NO-4327; ibid., pp. 99f.):

“3. In October 1941, till about middle of 1942, | first was deputy chief and later
on chief of subdepartment IV A 1. This subdepartment dealt with communism, war
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crimes, and enemy propaganda; moreover, it handled the reports of the various
Einsatzgruppen until the command staff was set up in 1942. The Einsatzgruppen
in the East regularly sent their reports to Berlin by wireless or by letter. The re-
ports indicated the various locations of the Gruppen and the most important
events during the period under survey. | read most of these reports and passed
them on to inspector Dr. Knobloch of the criminal police who made them up into
a compilation which at first was published daily under the title ‘Operational Situ-
ation Reports U.S.S.R..” These reports were stencilled and | corrected them; af-
terwards they were mimeographed and distributed. The originals of the reports
which were sent to the Reich Security Main Office were mostly signed by the
commander of the Einsatzgruppe or his deputy.
4. The reports ‘Operational Situation Reports U.S.S.R.’, nos. 114, 115, 118, 121,
122, 128, 138, 141, 142, 144, 159, as shown to me, are photostats of the original
reports drawn up by Dr. Knobloch in subdepartment IV A 1 of which | was the
chief. I recognize them as such by the red bordering, discernible on the photostat,
by their size, the types, and partial bordering. | identify the handwritten initials
appearing on the various reports as those of persons employed with the Reich Se-
curity Main Office, but considering that 6 years have elapsed since, | cannot re-
member the full names of these persons whose handwritten initials appear on the
documents. From the contents of the handwritten notes | conclude that these were
made by Dr. Knobloch, and moreover | notice that various parts of the above-
mentioned reports are extracted from the original reports of the Einsatzgruppen
to the Reich Security Main Office.
5. On the strength of my position as deputy chief and, later on, chief of subde-
partment IV A 1, | consider myself a competent witness, able to confirm that the
‘Operational Situation Reports U.S.S.R.” which were published by the chief of the
security police and the security service under file mark IV A 1 were compiled en-
tirely from the original reports of the Einsatzgruppen reaching my subdepartment
by wireless or by letter.”
When the German army occupied a territory, Headlands writes, an Einsatzkom-
mando or Sonderkommando arrived from the Einsatzgruppe in charge, which was
subdivided into Teilkommandos (sub-units or partial units). A task was assigned
to each Teilkommando, which, when the task was completed, drew up a report,
which was sent to the head of the Teilkommando. The heads of the Teilkomman-
dos summarized them and transmitted them to the head of the Einsatzkommando
or Sonderkommando. The reports were forwarded by courier or radio to the head
of the Kommando. These were then discussed, compiled and drawn up in more
detailed reports. This task was carried out by the personnel of the Kommando
(generally, the head, his substitute and a few officials from the police and SD),
each of whom concerned himself with one specific aspect of the activities of the
Einsatzgruppen. The reports drawn up by the Kommando were then transmitted
to the headquarters of the Einsatzgruppe. Here, other specifically appointed offic-
ers analyzed them and made new rough drafts of them. The final drafting of the
reports was performed with the participation of the various heads of the SD, as
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well as the heads of the Einsatzgruppen. The reports, signed by the head of the
Einsatzgruppe or his deputy, were then sent to Berlin.

Headland concludes:

“Thus the reports to this point were the result of several steps in a series in which

a number of people — the men carrying out the operations, their leaders, various

officials in the Kommandos, and those on the staff of the Einsatzgruppen head-

guarters — all came to bear on the content of the reports. The Kommando leaders
and ultimately the Einsatzgruppen leaders exercised control over the reports, ei-
ther by writing, reading, editing, approving, or signing them before forwarding
them to Berlin.”
The RSHA did not receive reports through this channel alone. The commanders
of the Security Police and Security Service were unable to control the flow of in-
formation relating to their area of competence, and many reports reached Berlin
through other channels, such as the reports of the Higher SS and Police leader
(Headland, pp. 37-39).

Further along, Headland returns to the matter, summarizing it as follows
(ibid., p. 166):

“It will be recalled that generally the leader of the subunits of the Kommandos

would summarize the reports sent to him by his subordinates. This draft would

then be sent to the leader of the Einsatzkommando or Sonderkommando, who
would then compile a more comprehensive report from the reports of the various
subunits. From the Einsatzkommando staff this report would then be sent to the
headquarters of the Einsatzgruppe, where it would be combined with others and
used as part of a further summary report drafted at Einsatzgruppe headquarters.

These reports were then sent by the Einsatzgruppe to the RSHA. We have also

seen that reports often bypassed the Einsatzgruppe headquarters and were sent

directly to Berlin.”
The directives for the collection of information and the drafting of reports were
issued by Heydrich by means of Circular Decree of 3 July 1941 with the subject
“Operation Barbarossa — here: Command Staff and Mission Intelligence Leader
of the Reich Security Main Office.”

The mission intelligence leader was responsible for optimizing garrisons and
operational direction of travel of Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos, in addi-
tion to all the informational technical links; another duty was to control the in-
formational traffic between the RSHA and the Einsatzgruppen and vice versa. In
particular, at the Berlin headquarters of the RSHA, the mission intelligence leader
was entrusted with the task of:

“issuing all reports and documents received from the Einsatzgruppen A to D, in-

cluding their commands, following completion of fact-checking and compilation,

without delay and without exception.”
His office was therefore operational day and night. Teletypes, radio messages, or
others arriving after 20:30 at night had to be presented without delay the next
morning. Every day by 9:30 in the morning, the report compiled the day before,
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previously submitted to the personal attention of SS Brigadefthrer Heinrich Ml-
ler, had to be delivered to him in his capacity as head of the Gestapo in order to
file them away. In addition, the following offices received copies of the reports:

“a) Head of the Security Police and SD = 1 copy

b) Adjutancy of the Security Police and SD = 1 copy

c) Kommando Staff at Office IV = 2 copies

d) Office head I, I1, 11, 1V, V, VI, VIl =7 copies

e) Main Office = 1 copy

HDIUD, DL 1ID2,1ID3=4copies

g) Reserve =5 copies, Sa. 21 copies.”
The post of mission intelligence leader was entrusted to the previously mentioned
SS Hauptsturmfiihrer Regierungsrat Dr. Paeffgen (Angrick et al., Doc. 15, pp.
49f.). The list of 21 addressees constituted the distribution list mentioned earlier.

On 21 October 1941, Miller issued a decree with the subject “Operation Bar-
barossa — Incorporation of the Mission Intelligence Leader into the Command
Staff,” which amended the Circular Decree of 3 July. The office of the Mission
Intelligence Leader was abolished on July 26. Its tasks were reassigned to the
Command Staff of Office IV, which was responsible for “both the technical and
material evaluation of the reports from the Einsatzgruppen and squads deployed
in Operation Barbarossa.” There then followed the third and last decree (ibid.,
Doc. 73, p. 213):

“From this time forward, all incoming reports and documents received from Ein-

satzgruppen A to D are to be forwarded to the Command Staff from the Main Of-

fice (special entry point) by way of the Office Head IV after the completion of fac-

tual marking and compilation. Reports received during the night [are to be for-

warded] at the start of the following working day.”
During the Einsatzgruppen Trial, there was lengthy discussion of the essential
guestion of the true and proper drafting of the Incident Reports and other reports
(Activity Reports and Meldungen) by the RSHA. Dr. Willi Heim, defending Paul
Blobel, formulated the discussion in these terms: The documents may be classi-
fied as either “signed” or as “anonymous.” In the first case, the document is “au-
thentic” if it really originates from the signatory; in the contrary case, it is “false.”
But if it is not possible to ascertain who the signatory is, we cannot say whether
the document is “authentic” or “false.” Heim did not deny that the documents in
question were “authentic,” in the sense that they undoubtedly originated from the
RSHA, but this did not necessarily imply that they were also the truth. All the de-
fendants declared under oath that the reports were “highly unreliable, inaccurate
and faulty, and that not only with regard to figures, but also with regard to the
contents and the actual wording.” This depended upon the compilation process of
the reports, and therefore it was necessary to examine two crucial questions
(TWC, Vol. IV, pp. 105f.):
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“How were the ‘Situation Reports U.S.S.R.” and the ‘Operational situation re-

ports’ of the Reich Security Main Office drafted? And the additional question:

What sources of mistakes were thus provided and what effect did they have?”
Incident Reports and Activity Reports were drafted in Department IV A 1 of the
RSHA (Office 1V constituted the Geheime Staatspolizei (Gestapo) and was di-
rected by SS Gruppenfuhrer Heinrich Mdller), which concerned itself with
“Communism, Marxism and accessory organizations, war crimes, illegal and en-
emy propaganda.” Until the end of April 1942, this section was the center into
which flowed the reports from the Einsatzgruppen. Officials assigned to their
processing included the head of the department, Kurt Lindow, and two of his col-
leagues, SS Hauptsturmfiihrer Gunther Knobloch and Rudolf Fumy. The Einsatz-
gruppen reports referred to the scope of tasks of Department Ill (Deutsche Le-
bensgebiete), which concerned itself with administrative, racial, cultural and eco-
nomic matters, for which Office IV, which specialized in executive tasks, did not
possess the necessary competence. Office IV was therefore called upon to deal
with matters with which it was not familiar, leading to inexactitude and error.
Department IV A 1 moreover had extremely limited personnel, who did not even
possess the technical tools to clarify dubious cases.

Another source of error was the insufficiency of communications media. The
Einsatzgruppen were often more than 1000 km from Berlin, rendering the trans-
mission of information difficult, not so much due to the distance in itself, but ra-
ther because the forwarding of teletypes and written reports depended upon the
contingencies of the communications equipment, which worked at highly variable
rates of speed, resulting in the irregular arrival of reports, leading to distortions
and misunderstandings. Under such circumstances, there was the possibility that
the same information might arrive by teletype or by courier; various reports with
succeeding dates were registered before reports drawn up previously, which took
longer to arrive at the analytical center of Department IV A 1. In dubious cases, it
was considered preferable to repeat the same figures or simply use the highest
ones.

The conditions under which the reports were drawn up were so unsatisfactory
that in April 1942 a radical change was made in their compilation. The personnel
of Department IV A 1 worked under Heydrich’s orders, and were therefore high-
ly interested in presenting the most favorable picture of the situation possible, and
in evading the risk of unpleasant consequences in the contrary case. After all,
Russia was far away, and no one could verify the correctness of the data appear-
ing in the reports. The problem of unreliable reports increased as the war dragged
on, as Himmler himself lamented in his speech at Posen on 4 October 1943
(TWC, Vol. IV, pp. 108f.):

““I now come to a fourth virtue which is very scarce in Germany — truthfulness.

One of the major evils, which developed during the war, is untruthfulness in re-

ports, statements, and information, which subordinate offices send to their superi-

or offices in civilian life, in the state, Party, and armed forces. Reports or state-
ments are the base for every decision. The truth is that in many branches one can
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assume in the course of this war that 95 out of 100 reports are plain lies or only
half true or half correct.””

The fundamental problem therefore remained, i.e., the fact that the original doc-
uments originating from the Einsatzgruppen which were used by Department 1V
A 1 in drawing up the reports were no longer available, and that, therefore, no
one could ascertain the degree of reliability of the reports (ibid., p. 109):

“The statements made hitherto were concerned only with the working conditions
which existed in suboffice IV A 1. If the unsatisfactory conditions which prevailed
there were already enough to cause this office to turn out piece work and incom-
plete results only, the sources of deficiency were further extended by the so-called
report or information channel from subordinate to superior offices. We estab-
lished — suboffice IV A 1 received the reports directly from the Einsatzgruppen.
However, these reports were again only a summary of that which the individual
detachments reported in writing, orally, or by teletype; added to this were other
sources which, in case of measures to be taken by other, independently working
units, or in case of cooperation of several units, were supplied. There is no doubt
that the evaluation of the reports collected by the Einsatzgruppen was handled
differently and was subject, to a great extent, to the attitude of the group chief and
his departmental assistants. But this had taken place once already in a similar
manner in most of the Einsatz- or Sonderkommandos, because it was not expedi-
ent to have the reports sent directly from the Teilkommando to the Einsatzgruppe,
which might have resulted from a particularly difficult task or from special condi-
tions of the area of operations.
It was a rule to send the reports of the Teilkommandos first to the Kommando
chiefs. He based his activity report to the Einsatzgruppen on the reports received
by him, or he had them drafted by his assistant [Sachbearbeiter], according to the
distribution of task which was in force in his detachment. If the exhibits submitted
by the prosecution were identical with the above-mentioned original reports and
if they perhaps even bore the signature of the Kommando chief concerned, then
objection against their correctness would have little hope to be successful; then
the fact that the author of the document would have lied either when drafting the
document or now in the trial because he is not brave enough to state the truth
would be established.
The defense too — its interest in the establishing of the unrestricted truth is just as
great as that of any other party in the trial — regrets that it is not possible to sub-
mit the original reports of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatz or Sonderkommandos
as documentary evidence.”
Headland notes that, according to the above-mentioned Rudolf Fumy, the reports
drawn up by Department IV A 1 contained “errors, distortions, and omissions of
various kinds”; these errors, in the words of this German official, “should not be
considered an exact description of the actual events and that they can be taken as
a literal repetition of the original reports in a very limited scope only.” Depart-
ment personnel were insufficient to concern themselves with the constantly in-
creasing quantities of material, and this fact resulted in an increasing superficiali-
ty of the work. Moreover, Heinrich Miiller played an important role in preparing
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the reports, accentuating or eliminating material in the reports depending on
whether it was favorable or unfavorable to the other bodies of the Reich (Head-
land, p. 167).

This situation also had repercussions on the statistics relating to executions.
During the Einsatzgruppen Trial, Ohlendorf declared that the figure of 90,000
persons executed by himself, as mentioned in various interrogations, was approx-
imate, and that 15-20% of them resulted from double counting. Indeed, he went
even further, stating that he did not know any longer how he could have remem-
bered the figure in question, since he had no record of the numbers of executed
persons, adding (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 256):

“l must now state solemnly that in the Reich Security Main Office, Heydrich,

Mueller, and Streckenbach, and all the others who knew about these matters, in-

tentionally exaggerated and invented the numbers of Einsatzgruppen A, B, and C.

In the case of B, | mean the period of Nebe especially. | am convinced that these

figures, which, if | add the numbers in the documents, are not even half of what

the prosecution charges me with, are exaggerated by about twice as much.”
Dr. Rudolf Aschenauer, Ohlendorf’s defense counsel, noted that EM No. 89 dat-
ed 20 September 1941 attributed the execution of 8,890 Jews and Communists
between 19 August and 25 August to Einsatzgruppe D, positioned at Kikerino;
the same number, however, also appears in EM No. 95 dated 26 September 1941,
but in reference to Nikolayev as its position, commenting:

“It is my opinion that from the operational situation reports, not a single sentence

can be identified with a sentence of an original report from the Einsatzgruppen

and the Einsatzkommandos, but on the contrary, as becomes evident from these
two reports, the operational situation reports are made up from the original re-
ports, and they are full of mistakes and are not compiled with the viewpoint of

passing on accurate figure reports. ” (Ibid., p. 257)

Another striking example of this laxity may be found in EM No. 106 dated 7 Oc-
tober 1941, where Einsatzgruppe C reported that at Kiev “the liquidation of ap-
proximately 35,000 Jews on 29 and 30 September 41 made an equivalent number
of houses available”...then , in the same EM, that “Sonderkommando 4a executed
33,771 Jews on 29 and 30 September [1941]” (Mallmann 2011 et al., pp. 640,
642).

A repetition of identical figures also appears in two other reports. EM No. 152
of 7 January 1942 says:*

“420 persons were court-martialed and shot in Vilnius on 22 December 41. 385

of them were Jews, the rest Poles guilty of participation in Communist activities. ”
EM No. 154 of 12 January notes:*

“402 persons were court-martialed and shot in Vilnius on 22 December 41. 385
of them were Jews, the rest Poles.”

4 NARA, T-175/234, 2723314, p. 9.
41 1bid., 2723583, p. 28.
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Headland supplies additional examples of errors and repetitions (Headland, p.
169). EM No. 86 of 17 September 1941 attributes 6,584 victims to SK 7a (“Bol-
sheviks, Jews and asocial elements”; Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 477) to Sonder-
kommando 7a, while EM No. 80 of 11 September states: “The execution total of
SK 4a thus reached 7,152 persons on 24 August 41” (ibid., p. 444).

EM No. 19 of 11 July 1941 announced the killing of 600 Jews at Tarnopol
(Ternopol; ibid., p. 104); this is repeated in EM No. 47 of 9 August (ibid., p.
264).

EM No. 165 of 6 February 1942 says: “The last 38 Jews and Gypsies were ex-
ecuted on 1 February 42 in Loknya”;* this communication also appears in EM
No. 181 of 16 March: “38 Jews and 1 gypsy were shot in Loknya.”*

Aschenauer moreover notes that EM No. 117 of 18 October 1941 gives a total
figure of 40,699 persons executed by 15 October by Einsatzgruppe D (Mallmann
2011 et al., p. 696), but EM No. 129 of 5 November supplies a total of 31,767
(ibid., p. 753).

In Ohlendorf’s cross-examination, he was asked to supply a minimum figure
of persons shot by Einsatzgruppe D, since he considered the figure of 90,000
previously mentioned by him to have been exaggerated. The defendant replied
(TWC, Vol. IV, p. 270):

“In my direct examination | have already said that | cannot give any definite fig-

ure, and that even the testimony in my affidavit shows that in reality | could not

name any figure. Therefore, | have named a figure which has been reported ‘ap-
proximately.” The knowledge which | have gained by this day through the docu-
ments and which | have gained through conversations with my men, make me re-
serve the right to name any figure and strengthen this reservation. Therefore, | am
not in a position to give you a minimum figure, either. In my direct examination |
have said that the numbers which appear in the documents are at least exaggerat-
ed by one-half, but | must repeat that | never knew any definite figure and, there-
fore, cannot give you any such figure.”
In his appeal for clemency, submitted by Defense Counsel Rudolf Aschenauer,
Ohlendorf asserted that the victims of the Einsatzgruppen did not amount to one
million, as claimed by the prosecution, but 450,000 (Earl, p. 268). This does not
diminish the horror of the crime, but is undoubtedly of value in terms of historio-
graphy.

Headland recognizes that “there is also evidence to suggest that some of the
Einsatzkommando and Einsatzgruppen leaders deliberately exaggerated the num-
bers of persons shot for their own self-aggrandizement” (Headland, pp. 97, 102).
He also supplies some important data in this regard.

A number of documents indicate that the total number of victims as of 2 Feb-
ruary 1942 for the area of Einsatzgruppe A was 163,003. But the “Summary Re-
port of 16 October — 31 January 1942,” in its statistical summary of executions,

2 \pid., 2723799, p. 11.
4 NARA, T-175/235, 2723987, p. 7.
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supplies a total of 229,052 Jews killed. He also notes that “when we add up the
totals that are given in this report by area, we get a total of 274,605 persons
killed, including the pogroms in Lithuania” (ibid., p. 103).

Headland states that the “Summary Report until 15 October 1941 (the first
Stahlecker Report) mentions a total of 81,171 persons Killed in Lithuania. The
document in question explicitly declares that “the total number of liquidated Jews
amounts to 71,105,” a figure to which the 5,000 pogrom victims should be added,
so that the total should be 76,105 (L-180, IMT, Vol. 37, p. 688). But the summary
of executions supplies the figure of 80,311 Jews and 860 Communists, a total of
exactly 81,171 (ibid., p. 702).

Headland informs us that this figure also contains approximately 42,000 per-
sons killed by the Einsatzkommando 2a at Siauliai before Einsatzkommando 3
reached the area on 2 October 1941 (Headland, table on p. 98). The Jager Report
lists 100,332 victims by 15 October 1941, plus 3,050 over the period from 28
September to 17 October. Given the lengthy period of time over which the execu-
tions were carried out and the order of magnitude of the total figures, the figure
for the period 15-17 October can hardly be considered important, since the total
figure amounts to 103,382 victims. To this should be added the 4,000 Jewish vic-
tims of pogroms carried out by Lithuanians, i.e., a total of 107,328. This figure
does not include the approximately 42,000 victims mentioned above, which
brings the grand total to over 149,000. How are we to reconcile this figure with
Stahlecker’s figure of 81,1717

Headland admits that

“the claim that the numbers were exaggerated would also seem to have some ba-

sis in fact. Sources other than those used at the trial suggest that numbers were

altered to produce a more favorable picture. Some historians have quite readily
accepted that exaggerations took place in order to prevent [sic; read: convey] an

impressive picture of the Kommando ’s activities. ” (Headland, p. 173)

The “Summary Report from 16 October 1941 to 31 January 1942 devotes an en-
tire paragraph to Latvia. Based on the 1935 census, there were only 93,479 Jews
in the country.* An undated set of statistics, entitled “Juden in Lettland 1940~
(“Jews in Latvia 1940) provides a detailed report on the Jewish population of the
country: 93,904 persons, 44,122 of them in the City of Riga, 7,552 in the county
of Liepaja (Libava), 17,763 in Daugavpils County.*® Stahlecker informs us that,

“when the German troops moved in, there were still 70,000 Jews in Latvia. The

rest had fled with the Bolsheviks. The remaining Jews were highly active as sabo-

teurs and arsonists. The Jews set so many fires in Daugavpils that a large part of
the city was destroyed. ”
The report then says that 30,000 Jews had been executed by October 1941:

“The remaining Jews who were still indispensable in terms of economic life, were
confined to ghettos, set up in Riga, Daugavpils and Liepaja.”

4 RGVA, 500-4-92, p. 57.
4 LVVA, P-1026-1-3, p. 213.
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Approximately 2,500 of these remaining Jews lived in Riga, approximately 950
in Daugavpils and approximately 300 in Liepaja, a total of 3,750. Other execu-
tions took place after October 1941: 11,034 Jews were shot at Daugavpils on 9
November, 27,800 at Riga at the beginning of December and 2,350 at Liepaja in
mid-December, a total of 41,184.%

According to the summary table of executions, which extends to 1 February
1942, 35,338 Jews were shot in Latvia, plus 5,500 killed “in pogroms.” But this
figure is listed in the columns for “Lithuania” and “Latvia,” and therefore refers
to these two countries.*” The Jager Report attributes 4,000 victims to the pogrom
in Lithuania (see Chapter 4), therefore 1,500 regard Latvia, and the number of
Jews Killed according to this report was 36,738. Now, if 30,000 Jews were shot
by the month of October, and another 41,184 were killed in the two following
months, for a total of 71,184, why does the summary table of executions report
them as numbering 35,238 (+ 1,500)? On the other hand, since there were 3,750
Jews in the ghettos, there were not 70,000 Jews in Latvia, upon the arrival of
German troops, but (71,184 + 3,750 =) 74,934.

The Jews Killed in Lithuania, according to the summary table of executions,
amounted to 136,421, plus some fraction of those 5,500 killed in the pogrom —
according to the Jager Report, 4,000 persons — for a total of 140,421. The total
figure of Jews executed according to this report is some 135,352, but this in-
cludes 9,606 Latvian Jews from Daugavpils, so that for Lithuania the figure of
(135,352 — 9,606 =) 125,746 should apply. Adding these 9,606 to the total for
Latvia, we obtain (35,238 + 1,500 + 9,606 =) 46,344, a figure which does not
square with that of 71,184.

The report in question contains another obvious error. On 11 November 1941,
“The commander of the security police and SD Latvia, Office Daugavpils,” in-
formed the local District Commissioner: “On 9 November 1941, 11,034 Jews
were executed in Daugavpils.”*® Therefore, if 17,763 Jews lived in Daugavpils
County in 1940, 9,606 of whom were shot in August 1941, and 950 were in the
ghetto on 1 February 1942, it is not possible for there to have been 11,034 victims
on 9 November, because in that case the total number would have been greater
than the initial figure: 9,606 + 950 + 11,034 = 21,590. The correct figure should
therefore be 1,134. This is confirmed by the letter from the General Commission-
er in Riga to the Reich Commissioner for the Ostland (Reichskommisar fur das
Ostland) dated 20 October 1941, according to which “there are 2,185 Jews in the
county of Daugavpils”;* subtracting the 950 detainees in the ghetto, there were
1,235 remaining persons, a figure compatible with the execution of 1,134.

Regarding Liepaja, the figure of 2,350 does not correspond to the figure stated
in War Diary No. 1 of the SS and Police Garrison Leader Liepaja (Kriegstage-

% RGVA, 500-4-92, pp. 58f.
47 ibid., p. 184.

| \VVA, P-132-30-14, p. 33.
9 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 46.
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buch Nr. 1 des SS- und Polizeistandortfiihrers Libau) and other documents: 2,749
(see Part Two, Chapter 7).

It follows that (1,134 + 27,800 + 2,749 =) 31,683 Jews were shot in Latvia
during the months of November and December 1941, making 61,683 Jews, if we
add the 30,000 shot at the end of October; but even this figure contradicts the fig-
ure 35,238 (+1,500) in the summary table. What is more, even the figure of
27,800 Jews shot at Riga is contradictory and unsupported by evidence (see
Chapter 4).

The number of Jews shot in “Lithuania,” according to the Stahlecker Report,
as stated above, was 136,421 (without the pogrom). This figure is taken from a
communication from the “Commander of the Security Police and SD, Kaunas”
(in German: Kauen, Kovno or Kowno) addressed “to Group A — Riga” dated 8
February 1942, which explicitly states that the figure in question — 136,421 — rep-
resented the number of executions carried out “by Einsatzkommando 3 starting
on 1 February 1942. The total number of victims is given as 138,272, which in-
cludes 1,851 non-Jews.*® The Jager Report, the source of this figure, reports a to-
tal of 133,346 persons shot (without the pogrom), 131,656 of whom were Jews
and 1,960 were non-Jews. However, the total number of Jewish victims also in-
cludes 3,031 Jews from Byelorussia, 9,012 Latvian Jews (from Daugavpils) and
4,934 Jews from the Reich, for a total of 16,977 non-Lithuanian Jews, which
have to be deducted form the total for Lithuania; the correct figure should there-
fore be (136,421-16,977=) 119,444,

Regarding the reliability of the figures for these executions, there is another,
more-specific problem, which no one has ever bothered with: how did they per-
form the counts and register the victims? The documents report interminable se-
ries of figures, but do not explain how they were established. The ordinary prac-
tice of the Einsatzkommandos, when they reached a locality, was to set up a ghet-
to or Jewish district, require the Jewish population to wear a distinctive sign, and
register them by name. The resulting lists would have constituted a valid support
for the executions, because they would have made it possible to establish not only
the exact numbers of persons shot but the names of all persons who may have es-
caped execution as well. But no such use of the lists in question was ever attested
to by any document. As an alternative, it would have been necessary to appoint
an officer or non-commissioned officer responsible for counting the victims and
annotating the numbers in an appropriate register (as fantasized about in the sto-
ries concerning “Aktion 1005 where counting the exhumed and cremated bodies
is mentioned; see Part Two of this study). However, not even this is supported by
documentary evidence. Ohlendorf, in this regard, explicitly declared (TWC, Vol.
IV, p. 256):

“1 did not keep a register of these figures.”

% RGVA, 500-1-25/1, p. 170.
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Since the Einsatzgruppen reports often dwelt at length on absolutely insignificant
matters, the fact that the aspects mentioned above were never mentioned can only
mean that neither of the two counting methods was used.

Hence one might argue that the victim figures, except in cases where there
were very few victims, were not the results of any real count, but mere approxi-
mate guesses, sometimes rounded up, to give an impression, such as, for exam-
ple, the figure for the number of victims at Babi Yar: 33,771!

But there is also the problem of willful exaggerations, as noted by Headland
(as quoted here on p. 62). It is obvious that the heads of the Einsatzgruppen, on
all levels, wished to give their superiors the impression of being hyper-active in
all realms, including executions.

There is another important matter with regard to which the reports are very
reticent. On 22 January 1942, von dem Bach-Zelewski stated, in a report to the
SS, that the temperature had fallen to —42°C for two days.>* EM No. 170 of 18
February 1942 dwells at length on Leningrad and supplies the following infor-
mation (Mallmann 2014 et al., p. 161):

“In the course of January there began a veritable mass die-off among the civilian

population. In particular, towards the end of the day, the bodies were brought out

of the houses on hand-sleds to the cemeteries, where they were simply thrown into

the snow, due to the impossibility of digging graves in the hard-frozen ground.”
EM No. 189 of 3 April 1942, Einsatzgruppe A mentions a temperature of -45°C
(ibid., p. 256), while EM No. 195 from Einsatzgruppe B of 24 April 1942 speaks
of -48°C in Smolensk (ibid., p. 327). On 6 February 1942, wrote the General
Commissioner for Byelorussia, Wilhelm Kube that “the ground in Byelorussia
was frozen solid to a depth of 2 meters,” as a result of which, we may suppose, it
was impossible to dig mass graves.>

The mention of mass graves, of course, presupposes mass executions, which
was probably an indirect threat by Kube of such executions. However, such mass
executions contradicted the orders issued. As early as January 16, 1942, Rosen-
berg had instructed the Minsk city commissioner to contact the local HSSPF
“about the question of housing and feeding the Jews,”*® so there was no provision
for shooting these Jews.

The winter of 1942 was particularly harsh, and the soil remained frozen solid
for months. On the other hand, the executions listed in the reports would have re-
quired the excavation — which would never have been easy — of numerous mass
graves. How were they dug — and filled in again afterwards? Were these difficul-
ties, which would inevitably have influenced the number of executions, really
unworthy of mention in the reports?

51 TNA, HW 16-53.
52 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 72.
5 Ibid., p. 68.
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1.5. Einsatzgruppen “Justifications” for Killing Jews

Headland notes that

“the Einsatzgruppen reporters for the most part did not simply record the killings,

but felt the need to use euphemisms in their reports to cover up the act of murder.

In the same way they also gave ‘reasons’ for their actions in order to justify

them.” (Headland, p. 72)

The importance of the problem is obvious: If Hitler, in the summer of 1941, had
ordered the extermination of the Soviet Jews because they were Jews, what need
did the commanders of the Einsatzgruppen have to justify their individual kill-
ings? Headland claims that this was done based on two fundamental ideas (ibid.):
“The first was the fact that in presenting justifications for their deeds, the Einsatz-
gruppen leaders believed they were thereby providing themselves with a ‘legal’
basis for the killings. While they may have believed that it was correct to annihi-
late the Jews, such a belief certainly had no foundation in law. With an eye to the
future, and for their activities, the Einsatzgruppen constantly depicted the execu-
tions as reprisals against so-called criminal acts of Jews, partisans, and others.

This protection was therefore outward-looking, a means of the defense against ex-

ternal scrutiny.”

One might object that, for convinced National Socialists, like the heads of the
Einsatzgruppen, any Fihrerbefehl was sufficient source of “legality,” and that, at
a time when they were convinced that the collapse of the Soviet Union was im-
minent, they were unlikely to have been so farsighted as to create alibis for them-
selves in any future prosecution brought against them by the Allies. In addition,
the majority of the reports were intended for offices and departments of the
RSHA. This interpretation is therefore unsustainable.

Headland’s reasoning is also logically unfounded, since it presupposes as fact
that the Jews were killed “as Jews,” and not, as constantly stated in the reports,
“as reprisals against alleged criminal acts of Jews, partisans, and others.” Head-
land therefore presupposes that these explanations are false, and then uses the al-
leged falsity of the explanations to prove that they are false, and to explain why
they are false!

The second idea, Headland continues, was more subtle: a sort of self-justifica-
tion to render the onerous reality of the killings acceptable (ibid., pp. 72f.). Such
an explanation reminds us to some extent of Raul Hilberg’s claim that “psycho-
logical justifications were an essential part of the killing operations” (Hilberg
2003, Vol. I, p. 341).

This may be valid for the material executors of the killings, but it certainly
does not apply to the compilers of the final reports, who were simple office-
bound bureaucrats in Department IV A 1 of the RSHA, working only with pencils
and typewriters. They had no reason to “justify themselves.”

Krausnick’s conjecture that the above-mentioned justifications were imposed
by Heydrich upon the commanders of the Einsatzgruppen as a sort of “conven-
tion of speech” (Sprachregelung; Headland, p. 74), quite apart from contradicting
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Headland’s explanations, has no basis in documentary fact. Regarding the various
locutions used in referring to the Killings, one may speak of “euphemisms” in the
sense of ordinary bureaucratic language. Since the original reports have not sur-
vived, we do not even know whether this practice was adopted by the heads of
the Einsatzgruppen or by the compilers of the final reports in the Gestapo.

Headland himself notes that, in the improbable event that the alleged “camou-
flaging and justifications” had really achieved their purpose, it does not explain
why they were not adopted in all the reports; moreover, alongside “camouflage
terms” such as “special treatment” or “rendered harmless,” the reports also use
crude and ordinary terms such as “shoot, liquidate, or annihilate.” In view of this
stark fact, Headland has no answer except the trite chorus of the “irrationality” of
National Socialism (ibid., p. 77):

“This question provides an example of the inexplicable and irrational quality in-

herent in much National Socialist thinking and methodology. ”

Thus is the irrationality of orthodox Holocaust historiography “explained” by
blaming it on the alleged “irrationality” of the National Socialists.

Hilberg lists 25 terms and locutions used in the reports to refer to executions,
some of which are very explicit, as Headland admits, such as “hingerichtet” (put
to death, executed), “exekutiert” (executed), “ausgemerzt” (eradicated), “liqui-
diert” (liquidated), “erledigt” (finished off; Hilberg 2003, Vol. I, p. 338). Now, if
“conventions of speech” really existed, it would necessarily have been adopted by
the compilers of the reports of Department 1V A 1, which would have applied the
system uniformly to the reports redacted by themselves, always utilizing the same
pre-established terms.

On the other hand, the true significance of the “camouflage” terms may some-
times only be seen from the context; when this is not explicit, the meaning should
not be taken for granted. This is true in particular for “Sonderbehandlung” (spe-
cial treatment), “Sonderaktion” (special operation) and “Umsiedlung” (resettle-
ment). For example, EM No. 156 of 16 January 1942 mentions “special treat-
ment” (Mallmann 2014 et al., p. 89):

“The evangelical-Lutheran church is attempting to obtain special treatment from

German authorities, which should manifest itself in the form of governmental

support of a financial nature in particular.”

No. 6 of the “Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories” (5 June 1942) refers
to a “special operation” in which “2500 cubic meters of firewood, among other
things, were distributed to needy persons.”®* No. 50 (16 April 1943) says:*®

“A certain quantity of manpower was obtained by means of police special opera-

tions.”

A message intercepted by the British on 15 August 1941 mentioned a “student
special operation” which consisted of allocating 30,000 RM to the students.>®

% NARA, T-175/235, 2724466, p. 21.
% NARA, T-175/236, 2725806, p. III.
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“Umsiedlung” is sometimes clearly used as a synonym for execution, while on
other occasions it means what it translates to: resettlement;®” in some cases it
seems to be distinct from execution, as in EM No. 177 of 6 March 1942 (Mall-
mann 2014 et al., p. 195):

“As a result of the measures taken by Einsatzkommando 6, the towns of Gorlovka

and Makeyevka are now free of Jews. Some of them, remaining in Stalino, will be

resettled as soon as the weather permits it. A total of 493 persons were executed

here (including 80 political activists, 44 saboteurs and looters and 369 Jews). ”
Here, by contrast, we appear to have the inexplicable use of the “camouflage”
term “resettled” and the undisguised word “executed” in the same context.

The same is true of the term “evacuation.” For example, the “Activity Report
of the SS and Police Garrison Leader Liepaja” of 29 December 1941, notes:*®

“2,749 Jews were evacuated in the period from 14 to 17 December 41.”

The reference is to the executions at Liepaja (see Part Two, Chapter 7); but just a
few pages before, the report informs us:>®

“100 Gypsies were evacuated from the City of Liepaja on 5 December 41.”

War Diary No. 1 of the SS and Police Garrison Leader Liepaja, which covers the
period from 20 September 1941 to 30 November 1943, lists all the executions of
Jews and non-Jews carried out at Liepaja during this period, but these 100 Gyp-
sies are not mentioned (see Kraushick/Wilhelm, pp. 571-574).
An “Annex of All Administrative Orders of the Commander” in the rear of
Army Group Center of 1 August 1941 says:%
“Jews have been evacuated from numerous municipalities. [...] The Jewish evac-
uations resulted in numerous Jews of all ages and both genders wandering across
the countryside from village to village and from city to city.”
In some cases the execution was the consequence of a scheduled evacuation that
proved unfeasible, as in the report from Kriminalrat Schmidt (Reichssicher-
heitsdienst, Gruppe Geheime Feldpolizei, Sicherungsgruppe Ost) of 12 January
1942:
“227 Jews lived in the village of Strihawka[?]. The large number of Jews is at-
tributed to the fact that there was a large GPU camp in the area. Since the Jews
represented a great danger to the installation, | filed an application with the dis-
trict commissioner to evacuate them. As a result of especially difficult circum-
stances, evacuation proved impossible. The Jews were therefore executed on 10
Jan. 1942 between 8.30 and 10.30 hrs.”

The mass grave had to be excavated with explosives due to the frozen ground.®
Of course, this raises the question of how those graves were later filled in.

% TNA, HW 16-6, Summary of messages intercepted between 15 and 31 August 1941. ZIP/MSGP
28/12.9.41, p. 6.

57 See Subchapter 3.5., EM 91 (“resettlement” to the Ghetto of Pruzhany), and Part Two, Subchapter 8.6.

% LVVA, P-83-1-25, p. 50.

% lbid., p. 44.

80 LVVA, P-70-5-23, p. 24.

81 YVA, 0.53-6, pp. 20f.
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There is another problem. Some documents appear to testify to the existence
of an order to exterminate the Jews. For example, in the “Summary Report of 16
October — 31 January 1942,” Einsatzgruppe A reports:®?

“According to the basic orders, the systematic cleansing operation in the East in-

cluded the elimination of Jewry as completely as possible. With the exception of

Byelorussia, this objective was largely achieved through the execution of 229,052

Jews so far (see Annex).”

The “Summary Report until 15 October 1941 of Einsatzgruppe A mentions the
“carrying out of basic orders” (“Durchfiihrung grundsatzlicher Befehle™).®3

What these “basic orders” were, and where and by whom they were issued,
remains unknown. But if they really existed, it would have made no sense to jus-
tify the various executions, as it would have been more than sufficient to indicate
(as in other documents) that the victims were “treated as per orders.”

The existence of “basic orders” does not in any case resolve the question
raised in the preceding paragraphs, because we still do not know whether they re-
garded Jews as Jews or as supporters of Bolshevism. The first variant is excluded
by the report for the period from 16 October 1941 to 31 January 1942, since at
the end it contains a paragraph titled “The Jews from the Reich,” which refers to
the deportation of 20,000 Jews from the Reich to Riga who were not subjected to
any policy of extermination.

There is another possibility that does not appear ever to have been taken into
consideration by orthodox Holocaust historiography, and that is a diversification
of the orders to the individual Einsatzgruppen based on the theaters of operation
in which they operated. This could explain the occasional differences in methods
followed, which may not necessarily be attributable to the differing rates of speed
of advance of the units of the army to which the Einsatzgruppen were linked.

The Einsatzgruppen reports moreover present aspects which clash not only
with Headland’s interpretation as presented above, but with the general statistics
of the shootings as well. There are frequent reports of shootings of minuscule
groups of Jews, sometimes a single individual, usually with a plethora of explana-
tions and wealth of detail. The following are a few examples.

EM No. 20 of 12 July 1941, Einsatzgruppe C:

“150 Ukrainians were found murdered in Stryi. By way of initiated investigations
it was possible to arrest 12 Communists sharing responsibility for the murders.
They consisted of 11 Jews and 1 Ukrainian, who were shot with the participation
of the entire population of Stryi.” (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 109)

EM No. 24 of 16 July 1941, Einsatzgruppe A:

A report of a case of arson at Daugavpils (ibid., p. 128):

“The Jews were decisively involved in the arson cases. 5 Jews were caught in the
act during the first 3 days and instantly shot.”

62 RGVA, 500-4-92 (PS-2273), p. 56.
63 |-180. IMT, Vol. 37, p. 689.
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EM No. 36 of 28 July 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“12 Jewesses were also shot who could be proven to have been active as Com-
munist Party agitators already during the Polish Campaign. ” (ibid., p. 195)

EM No. 47 of 9 August 1941, Einsatzgruppe C:

“2 Jewish Communists who had attempted to lure smaller detachments into an
ambush were also finished off. ” (ibid., p. 265)

EM No. 67 of 29 Auqust 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“11 Jews were executed in the villages of Szuchari [Sukhari] and Yasna. Some of
them had been guilty of sniping, others of engaging in Communist agitation.
Among the liquidated Jews was one Communist party official who is said to have
been a commissar. ” (ibid., p. 376)

One Jewess was shot “for sabotage,” as well as 8 male Jews, “for attempting to
intimidate the population through the spreading of false rumors.”

“A Jewess who treacherously persuaded a German soldier to open a door, deto-
nating an explosive charge which tore his lower arm off, was arrested after an in-
vestigation conducted by the Einsatzkommando. The Jewess was then publicly
hanged.”

“Another 10 Jews from Minsk, who spread anti-German propaganda among the
population until the end, were also shot. ” (ibid.)

EM No. 73 of 14 September 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

1 male Jew “who had destroyed a cable installation of the German army” was
shot (ibid., p. 403).

EM No. 92 of 2 September 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“In Novozybkov, an elderly Jew and a former NKVD militia man, who had been
in constant contact with the partisans and had transmitted messages to them, were
treated accordingly, in improvised fashion.”

“Further a half-Jew was transferred from the POW camp in Minsk, who, as a
long-time party member, had been a Politruk and political divisional commander
in the Russian army. He was liquidated together with 3 other Jews, who had
worked actively in the NKVD under Bolshevik rule and who refused to wear the
insignia prescribed for Jews. In Minsk, a Jewess who had worked as an interpret-
er with the Field Commander ’s Office and who had pretended to be a Pole in or-
der to be appointed to that position, was shot. ” (ibid., p. 545)

EM No. 131 of 10 November 1941, Einsatzgruppe A:

“On 20 October 1941, the Jew Max Wulfson was arrested in his dwelling in Riga.
Wulfson was under heavy suspicion of having acted as a contact man for Karl
Kihndorff, a teacher who had emigrated from Germany in 1933 and who was in
contact with Soviet Russian and English agents. ” (ibid., p. 767)

“During the arrest of a Jew from Liepaja, large quantities of strychnine, enough
to poison over 1,000 people, were found in his dwelling. The poison had been in
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the hands of the Jew for quite some time. He gave unbelievable explanations as to
the origins of the poison. He was executed. ” (ibid., p. 768)

EM No. 133 of 14 November 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“On the same day [16 October 1941] the Jews Stanislaus Bonski and Tolja
Ahonim as former NKVD-agents, and the Jews Simon Alexandrovich, Schuster
Peiser and Michael Sakei were liquidated for possession of explosives. On the
same day, the Jewess Cadine Orlov was executed for failure to wear the Jewish
identifying mark and for refusing to move to the ghetto. On 18 October 1941, the
Jews Lova Wasmann, Ferna Birkmann, Jakob Saravo, Abraham Linden, Abraham
Baraniche, Salomon Katzmann and Behr Katzmann as well as the Jewess Fenia
Leikina were liquidated for refusing to wear the Jewish identifying mark and for
distributing anti-German agitation propaganda. On 20 October 1941, the Jew
Stanilov Naum and the Jewish married couple Alar were liquidated for conceal-
ing themselves outside the ghetto in Mogilev. On 14 October 1941, the Jew Isaak
Pyaskin, who had been a political collaborator of the Red Army and was found on
the forward advance road towards Vyazma under suspicious circumstances, was
shot by the advance unit of EK 9. On 17 October 1941, the Jew Maria Spirina
was shot by the advance unit of EK 9 for serving as a gunwoman. On 21 October
1941, the Jew Joel Lyubavin was shot after being found in a Russian bunker in
possession of a firearm not far from Vyazma.”

“On 17 October 1941, the Jew Samuel Goffmann was shot for carrying a false
identity document for the purpose of concealing the fact that he was a Jew. [...] 2
Jewesses were liquidated for setting fire to two houses in Bobruisk during an aer-
ial attack during the night of 13 October 1941.” (ibid., p. 788)

EM No. 146 of 15 December 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“The Jew Elia Lapitzki and the Russians Ivan Matveyev, Nikolai Stepanenko,
Gregory Skobilev and Semen Agafanov were shot for membership in a partisan
group and/or for acting as informants for partisans. The Jew Bruck, residing in
Bychikha, was proven to have supplied the partisans with several pigs. He was
handed over to the Wehrmacht at their request and publicly hanged. ”

“In connection with Rishin’s arrest [Rishin was a Russian arsonist], 7 Jews were
arrested and convicted of partisan activities. All 8 persons were hanged. ” (ibid.,
p. 883)

The following persons were also shot:

“A Jew, who had been a member of the Communist Party and NKVD agent since
1920, and had attempted to set fire to the village of Zavodeyki[?] near Mogilev us-
ing gasoline; 8 Jews and Jewesses, who had concealed themselves outside the
ghetto in Mogilev; [...] 9 Jews who had considerably terrorised the population of
Mogilev through price-gouging; [...] In Vyazma, a Jew who had belonged to the
Communist Party since 1928 and had been active in agitation activities; [...] the
Jew Naikhin, his wife and another 3 Jews who had made derogatory remarks
about the German armed forces. ” (ibid., p. 886)
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EM No. 148 of 19 December 1941, Einsatzgruppe B:

“2 Jews and 2 Russians guilty of repeated acts of looting, [...] were court-

martialed and shot. ” (ibid., p. 888)

In this context the presumed legal and psychological justifications make no sense,
either because the executions took place “after a court-martial” (“standrechtlich”)
or in an improvised manner (“behelfsgemaR™) and were considered legal by the
persons carrying out the executions, or due to the insignificant number of persons
concerned, required no “auto-justification.”

The case of Kodyma moreover shows that the motivations for the shootings
carried out by the Einsatzgruppen cannot be reduced to simplistic patterns. The
report from Einsatzgruppe D to the Army High Command 11/Ic of 4 August
1941 contains an appendix with the subject “Meetings of Jews in Kodyma” by
Sonderkommando 10a. A Ukrainian woman had reported that a clandestine meet-
ing of approximately 50 Jews had taken place at Kodyma to coordinate attacks
against individual German soldiers. Investigations confirmed the allegation, and
approximately 400 soldiers surrounded the Jewish quarter, with orders to arrest
all Jews over the age of 15. Due to resistance from the Jews, it was necessary to
have recourse to arms in some cases. At the end of the operation, approximately
400 persons were arrested, all males. The interrogators ascertained that approxi-
mately 98 of them had participated in the clandestine meeting or had committed
acts of insubordination or were members of the [local] Jewish “intelligence” [or-
ganization]. 100 persons were Ukrainians or Russian and were of advanced age,
as a result of which they were released.

“The remaining approximately 175 persons, without exception Jews, could not be

proven guilty of participation. They were transferred to the armed-forces prisoner

of war camp as hostages, while the above-mentioned 98 persons were shot after

taking their personal data. ” (Angrick 2013 et al., Doc. 35, pp. 88f.)
In other cases, in which shooting should have been inevitable, the outcome was
otherwise. For example, a “letter (No. 989) by the head of the Ukrainian district
administration of Kamianka to the village eldest and the police chief of Stepaniv-
ka date 29 July 1942” states that the district commissioner of Krivoy Rog, Hans
Frick, was in possession of information according to which four Jews were hiding
in the district and ordered (ibid., Doc. 139, pp. 336f.):

“The Jews must be arrested and brought to the labor camp of the City of Ver-

khnedneprovsk. All prisoners of war who are without work and without docu-

ments and are just loafing around in the villages, should be sent there too.”
The numbers are another jarring element in the general context of statistics. The
reports laconically mention thousands and tens of thousands of executions but
then dedicate many lines to dealing with individual cases of Jews mentioned by
name.

It is obvious that these facts do not square with the hypothesis of an order to
exterminate Jews as Jews. The reports clearly show, by contrast, that the general
motivation for the killings was the fact that the Jews were considered by the
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Germans to be hardcore supporters of Bolshevism and the partisans. Thus, for ex-
ample, in EM No. 127 of 31 October 1941, Einsatzgruppe C states this line of
reasoning quite clearly:
“Already today it can be stated without hesitation that the Jew has acted in the
service of Bolshevism without exception.
“As a result, the necessity arose for the Security Police of special measures
against Jewry,”

precisely because the Jews were considered “the true carriers of Bolshevism”
(Mallmann 2011 et al., pp. 740f.).
EM No. 124 of 25 October 1941 reports a specific application of this principle
(ibid., p. 732):
“The Krupski region may therefore be considered free of Jews. The complete li-
quidation of the Jews in the localities mentioned was necessary to deprive the
numerous partisans and parachute infiltrators of all the support that they had
been accustomed to receive precisely from the Jews.”

Another contrived accusation against the Einsatzgruppen as well as — and even
more so — against the police battalions and the Command Staff SS, which were
more directly involved in the struggle against the partisans, is that the SS used the
struggle against the Bolsheviks as a cover to conceal the real object: i.e., the mas-
sacre of the Jews.

It may be appropriate at this point to include a brief excursus on Himmler’s
annotation dated 18 December 1941 in his diary, an orthodox interpretation of
which is provided by Christopher Browning (Browning 2004, p. 410):

“On December 18 Himmler met with Hitler. The cryptic remark in Himmler’s ap-

pointment book stated simply: ‘Jewish question/to be exterminated as partisans’

(Judenfrage|als Partisanen auszurotten). Most likely, they discussed how the kill-

ing of the Jews was to be justified and what were the rules for speaking about it.”

The editors of Himmler’s Dienstkalender (service calendar), which includes a
transcript of the annotation, comment (Witte et al., p. 294):

“This was obviously a follow-up discussion of Hitler s speech on the Reichs- und
Gauleitertagung on 12 December and Himmler’s meeting with Hitler, Bouhler
and Brack on 14 December 1941 [...]. The broad expression ‘Jewish Question’
indicates that Himmler was taking note of Hitler’s justification for the murder of
the European Jews as a whole [...].”

The editors refer to the well-known article by Christian Gerlach on Hitler’s pre-
sumed decision to exterminate all the European Jews, where he examines this
document (Gerlach 1998, pp. 780f.):

“Himmler and Hitler met on the afternoon of December 18, 1941. In regard to the
first topic discussed, Himmler recorded, ‘Jewish question | to be exterminated as
partisans.” There can be no doubt that what Himmler wrote down after the verti-
cal line represented the results of the conversation. But what did the brief nota-
tion mean? Linguistically, the statement is an order. The term ‘partisans’ may at
first glance seem to suggest the situation in the Soviet Union, but the execution of
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Soviet Jews had been decided some time ago and was already under way. Fur-
ther, at that point there was not yet a significant number of Jewish partisans in
the occupied Soviet territories. These considerations suggest that Himmler ’s nota-
tion meant something else — that it referred to potential partisans and to the sup-
posed ‘Jewish threat.’ It is significant that Himmler s note lists the topic of con-
versation not as ‘Jews in the east’ or as ‘Soviet Jews’ but rather as the all-encom-
passing ‘Jewish question.’ By itself, Himmler’s notation is difficult to interpret
unambiguously, but there is some justification for interpreting Hitler s statement
in a global sense.”
The annotation of 18 December 1941 should be placed in correlation with the
presumed “decision to ‘exterminate the Jews in Europe’,” which, according to
Gerlach, “must have been made after December 7 and before December 14,
1941 (ibid., p. 784). Specifically, the meaning of the annotation is thought to be
as follows (ibid., pp. 786f.):

“Hitler viewed the Jews as opponents, revolutionaries, saboteurs, spies, ‘parti-

sans’ in his own backyard — an area that now, in light of the expected United

States attack, included all of Europe. That was what Hitler had meant by his re-

mark, recorded by Himmler on December 18, 1941, ‘to be exterminated as parti-

sans.””

The explanation is obviously a bit forced. The reference to partisans, in this con-
text, would only make sense in relation to the Jews of the East: only these could
be killed in the quality of (als), not like (wie) partisans to justify the killings. But
the motivations adopted in the Einsatzgruppen reports, as set forth above, also
continued to be highly variegated and only refer to a minimum extent to killings
of Jews in the capacity of partisans. Are we to believe that no one paid any atten-
tion to this alleged Fiihrerbefehl ?

Ulrich Herbert, in his critique of Gerlach’s conjectures — to which | shall re-
turn in the next chapter — also examined the annotation of 18 December 1941,
noting that the German historian first presupposes the existence of a “Fihrer de-
cision,” and then adduces Himmler’s annotation as important proof of its exist-
ence, but Herbert thinks “that is methodically problematic.” Without the conjec-
tural context created by Gerlach, the precise meaning of the annotation remains
rather unclear (Herbert, p. 69).

In the “Monologe” at the Filihrerhauptquartier, the Reichsfiihrer SS (Himm-
ler) is invited to lunch by Hitler on December 14th, to lunch on the 17th, and to
lunch once again on the 18th, but at table Hitler did not speak of any Judenfrage
(Jewish question) or of partisans (Jochmann, pp. 152-156).

The original text of the annotation is of no assistance in clarifying the matter
(see Document 1.1.6). The term Judenfrage is separated from “to be exterminated
as partisans” by a dash, and it is unclear whether this expression is an order or a
conclusion linked to the preceding term. Orthodox Holocaust historians presup-
pose that the text implies “Jewish question. [The Fuhrer has ordered that] the
Jews are to be exterminated as partisans,” but this is dubious at the very least,
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precisely because we do not know the topic of the discussion between Hitler and
Himmler.

In reference to the memorandum of 16 July 1941, according to which Stalin’s
order on partisan warfare gave the Germans the opportunity to kill “whatever op-
poses us” (see next chapter), we can also imagine a more general directive ac-
cording to which it was considered necessary to “exterminate” all adversaries “as
partisans,” whether they were Jews or non-Jews.

Returning to the theory of the anti-partisan struggle being utilized by the
Germans as a pretext to cover up the extermination of the Jews, Yehoshua Biich-
ler, one of its principal supporters, says (Btchler, p. 14):

“The war against the partisans was utilized by Hitler not only as a mask for mass

murder, but also as a way to build a broad consensus of all the Nazi forces oper-

ating in the occupied areas in regard to the murder of Jews. The Jews were por-
trayed by the Nazis as partisans or potential partisans, both as a group and as in-
dividuals. This conceptual integration of Jews and partisans was quickly internal-
ized by a receptive SS and by German army soldiers, and provided the mass mur-
der of the Jews with the legitimization of a ‘war against the partisans.’ All
branches of the German state took part in the anti-partisan warfare, including the

SS, police, army, civilian administration, local collaborators and parts of the

armed forces of Germany ’s allies. ”

It is still a fact that War Diary No. 1 of the Command Staff SS, which covers the
period from 16 June to 31 December 1941 and which condenses the reports from
all the subordinate units, only reports on partisan activities and does not even
mention the term “Jude” (facsimile in Baade, pp. 13-101).

It is also true that the subordinate units drew up their own reports, which
speak of killings of Jews, but the context is not the one imagined by Biichler. The
first known report from the 1st SS [Infantry] Brigade, the “Activity Report for the
time 27 July 41/12.00 o’clock — 30 July 41/12.00 o’clock,” dated 30 July 1941,
contains the first reference to any killing of Jews:

“Furthermore, approximately 800 Jews and Jewesses aged 16 to 60 years were

shot by the end of the reporting period for aiding and abetting Bolshevism and

Bolshevik partisans. ” (ibid., p. 106)

The report provides an exact description of the brigade’s mission for the period in
guestion:

“Arrest and/or destruction of:

a) what remains of the 124th Soviet Rifle Division;

b) armed gangs;

C) partisans;

d) persons guilty of aiding and abetting the Bolshevist system; ”’

The report also declares that “the overall operation was led by SS Obergruppen-
fihrer and Police General Jeckeln” (ibid., p. 105).
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The Activity Report for the period 3-6 August 1941, drawn up on 6 August
(“Number 17), reports a “cleansing operation” in the areas of Ostrog, Gritsev and
Kunyov-Radogoshch with the following justification:

“Especially the Jews have encouraged Bolshevistic gangs in these localities. ”

As a result of this operation, 1,384 Jews and 1 Soviet soldier were shot; the Jews
consisted of “men” and “women,” i.e., no children were killed (ibid., p. 108).

The “Activity Report” for 6-10 August states with regard to Korosten:

“The Jews encouraging the gangs were shot. 2 Jews were publicly hanged in zZhi-

tomir, for having 1,000 murders on their conscience, at least in part.” (ibid., p.

110)

The “Activity Report” for the same period, relating to “Number 3,”” announces, in
particular, the general tasks of the brigade (ibid., p. 111):

“Aggregated order for the 1st SS Brigade during the reporting period was: pre-

vent hostile gangs from threatening Highway North in the regions of Zhitomir —

Fasova — Yemilchino — Zwiahel; mop up scattered military units and gangs in the

indicated area, and secure the extreme left wing of the 17th Army Corps in the vi-

cinity of Yemilchino and west of it.”

In this context, anti-Jewish actions were also carried out. “232 Jews guilty of en-
couraging bolshevist gangs” were shot at Chernyakhov on 1 August; ““9 bolshe-
vist Jews” were shot the same day at Mal-Goroschki (ibid., p. 114); “3 bolshevist
Jews” were shot in other localities on 9 August; “59 Jews were shot” in the area
of Chernyakhov-Zhitomir-Bolyarka-Vilsk, while “36 bolshevist Jews” were shot
in other localities, all on the same day, 9 August (ibid., p. 115).

The “Activity Report” for the period 17-20 August 1941 reports the “aggre-
gated order for the 1st SS Brigade” (ibid., p. 116):

“a) prevent hostile gangs from threatening the Highway North in the Sokolov —

Krayevshchina — Belka — Zwiahel region,

b) mop-up scattered military units and gangs in the indicated area,

c) particularly, secure the Zwiahel-Korosten supply road,

d) secure the left flank of the 17th Army Corps.”

Killing Jews is not mentioned. According to the surviving reports — which leave
many gaps — the number of Jews shot as of 26 November 1941 amounted to ap-
proximately 6,500.

The activity of the 2nd SS Infantry Brigade is known solely through a few re-
ports. The “Activity Report” for the period 7-14 November 1941 contains only
one single reference to Jews (ibid., p. 197):

“Party officials and Jews put themselves in a better situation regarding food sup-

plies, since most of them are sitting at the source. The attitude of the population

towards the Jews has become much more hostile over the past few days.”
The “Activity Report” for 21-28 November (ibid., pp. 205-214) and the “Partisan
News and Instruction Sheet No. 11 (reporting period 22—-28 Nov. 41)” (ibid., pp.
215f.) speak only of partisan activity, without any reference to Jews.
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Police Battalion 322, as mentioned above, was under the jurisdiction of the
Higher SS and Police leader Center, which was active in the Bialystok area from
the beginning of June to mid-July 1941; on 18 July, it was transferred to Bara-
novichi, and on 7 September it was moved to Mogilev. On 25 May 1942, it ar-
rived at Kattowitz.

The war diary of Police Battalion 322 extends from 10 June 1941 to 26 May
1942.%4 1t records various anti-Jewish actions, most of which involved relatively
small numbers. On 8 July 1941, the battalion shot 12 Jews and 4 Poles “for deny-
ing the possession of looted property” (p. 33). 22 more persons, including one
woman, were shot on 8 July at Biatystok. The victims were said to have been
“looters, fugitives, and almost exclusively Jews” (p. 35). From 6 to 17 July, still
at Biatystok, “105 civilians and soldiers of the Red Army (prisoners) were shot
for looting or attempting to escape. Among them were 94 Jews” (p. 40). 36
Communists were captured and shot in the Biatowieza area on 2 August. “Among
these 36 were 5 Jews, 6 women, including one Jewess.” Furthermore “2 arrested
Jews were shot for attempting to escape” (p. 56). On 9 August, the 3rd Company
of the battalion “is taking all the male Jews between the ages of 16 and 45 in
Biatowieza and is carrying out the evacuation of all other Jews out of
Biatowieza.” These Jews were shot the next day; the victims were “77 Jews aged
16 to 45” (p. 63). From the context we may deduce that the other Jews were in
fact evacuated. On 15 August, the 3rd company conducted a “Jewish operation”
at Mrowka Mala:

“259 women and 162 children were resettled to Kobrin. All male Jews aged 16 to

65 (282 people) were shot, and 1 Pole for looting.” (p. 65)

On 31 August, the 7th and 8th Companies arrested 700 Jews including 64 wom-
en, and shut them up in the local prison. The next day, 914 Jews, including those
arrested the day before, were shot (p. 76). On 1 September, the battalion shot 64
Jews, “because during the raid they were found not to be wearing the Jewish star”
(p. 78).

On 16 September, at Knyazevka, 1 Jew, 89 Russians and 1 Communist were
shot “for supporting the partisans” (p. 90). At Barsuki on 22 September, the bat-
talion shot 5 Jews and 3 Jewesses (p. 98). On 25 September, at Knyazhitsy, 13
Jews, 27 Jewesses, and 11 children were found among the population. “Of these,
13 Jews and 19 Jewesses were executed in collaboration with the SD” (p. 104). 8
Jewesses and the 11 children were left alive. On 2 October 1941, the 7th, 8th and
9th Companies participated in a “Jewish operation” in the ghetto, together with
the staff of the Higher SS and Police leader center as well as the Ukrainian auxil-
iary police. 2,208 Jews were captured and 65 killed on the spot. On 13 October,
these Jews were shot; the 7th Company shot 378 of them, while the 9th shot 545
(pp. 110f.). On 7 October, the battalion shot “3 Jews and 4 Jewesses for support-
ing partisans” (p. 115), and two days later, “4 Jewesses for Communist machina-
tions.” On 11 October, 6 Jews were killed “for Communist propaganda” (p. 116);

8 YVA, 0.53-127, pp. 1-254; subsequent page number from there unless stated otherwise.
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the next day, another 8 were shot, together with 4 communists, “for supporting
partisans” (p. 119). On 13 October, the battalion shot “7 Jews and 1 Jewess and 9
Russian [members of the] ‘Wander’ movement’” (p. 121). On 26 October, 2 Jews
were Killed “for sedition” (p. 130); the next day, “another 7 Russian soldiers and
2 Jews” were shot “while attempting to escape” (p. 130). On 6 November “2 Jew-
ish tramps arrested by the 8th Company in the vicinity of Yanovo found to be
wearing parts of Russian uniforms under their civilian clothing were shot while
trying to escape” (p. 139).

The next execution dates to a bit over a month afterwards: On 8 January 1942,
a Jew was killed on the road through Orsha (p. 181). Almost a month after that,
on 3 February, “in Gnezdovo, a non-local Jewess was arrested and court-mar-
tialed and shot for Communist activity and for failure to wear the Jewish star” (p.
192).

On 27 February, the battalion carried out 8 executions (p. 202):

“5 Jews were court-martialed and shot for sedition against the measures of the

German armed forces and the spreading of troubling rumors in Yanovo (approx-

imately 21 km southeast of Smolensk). 3 Jewesses were arrested 5 km west of

Smolensk on the road to Vitebsk and shot for leaving the Smolensk Ghetto without

permission as well as for failure to wear the Star of David.”

Finally, on 2 March 1942, “4 Jewesses were arrested on the road Smolensk-Vi-
tebsk about 5 km west of Smolensk. They were court-martialed and shot for leav-
ing the Smolensk Ghetto without permission and for failure to wear the Star of
David” (p. 202). Also, the battalion shot Jews “aged 15 to 65 years” and trans-
ferred Jewish women and children to other localities (see also Part Two, Sub-
chapter 8.6.).

War Diary No. 3 of the 1st Company of the Reserve Police Battalion 13 co-
vers the period from 31 July 1941 to 31 December 1942. For this long period, on-
ly three executions are recorded: on 4 August 1941, “67 Jews were shot”;®® on 14
October there was an execution probably involving 137 Jews. This annotation,
like the entire war diary, is densely written with a fountain pen and is difficult to
read. Finally, on 26 November 1941, 61 Jews were shot from Wysokie Litew-
skie.®

According to Edward B. Westermann, Police Battalion 310 “believed that
theirs was the task to ‘cleanse’ the East of threatening ‘infidels’ (Ostmenschen,
Jews, Communists) in the name of their own ‘holy’ ideology” (Westermann, p.
63).

The battalion was transferred to Lvov on 4 August 1941, whence it was trans-
ferred to the front, south of Leningrad, on 21 February 1942. Towards mid-July it
was stationed at Daugavpils, in Latvia. On 9 July, Himmler ordered the merger of
Battalions 305, 306 and 310 into Police Regiment 15, and Battalion 310 took

8 YVA, 0.53-15, pp. 30-230, here p. 35.
6 jbid., p. 221.
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over the name of the 3rd Battalion, 5th Regiment. On 21 August 1942, Regiment
15 was sent to Kobrin in Byelorussia.

The war diary for this battalion has survived. It covers the period from 1 Oc-
tober 1940 to 24 November 1942.5” Up until this time, starting on 4 August 1941,
the battalion was only deployed in two anti-Jewish operations: the evacuation of
the Brest Ghetto (October 1942) and executions at Pinsk (November 1942), in
which the 10th Company participated (see Chapter 5).

The executions of Jews involved with the partisans were subsequently carried
out not as a simple “pretext,” but for the active support made available to the par-
tisan movement by the Jews.

Jurgen Forster cites a few of the Situation Reports of the “Commandant in
Byelorussia of the Armed Services Commander Ostland” and commander of the
707th Infantry Division, General Gustav Freiherr von Bechtolsheim, who referred
to this matter as follows:

“‘Since, then and now, they [the Jews] make common cause with the Communists

and partisans, the complete extermination of this alien element is being carried

out” (Monthly Report of October 1 — November 19, 1941).

‘The measures introduced against the Jews, as bearers of the Bolshevist idea and

as leaders of the Partisan Movement, have shown tangible results. The confining

of the Jews in ghettos and the liquidation of Jews convicted of partisan activity
and fomenting agitation are to be continued; these are most effective in furthering

the pacification of the country’ (Monthly Report of November 1 — November 30,

1941).”

Notwithstanding the concentration of the Jews in the ghettos,

“we repeatedly receive reports which show that Jews make common cause with

partisans, and that considerable numbers are even armed and belong to the parti-

san bands. Jews are also continually involved in acts of sabotage ’ (Report of Jan-

uary 8, 1942).”

The Situation Report of February 1-15, 1942 clearly states that, “without a single
exception, Jews and partisans are an identical concept” (Forster, pp. 30f.).

A letter from the General Commissioner for Byelorussia Wilhelm Kube to
Reich Commissioner for the Ostland Hinrich Lohse, which has as its subject
“Combatting partisans and Jewish operation in the General District Byelorussia,”
is particularly explicit in this regard:®®

“In all clashes with partisans in Byelorussia, it has been found that Jewry is the

principal supporter of the partisan movement, both in former Poland and in the

former Soviet part of the General District, together with the Polish resistance
movement in the East and the Red Army in Moscow. As a result, the handling of

Jewry in Byelorussia, in view of the threat to the entire economy, represents a

prominently political issue which must consequently be tackled based, not on eco-

nomic considerations, but on political ones. In detailed meetings with SS Brigade-

7 YVA, 0.53-12.2, pp. 70-415.
8 PS-3428. IMT, Vol. 32, p. 280. Original text in: YVA, 0.53-132, p. 98.
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fihrer Zenner and the magnificently hard-working leader of the SD, SS Ober-

sturmbannfihrer Dr. jur. Strauch, we have liquidated approximately 55,000 Jews

in Byelorussia during the last 10 weeks. ”
In this context belongs for instance Operation Swamp Fever (Sumpffieber) as car-
ried out on Himmler’s order from 21 August to 21 September 1942 for the pur-
pose of annihilating the partisan bands in the General District of Byelorussia. The
outcome, according to the concluding report of the Higher SS and Police leader
for the East of 6 November 1942, was this: 389 “armed bandits” killed in battle;
death sentences followed by the shooting of 1,274 suspects; “8,350 Jews execut-
ed”; evacuation of 1,217 persons (PS-1113, p. 5). The Jews were found to be
supporters of and collaborators with the partisans.

1.6. The Historical Value of the Einsatzgruppen Trial

Headland stressed that the military trials of exponents of the National-Socialist
regime, in addition to pursuing legal objectives, occasioned the gathering of an
enormous amount of information. Whatever one’s opinion of these trials and their
verdicts, it is a fact that, as a result of the trials, a great many documents were
very rapidly discovered and examined, and that this has contributed “immeasura-
bly” to our knowledge of the National-Socialist regime (Headland, p. 177).
This is also the limitation of such trials, as noted by Earl (Earl, p. 186):
“After all, criminal trials are adversarial, and testimony is most frequently given
in an attempt to establish legal exculpation [or incrimination], not to document
historical truth. By their very nature, criminal trials can act as strong impedi-
ments to the attainment of historical truth, when by excluding or altering histori-
cal facts a defendant can demonstrate innocence or a prosecutor guilt.”
It should be stressed that all the documents exhibited in these trials were prosecu-
tion documents, since the documents were screened solely for the following pur-
pose (Hofmann, p. 112):
“The Berlin branch staff was divided into different teams; their instructions were
to locate and study all official Nazi records that might contain incriminating in-
formation needed by the twelve new subsequent trials being prepared. The docu-
ments, which were in German, would be summarized in English, and the Staff Evi-
dence Analyses (SEAs) would be distributed to all lawyers in Nuremberg dealing
with related prosecutions. If it was considered very important evidence, the origi-
nal would also be sent.”
This practice inevitably gave rise to a unilateral and tendentious view of the facts
on the one hand, while depriving the defense of true defense documents.
Regarding the case under discussion, 30 days before trial, the defense attor-
neys “received copies of every document the prosecution intended to use in evi-
dence. They had ample time to prepare for trial” (ibid., p. 124). Thus, all the doc-
uments available to them were, exclusively and precisely, prosecution documents.
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This tendentiousness is reflected in the very interpretation of the documents,
including a distortion of their real meaning. Thus, for example, as recalled by
Hofmann,

“when defendants insisted that they knew nothing about the murderous plans of

the EG, Ferencz introduced a September 21, 1939 order from the chief of the se-

curity police, Reinhard Heydrich, to all EG units describing in detail how Jews
were to be rounded up for annihilation. Among many other such revelations,

Ferencz’s staff produced the July 31, 1941 instruction from Reich Marshal Her-

mann Goring, who had ordered the security police to carry out ‘a complete solu-

tion of the Jewish question.’” (Ibid., pp. 130f.)
Ferencz probably did not even realize that the intended Einsatzgruppen recipients
of the Schnellbrief dated 21 September 1939 (PS-3363) were those involved in
the Polish Campaign, and not those in the Russian Campaign; and, if he did un-
derstand it, he acted in bad faith, because the document contains no reference to
“annihilation.” During the trial, he declared (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 667):®°

“The initial steps for the final solution’ of the Jewish problem, that is, the exter-

mination of the Jews, were taken shortly after the invasion of Poland. On 21 Sep-

tember 1939, Heydrich directed as follows: [...]”
This interpretation, as | have explained above, is quite fallacious. On the second
document, Ferencz asserted (ibid., p. 667):

“On 31 July 1941, Heydrich was ordered by Goering to bring about the final so-

lution’ of the Jewish question in the German sphere of influence in Europe. Fol-

lowing the issuance of this directive, the wholesale slaughter of the Jews began.”
This is a blatant distortion, upon which | shall focus in the next chapter.

If it is true, as stated by Alfred Streim, that the statements of Otto Ohlendorf
and the other defendants relating to the “Flhrerbefehl” are false, since they
formed part of a defense strategy (see Subchapter 2.7., p. 136), it is easy to under-
stand that the trial testimonies do not possess the intrinsic characteristics of verac-
ity, and may be historically misleading.

Where the documents are concerned, there is no doubt that those introduced at
trial do possess probative value. For this reason, the prosecution summation was
unusually short, lasting hardly two days (8 & 9 April 1948).

It is also true that the presentation of these documents, which focused entirely
on the executions, while legitimate from the legal point of view, inevitably al-
tered the historical perspective, since it depicted the Einsatzgruppen as units hav-
ing as their sole and exclusive task the extermination of Jews as such. The fol-
lowing are a few examples of such a procedure:™

“A Teilkommando of Sonderkommando 4a, operating in Poltawa, reported as of

23 November 1941:

‘Altogether 1,538 Jews were shot.’ (NO-3405).

Einsatzgruppe D operating near Simferopol communicated:

8 The document was introduced into evidence as EC-307-1, TWC, Vol. IV, pp. 118-123.
0 NMT, Case IX, transcript, 8 April 1948, pp. 6657f.
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‘During the period covered by the report 2,010 people were shot.” (NO-3225).

An Einsatz unit, operating in the Ukraine, communicated that in Rakow:

‘1,500 Jews were shot.’ (3876-PS).

A report on activities in Minsk during March 1942 reads:

‘In the course of the greater action against Jews, 3,412 Jews were shot.” (NO-
2662).”

Ohlendorf’s protest against this distortion was given short shrift (Earl, p. 213):
“During his direct testimony, Musmanno asked him whether or not it was true
that the task of the Einsatzgruppen was to execute groups of people because they
were racially inferior. Ohlendorf appeared incredulous at the suggestion. Jews
were killed, he conceded, not because they were Jews, but because they were en-
emies of the Reich.”

Notwithstanding the volume of the documents examined, from the historiogra-

phic point of view, the trial was characterized by great shortcomings. The first

regarded the very topics constituting the specific object of debate, as noted by

Earl (ibid., p. 180):

“Who committed genocide, how it was carried out, when it was decided upon as a
policy, and who made the decision are the issues that are at the heart of this trial.
In spite of this focus, definitive answers to these questions are impossible to as-
certain. More than half a century after the conclusion of this trial, historians still
only agree on one issue: that the mass killing of Soviet Jews by units of the Ein-
satzgruppen beginning in the summer of 1941 marks a watershed in Nazi racial
policy towards Europe’s Jews. Beyond that, there is non consensus. ”

But even the number of defendants — and consequently the related selection from

among all the former members of the Einsatzgruppen at the Allies’ disposal — de-

pended upon purely contingent factors, which have nothing to do with the re-

guirements of justice (Hofmann, p. 120):

“The total number of mass killers to be tried depended upon finances and furni-
ture. No Nuremberg tribunal could try more than 24 defendants in the same trial.
The reason was that there were only 24 seats in the dock. Historians may not be-
lieve it, but it’s true.”

The 24 defendants were:

Heinz Jost, commander, Einsatzgruppe A

Erich Naumann, commander, Einsatzgruppe B

Otto Rasch, commander, Einsatzgruppe C

Otto Ohlendorf, commander, Einsatzgruppe D

Adolf Ott, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 7b of EG B
Eduard Strauch, commanding officer of Einsatzkommando 2 of EG A
Emil Haussmann, commanding officer of Einsatzkommando 12 of EG D
Ernst Biberstein, commanding officer of Einsatzkommando 6 of EG C
Erwin Schulz, commanding officer of Einsatzkommando 5 of EG C
10 Eugen Steimle, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 7a of EG B
11. Franz Six, commanding officer of Vorkommando Moscow of EG B

©CoNoO~WNE
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12. Gustav Nosske, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 12 of EG D
13. Heinz Schubert, officer in Einsatzgruppe D

14. Lothar Fendler, deputy chief of Sonderkommando 4b of EG C

15. Martin Sandberger, deputy chief of Einsatzgruppe D

16. Matthias Graf, officer in Einsatzkommando 6 of EG D

17. Paul Blobel, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 4a of EG C

18. Waldemar Klingelhdofer, officer of Sonderkommando 7b of EG B

19. Waldemar von Radetzky, deputy chief of Sonderkommando 4b of EG C
20. Walter Blume. commanding officer of Sonderkommando 7a of EG B
21. Walter Haensch, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 4b of EG B
22. Werner Braune, commanding officer of Sonderkommando 11 b of EG D
23. Willi Seibert, deputy chief of Einsatzgruppe D

24. Felix Ruhl, officer of Sonderkommando 10b of EG D.

The greatest criticism that can be raised against the Tribunal was no doubt that of
completely neglecting the question of “Aktion 1005,” the presumed operation
consisting of the exhumation and cremation of the bodies of those who fell victim
to the Einsatzgruppen and other units of the SS and Police, to which Part Two of
the present study is devoted. Incredibly, although the supposed author of the op-
eration was right there, i.e., Blobel, the chief of counsel for the prosecution, Tel-
ford Taylor, not only never interrogated him on that topic in any specific way, but
relied on the fanciful declarations of Rudolf Héss instead of asking the defendant
directly concerned: Blobel. In the indictment, Taylor stated:™
“Although forming no part of the charges in the indictment, the systematic at-
tempts to destroy the graves of the slain as described in official German docu-
ments are interesting in that they shed some light on the mental attitude of the ex-
ecutioners. Did they regard the executions as culpable acts, ocular evidence of
which should be destroyed? The defendant Blobel in his affidavit, signed June 18,
1947, stated that in June 1942 he was entrusted by Gruppenfuehrer Mueller with
the task of removing the traces of the executions carried out by Einsatzgruppen in
the East. He leaves nothing to the imagination: [2...]
So intent was Blobel, evidently in obedience to orders, to wipe out the incriminat-
ing evidence of the killings, that he even tried to destroy the corpses by means of
dynamite. Rudolf Hoess, Commandant of the Auschwitz Concentration Camp,
who supervised these experimentations, stated that the dynamiting method was
not successful: ["3...]”
This type of behavior is an indication of the “mental attitude” of the prosecutors
and judges. This is also made apparent by the heated exchange between Defend-
ant Ohlendorf and the representatives of the prosecution as to the legality of the
executions. Ohlendorf declared that the exterminations in the East were the con-
sequence of a total war aimed at the annihilation of an ideological enemy (TWC,
Vol. IV, p. 355).

1 bid., p. 6741.
2 This omitted part will be quoted and discussed in Section 4.2.12 of Part Two (p. 501).
3 This is followed by two fragments from Rudolf Hoss’s “Notes” on Blobel.
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In response to James E. Heath, a consultant for prosecution counsel, who criti-
cized him for killing children, Ohlendorf raised the topic of the Allied population
bombings. His accuser asked indignantly whether he wished to establish a moral
equivalency between the deliberate killings of children by the Einsatzgruppen
and those of the Allies; the defendant replied (ibid., p. 357):

“I cannot imagine that those planes which systematically covered a city that was

[not™] a fortified city, square meter for square meter, with incendiaries and ex-

plosive bombs and again with phosphorus bombs, and this done from block to

block, and then as | have seen it in Dresden likewise the squares where the civil-
ian population had fled to — that these men could possibly hope not to kill any ci-
vilian population, and no children. And when you then read the announcements of
the Allied leaders on this — and we are quite willing to submit them as document —
you will read that these killings were accepted quite knowingly because one be-
lieved that only through this terror, as it was described, the people could be de-
moralized and under such blows the military power of the Germans would then
also break down.”
Ohlendorf then drew his accusers’ attention to the American atomic bombs
dropped on Japan, establishing a strategic parallel with Hitler’s conduct in the
war in the East. The Fihrer wished to weaken the enemy’s ability to resist
through the adoption of draconian measures, just like the American government
where Japan was concerned, or, in the words of Henry L. Stimson, secretary of
war from 1940-1945 (ibid., pp. 360f.):
“To extract a genuine surrender from the emperor of Japan and his military ad-
visers, a tremendous shock must be administered which should carry convincing
proof of our power to destroy the Empire. Such an effective shock would save
more lives, both American and Japanese, than it would cost.”
Telford Taylor, in his closing statement, claimed that the atomic bomb was a
weapon like any other, just more powerful, and that its use was in no way prohib-
ited (ibid., p. 381):

“The atomic bomb, therefore, is neither more nor less legal than ordinary bombs;

under the laws of war, the question is not as to the character or explosive capaci-

ty of the bomb, but how it is used. It is sad but true that the destruction of an ene-

my’s power of resistance by air attacks against urban industrial centers has be-

come an accepted part of modern warfare.”
But this is precisely the problem, how it was used: on two cities, Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, causing the deaths of tens of thousands of persons, including those
same children, who — if they had been Jewish — would have caused an outpouring
of tears of indignation from the American prosecutor, but who left that same
American prosecutor quite indifferent when they were Japanese or German; in
the latter case, it would have been merely “an incident, a grave incident to be
sure, but an unavoidable corollary of battle action” (ibid., p. 467).

4| have added the negation, which is missing in the original, contrary to all logic.
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In his reading of the indictment, Taylor stated:”™

“It was argued in behalf of the defendants that there was no normal distinction

between shooting civilians with rifles and killing them by means of atomic bombs.

There is no doubt that the invention of the atomic bomb, when used, was not

aimed at non-combatants. Like any aerial bomb employed during the war, it was

dropped to overcome military resistance.”
But the executions of Jews, from the German point of view, were also carried out
“to overcome military resistance” — the resistance of the Soviet Union, depriving
Bolshevism of its life-giving humus and support to the partisans.

There is no point in compiling a whole moral classification of the various
crimes committed by the Germans and by the Allies, just as it makes no sense to
balance the one against the other; but one cannot refrain from stigmatizing the
hypocritical moralism of the Anglo-Americans: their absurd pretense of fighting
Hitler’s dictatorship — in favor of Democracy and Justice — while allying them-
selves with an even worse tyranny, their claim to be fighting against a criminal
regime while standing side by side with an even more-criminal regime, their am-
bition to wage a “crusade” for the liberation of Europe leaving half of Europe un-
der Stalin’s yoke at the end of the war.

It is furthermore well known that the first concentration camps were built by
the English in 1901, to be used against the Boers; it is less well known that the
Americans almost immediately followed their example. As a consequence of the
Spanish-American War (1898), the Americans occupied the Philippines; on 4
February 1899, the Filipinos rebelled, and another war broke out. The rebels used
guerrilla tactics against the Americans, and in 1902, the Americans responded
with “cruelty, including scorched earth tactics, torture, and internment of non-
combatants in concentration camps” (Tucker, Vol. 1, p. 969).

The fact that the United States should build itself up into the proud scourge of
Hitlerian racism is typical of Soviet propagandistic shamelessness, since the
Americans were profoundly pervaded by racism against Afro-Americans — a rac-
ism systematically professed even inside the army (Tischauser, p. 101):

“The army, navy, army air force, marines, and coast guard did nothing to change

their long-held racist structure or attitudes during the war. Every military unit

remained segregated, black soldiers continued to serve only in transportation and
construction units, and they faced racist hostility and hate in their training camps
and in military bases throughout the entire war. Of the one million African Amer-
icans who served in the military during the four years of war, not one served in an
integrated unit.”
The true politico-ideological nature of the Allied military trials was admirably
summarized by Maurice Bardeche (Bardéche, pp. 17-19):

“The true basis for the Nuremberg Trial, the one which no one has ever dared to

point out, is, | suspect, not fear: it is the spectacle of the ruins, it is the panic of

the victors. It is necessary that the others be in the wrong. It is necessary, for if,

S NMT, Case IX, transcript, 8 April 1948, p. 6723.
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by chance, they had not been monsters, how would the victors bear the weight of
all those destroyed cities, and those thousands of phosphorus bombs? It is the
horror, it is the despair of the victors which is the true motive for the trial. They
have veiled their faces before what they were forced to do and, to give themselves
courage, they transformed their massacres into a crusade. They invented a poste-
riori a right to massacre in the name of respect for humanity. Being killers, they
promoted themselves to policemen. [...]
To excuse the crimes committed in conducting the war, it was absolutely neces-
sary to discover some even more serious ones on the other side. It was absolutely
necessary that the English and American bombers appeared like the sword of the
Lord. The Allies did not have a choice. If they did not solemnly affirm, if they did
not prove by any means whatever that they had been the saviors of humanity, they
were nothing more than murderers. If, one day, men ceased believing in the Ger-
man monstrosity, would they not demand an accounting for the devastated cit-
ies?”

To believe that such trials could result in “justice” or “historical truth” is an epic

delusion.
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2. The Einsatzgruppen and the Order to Exterminate the Soviet
Jews

2.1. Positing the Problem

In order to clarify the question of whether an order for the systematic extermina-
tion of the Jewish population in the occupied eastern territories existed, three cen-
tral aspects require in-depth analysis:

1. Did the Einsatzgruppen receive an order to exterminate the Jews in the Soviet
Union before or after the start of Operation Barbarossa?

2. Were the Jews Killed by the Einsatzgruppen because they were Jews?

3. Were the activities of the Einsatzgruppen part of a general plan of extermina-
tion which also included the Western Jews?

The third question concerns the broadest topic of National-Socialist policy with
regard to the Jews, and for this reason it seems appropriate to begin with it.

2.2. National-Socialist Plans for an Extra-European Jewish Reserve

As mentioned before, at the end of 1939, Walter Stahlecker, before becoming
commander of Einsatzgruppe A, collaborated on National-Socialist plans to de-
port the Jews, particularly the “Nisko Plan” (see Subchapter 1.1.).

Later, in a “Draft of establishing provisional guidelines for the treatment of
Jews in the area of RKO” [Reichskommissariat Ostland] dated 6 August 1941, he
outlined the following program (Angrick 2013 et al., Doc. 37, pp. 92-95):

“The draft foresees, as the most important and most decisive measure, the cleans-
ing of the countryside of Jews. On the other hand, Jews should be prohibited from
residing in localities of economic, military, or spiritual significance, or health re-
sorts and spas. Hence, only a small number of small and medium-sized cities
would be left for them as future places of residence. The number of these localities
is extremely limited, given the spaciousness of the most-thinly settled East, which,
apart from a few large cities, must be considered flat land. In these localities, the
possibility would hardly arise of providing the Jews with useful employment.
The draft is apparently planning the Jewish resettlement measures listed under
Number V not as an immediate measure, but is rather being reserved for a later,
gradual development. This would mean that considerable numbers of Jews would,
at first, remain in the same dwelling places as before. In the East, like everywhere
else, the Jews have concentrated themselves mainly in the big cities. In view of the
small number of German law enforcement and security personnel, the Jews would
continue their parasitic existence there for a long time and remain a perpetual
source of unrest. [...]

The draft provides for a resettlement from the flat land into the cities. If the resett-

lement is approached already now, it must basically proceed as follows: Certain

districts in the vast open spaces of the East will be set aside as Jewish reserva-
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tions. The population that has resided in these areas so far and which must now
be resettled, can easily be pumped into other areas. Male and female Jews will be
housed separately in the Jewish reservations. Until reaching reproductive age,
boys will remain with their mothers. The Jews can be immediately set to useful
work in the Jewish reservations. Thus, for example, building their own dwellings,
or for agricultural work, forestry, or building roads. If additional manpower is
available, the Jews can be put to work as closed work gangs for road construction
even outside the reservation. In the meantime, if the overall cleansing of the Eu-
ropean space of all Jews can still not be implemented, new employment possibili-
ties can be created later through the founding of artisanal and industrial under-
takings in the Jewish reservations. The Jews in the reservations will only be al-
lowed as much shelter and food as are absolutely necessary to maintain their
working strength. To the extent to which the necessary housing is not already
available, it will be built by the Jews themselves, by building simple wooden bar-
racks. The agricultural produce of the reservation itself will suffice for their food.
Nor should sealing off the Jewish reservations cause any difficulty. The Jews must
be prohibited on pain of death from leaving the reservation. Compliance could be
supervised by numerically rather small units of auxiliary police.

Insofar as necessary, exceptions to the compulsory confinement to the Jewish res-
ervation may be permitted, insofar as Jews practicing certain occupations, such
as, for example, physicians or skilled workers, are still urgently needed outside
the reservation at first. These Jews would be housed, insofar as possible, in the
vicinity of their workplace, in sealed camps, separated by sex [...].

Finally, in sum, it may be said that the above-mentioned handling of the Jewish
question will accomplish the following:

1. An almost 100% immediate cleansing of Jews from the entire East

2. Prevention of Jewish natural increase

3. Possibility of the greatest possible exploitation of Jewish working strength

4. A considerable facilitation of the subsequent collective relocation into a non-
European Jewish reservation.

It will only be possible to implement these radical measures through the deploy-
ment of units of the security and regular police force.”

Andrej Angrick and Peter Klein commented (Angrick/Klein, fn 26, p. 122):

“In this context, it is worth noting that a general killing order apparently did not
yet exist, and that the ‘reservation policy” was still being pursued with certain
borrowings from concepts involving the use of Jews for forced labor, especially
regarding road construction. According to E[insatz]G[ruppe] A’s recommenda-
tion, this was to be pursued by Jewish labor details outside the ‘Jew reserve’ as
well, an idea that reappeared in modified form during Heydrich’s remarks at the
Wannsee Conference. In that instance, German Jews were to be deported for
‘constructing roads to the east.””

Discussion of a “Jewish reservation” or “reservations” in the East continued, even
over the succeeding years. On 5 October 1942, Martin Luther, an official from
the German Foreign Office, reassured the Hungarian ambassador Déme Sztojay
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about the fate of the Hungarian Jews who were to be deported, stating (NG-1800.
Text in Adler, p. 265),

“that all evacuated Jews and therefore also all Hungarian Jews would be em-
ployed building roads and later housed in a Jewish reservation.”

A “Recording of the discussion between Reich Foreign Minister and the Duce
[Mussolini] in the Palazzo Venezia on 25 February 1943 in the presence of am-
bassadors von Mackensen and Alfieri and the state secretary” reports (Rothfels
1978, p. 296):
“The Duce is aware that Germany has a radical attitude towards the treatment of
the Jews. Developments in the war in Russia have made this even more obvious.
All Jews are being deported out of Germany and the German-occupied territories
to reservations in the East. He (the Reich Foreign Minister) knows that these
measures would be considered cruel particularly by the enemy side.”

In fact, this question had come up already earlier. On October 11, 1942, Mussoli-
ni had received Himmler in the Palazzo Venezia, who sent Ribbentrop a report on
the conversation on the 22nd of that month. Regarding the Jewish question, it
stated (Rothfels 1975, p. 150):

“The Jews would be taken out of the whole of Germany, the General Government
and all the countries occupied by us, since they were everywhere the carriers of
sabotage, espionage and resistance, as well as gang formation. In Russia, we had
had to shoot a considerable number of Jews, both men and women, since there
even the women and adolescent children had been messengers for the partisans.
The Duce himself emphasized that we send the Jews who were politically incrimi-
nated to concentration camps, and that we use other Jews for road construction in
the East, although the mortality rate would be very high, since the Jews had never
worked in their lives. The oldest Jews would be placed in old-people’s homes in
Berlin, Munich and Vienna. The other old Jews had been placed in the small town
of Theresienstadt as an old-age ghetto for German Jews, would continue to re-
ceive their pensions and salaries there, and could arrange their lives according to
their own tastes; however, there they would argue with each other in the most
lively manner. Another part of the Jews, we tried to drive over to the Russians in
the East through gaps in the front, although the Russians shot at such assemblies
of Jews quite often, and obviously did not like them either.”
And there are even indications of at least a partial activation of the plans for a
Jewish reservation in the East. The report in the April 1942 issue of Contempo-
rary Jewish Record on “over 30,000” Jews allegedly removed from the Vilnius
Ghetto as of February 1942 informs us that “it is believed that half are now in la-
bor camps on the Soviet front, and the remainder have either been interned or ex-
ecuted.”’®
On 11 July 1942, the Generalkommissar for Latvia, Otto-Heinrich Drechsler,
wrote a letter to Lohse concerning the treatment of “half-Jews.” As one of the
measures to be taken against “Mixed-race persons of 1st degree (half-Jews),”

6 Contemporary Jewish Record, Vol. 5, No. 2 (April 1942), p. 190.
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Drechsler proposed “later maybe deportation to old Soviet territory” (Hoppe/
Glass, p. 626). The term “old Soviet territory” used here most-likely meant the
German-occupied Russian territories to the east of the Baltic Region. According-
ly, this region must have been viewed as a suitable destination for transports of
people of “undesirable” ethnic or religious background.

This measure formed part of a proposal consisting of three points: registration,
sterilization and deportation; hence we may assume that the latter really meant
what it said rather than being a camouflage term for extermination.

National-Socialist programs with regard to the Jews of the Reichskommissari-
at Ostland naturally form part of a much-broader general plan.

On 16 September 1941, Hitler, Himmler and Otto Abetz, Germany’s ambas-
sador in Vichy France, met in the Fihrer’s headquarters, where Abetz took ad-
vantage of the opportunity to set forth the proposal made available to him by his
advisor Carltheo Zeitschel on 22 August 1941, in which he advocated the depor-
tation of all European Jews in the recently conquered Eastern territories, begin-
ning as follows (CDJC, V-15):

“The continuing conquest and occupation of the vast Eastern territories may cur-
rently bring the Jewish problem all over Europe to a final satisfactory conclusion
within the shortest period of time. Judging by the cries for help to American Jewry
from all the Jews of Palestine in their press, over 6 million Jews live in the terri-
tories occupied by us during the past few weeksl’”] — particularly, Bessarabia —
which means, one third of all of world Jewry. In the reorganization of the East,
these 6 million Jews would have to be gathered together in one way or another,
and presumably a special territory would have to be set aside for them. It
shouldn 't be too big a problem in these matters if the Jews from all other Europe-
an countries were to be added to this as well, and if also the Jews currently
crammed into ghettos in Warsaw, Lodz, Lublin and so forth would also be deport-
ed there.
As far as the occupied territories are concerned, such as Holland, Belgium, Lux-
embourg, Norway, Yugoslavia, Greece, the Jews could simply be transported
away in mass transports to the new territory by military orders, and the other
countries could be encouraged to follow the example and expel their Jews to this
territory. We could then have Europe made free of Jews within a short period of
time.”

On the same occasion, Hitler declared that he would kick all the Jews out of Eu-
rope, beyond the Urals (Rothfels 1970b, pp. 424f.):

“The Asians and Bolsheviks have to be kicked out of Europe, the ‘episode of 250
years of Asianism’ was over, he said. The Urals would be their border, beyond
which Stalin and his pals could do what they liked. German encroachments over
the Urals from time to time would make sure that Stalin wouldn ’z come entirely to
rest there either.”

" This figure is excessively exaggerated.
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This intention is also made clear in other documents. For instance, on 5 October
1941, while traveling through the General Government, including the Galicia
District, Hans Frank spoke of the evacuation of the Jews to “reservations in deep-
est Russia (the Urals)” (Sandkdhler, p. 134). When Hitler spoke of the disappear-
ance of Jewry from Europe,”® he meant precisely their deportation to areas be-
yond the Urals. This was expressly declared by Rosenberg on 18 November 1941
(see Subchapter 2.9).

Initially, one of the intermediate stages was the Yanovsky Camp near Lvov.
Thomas Sandkihler notes in this regard that barracks construction work began at
this camp in mid-October 1941, presumably to house transports of Austrian and
Czech Jews. On 1 November, the area was fenced in and transformed into a
forced-labor camp (Sandkdhler, p. 156):

“Evidently, Heydrich and Eichmann were really planning to deport ‘evacuation

contingents’ not only to Lodz and the Baltic but also to Lvov, where the ghetto

was apparently to be subdivided into a ‘supply depot’ and a ‘labor camp’, i.e., the

Janowska forced-labor camp. Presumably, Katzmann was to lead the Jews ‘to the

East while building roads.’”

On 17 September 1941, Hitler met with Ribbentrop and Himmler, and on the next
day Himmler sent Greiser the well-known letter which states:”

“The Fuhrer wishes the Old Reich and the Protectorate to be emptied and freed
of Jews from the West to the East. | therefore strive to transport, if possible al-
ready this year, the Jews from the Old Reich and the Protectorate initially, as the
first stage, into the Eastern territories newly acquired by the Reich two years ago,
in order to deport them off even further East next spring.
I intend to take approximately 60,000 Jews from the Old Reich and the Protec-
torate for the winter into the Lodz Ghetto, which, from what | hear, has enough
room for them. I ask you, not only to understand this measure, which will certain-
ly cause difficulties for your district, but to support it with all your power in the
interests of the entire Reich.
SS Gruppenfiihrer Heydrich, who is to undertake this migration of the Jews, will
contact you directly, or via SS Gruppenfihrer Koppe, in due time.”
The treaty of Tighina, signed at the beginning of September 1941, had granted
Transnistria to Romania; Clause 7 said (Arad 2009, p. 233):
“Evacuation of the Jews across the River Bug is not possible at the moment.
Therefore they must be concentrated in labor camps and put to work until the ces-
sation of hostilities when it would be possible to move them to the East.”
On 10 October, Heydrich, during a meeting, explained to Karl Hermann Frank
(HSSPF Bohemia-Moravia), Horst Béhme (BdS Prague), Hans Glnther (head of
the Central Agency for Emigration of Jews in Prague) and Eichmann, as follows,

8 “das Judentum aus Europa verschwindet,” Hitler’s Sportpalast speech on 30 January 1942. Domarus,
Vol. 11, 1st Half-Volume, pp. 1828f.
" Bundesarchiv Koblenz, NS 19/2655, p. 3; reproduced in Witte, p. 50.
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as shown by the related record titled “Notes from the conference of 10 Oct. 41 on
the solution of Jewish issues™ (T/294):
“Difficulties resulting from the evacuation. It was planned to start with it [the
transports] on about 15 October 1941 in order to get the transports gradually
rolling by 15 November up to the limit of about 5,000 Jews — only from Prague.
For now, lots of consideration must still be given to the Lodz authorities. Minsk
and Riga are to receive 50,000. [...] The 5,000 Jews from Prague are now to be
evacuated over the coming weeks. SS Brigadefiihrers Nebe and Rasch can ac-
commodate Jews in the camps for communist prisoners in the area of operations.
This is already being initiated according to information from SS Sturmbannfihrer
Eichmann.”
A file memo dated 24 October 1941 on a “Conference in Berlin on 23 Oct. 41 at
[Department] 1V B 4 presided over by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Eichmann® informs
us that the subject was an “Order of the Fuhrer. (Evacuation of 5,000 Jews from
the Old Reich, including Austria and the Protectorate of Bohemia-Moravia).”
Jews older than 60 were exempt from evacuation due to “frailty,” without [fur-
ther] regard for age. “For the medical care of the Jews during transit and later in
the camp,” “sufficient sanitary material to take along” was to be made available
to the deportees.®
This reflected Heydrich’s intentions as already expressed a few weeks earlier.
Gotz Aly writes (Aly, p. 274):
“On 23 September 1941, Heydrich assured Goebbels, who was urging in his ca-
pacity as Gauleiter for Berlin, that the Jews would be shipped off to the com-
munists’ polar sea camps as soon as the military situation permitted. ”
As early as 14 August 1941, Paul Worm, police colonel and commander of the
Police Regiment Galicia at Lvov, sent an order to Police Battalions 315, 133 and
254, as well as to the police units in Lvov, Tarnopol and Stanislau with the sub-
ject “Jewish Forced-Labor Camps”, which read:®
“Prisoner-of-war camps set up by the Russians are said to exist in almost every
larger locality in the Galicia District. They are said to be equipped with all the
necessary facilities and to be well-suited for establishing Jewish forced-labor
camps.
All existing camps are to be investigated and reported upon immediately. The
holding capacity and properties are to be determined at the same time.”
On 9 November 1941, Friedrich Trampedach, one of Lohse’s officials, sent Ros-
enberg a telegram. After announcing the arrival of the first two transports with
Jewish deportees — one at Minsk on the 10th, the other at Riga on the 19th of No-
vember according to information from the Security Police — he stated:®2
“Urgent request to prevent [further] transports, since Jewish camps must be relo-
cated much further east.”

80 YVA, 0.23-76, pp. 2f.
81 RGVA, 1323-2-292, p. 158.
82 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 52.
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Angrick and Klein commented (Angrick/Klein, p. 189):

“Why this transfer farther east was necessary remains a mystery, but Trampedach
seemed to know, at least in the case of Minsk, that the Security Police there in fact
wanted to send two arriving transports to Borisov and Bobruisk. This would have
meant that the civil-administered General Commissariat Byelorussia would have
merely served as another stop along the way for additional evacuations to mili-
tary administered Rear Area Army Group Center. But the railroad situation in
Army Group Center refused to permit this during the battle for Moscow. ”

This is at least partially refuted by a German radio message intercepted by the
British on 15 January 1942:8

“To the Higher SS and Police leader Russia North. Secret.
The Fuehrer has ordered that troops of Jewish forced laborers must be more-
quickly put to work in the Russian combat zone for the performance of important
construction work. Starting on 18 Jan. 42, [they] are being sent by special trans-
port into the construction zone in the Daugavpils-Moscow region assigned to the
Silesian Einsatzgruppe. The Jews wear black work clothing with green armbands.
Working assignment: Reich Autobahn. Guards provided by Organization Todt.
Please make sure that the stock in forced labor will not be reduced.
Higher SS and Police leader, South East”
On 13 November Georg Leibbrandt, head clerk at Rosenberg’s ministry, sent
Lohse a telegram with the following content:34
“Regarding Jewish transport to the East. Exact document on its way. Jews to be
sent further East. Camps in Riga and Minsk temporary measure only, therefore no
objection here.”
Major clues in favor of the plan to deport the Jews even further east may also be
found in subsequent documents. For instance, at the end of November, Hans
Frank, according to a British source of 1942, declared in Cologne “that all Jews
will be removed into the Russian Sphere further East beyond the Polish Fron-
tiers.”8®
On 4 December 1941, Leibbrandt sent Lohse a letter with the subject “Solu-
tion of the Jewish Question” (“Ldsung der Judenfrage”) with reference to the fol-
lowing “directives”:®
“The local doings of the General Commissioners in Riga with regard to the
transport of Jews from the Old Reich to Riga and the construction of the Jewish
camps have been forwarded to me. As SS Obergruppenfilhrer Heydrich informed
me during a conference a few days ago, the Jewish camp, the construction of
which was to occur in the vicinity of Riga, was to be built near Pskov. | have al-
ready requested the Reich Security Main Office, by letter dated 12 Nov. 1941, to
inform me in the future prior to the introduction of measures for the implementa-

8 TNA, HW 16-53, Teleprinter message.

8 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 54. The telegram is written in capitals, without umlauts.

8 TNA, FO 371-30938B, “Anti-Jewish Legislation in National-Socialist Germany from 1933-1941,” p.
37,

8 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 64.
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tion of the solution of the Jewish question so as to avoid the difficulties which
have thus far arisen as a result of failure to inform my offices, or informing them
too late.”

The Wannsee Conference was originally planned for 9 December 1941, but was
delayed due to the American entry into the war. Heydrich’s letter of invitation to
the other participants, including Luther, to whom the copy | quote was addressed,
bore the date 29 November, and stated (reproduced in Kempner, pp. 127f.):

“On 31 July 1941, the Reich Marshal of the Greater German Reich, with the par-
ticipation of the other central instances concerned, ordered me to make all the
necessary preparations in organizational, physical and material regards for a
comprehensive solution to the Jewish question in Europe, and to present him with
an overall draft in this respect.

In view of the extraordinary significance attributed to these matters and in the in-
terests of attaining an identical conception on the part of the central agencies in-
volved in the other work connected with this final solution, | suggest making these
problems the subject of a common discussion, particularly since Jews are already
being evacuated to the East from the territory of the Reich, including the Protec-
torate of Bohemia and Moravia territory, since 15 October 1941 in rolling trans-
ports.

| therefore invite you to such a conference, followed by breakfast, at 12:00 A.M.,
9 December 1941, in the offices of the International Criminal Police Commission,
Berlin, Am grossen Wannsee, No. 56-58.”

Heydrich explicitly referred to the well-known mission assigned to him by Go-
ring on 31 July 1941:%

“Supplementing the orders already conveyed to you by decree dated 21 Jan. 39 to
solve the Jewish question most favorably according to temporal circumstances in
the form of emigration or evacuation, | hereby order you to devise all the neces-
sary preparations in organizational, physical and material regards for a compre-
hensive solution to the Jewish question in the German sphere of influence in Eu-
rope.
Insofar as the responsibilities of other competent central authorities are affected
by these measures, they are to participate.
| further order you to present me with an overall draft of the organizational, phys-
ical and material preliminary measures for implementation of the desired final so-
lution to the Jewish question.”
The meaning of the invitation was so clear that the German Foreign Office, on 8
December 1941, “in preparation for tomorrow’s meeting with SS Obergruppen-
fuhrer Heydrich,” that is, in anticipation of the Wannsee Conference to be held
the following day, drew up a note for Luther’s attention titled “Wishes and ideas
of the Foreign Office on the anticipated comprehensive solution of the Jewish
Question in Europe.” Point 1 set forth the following objective (NG-2586-F):

87 PS-710. IMT, Vol. 26, pp. 266f.; original reproduced in Kempner, p. 98.
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“Deportation of all Jews of German nationality resident in the German Reich, in-

cluding Croatian, Slovakian and Rumanian Jews, to the East.”

Furthermore, the evacuation of all the Jews whose German citizenship had been
revoked, of all Serbian Jews and those handed over by the Hungarian government
was requested.

Goring’s decree of 24 January 1939 referred to the institution of a “Central
Reich Office for Jewish Emigration” which had the task of promoting “the emi-
gration of the Jews from Germany” by all means (NG-2586-A).

On 31 July 1941, emigration or evacuation was extended to all Jews under
German domination; this is the reason why the document refers to a “comprehen-
sive solution.” There is therefore a strict continuity in National-Socialist policy
from the decree of 24 January 1939, to the letter of 31 July 1941, to the invitation
of 29 November 1941, and to the Wannsee Conference itself of 20 January 1942:
a policy of emigration/evacuation/resettlement without any extermination “deci-
sion” at all.

The Wannsee Conference, as | have already noted, was originally convened
for December 9th to inform the offices concerned of the Fuhrer’s decision to ex-
pel the Jews from Europe. On December 12th, Hitler informed high Party mem-
bers as a preliminary matter. The new unforeseen event — the American entry into
the war (December 11th), also upset Rosenberg’s speech, which he was to have
delivered on December 18th; on the 16th, he agreed with Hitler that it no longer
served any purpose to speak of the “extirpation of Jewry” (“Ausrottung des Ju-
dentums”), or the evacuation of the European Jews to the East — this being the
meaning of the Fihrer’s “decision” — because he had wished to brandish the idea
about as a threat, precisely to deter American entry into the war; but now, in face
of a fait accompli, such a threat served no purpose, because the European Jews
were going to have to suffer the consequences through evacuation to the East
anyway. | will return to this issue in Subchapter 2.9.

That the alleged “decision” to “exterminate the Jews in Europe” — which was
supposedly taken by Hitler after 7 December and before 14 December, as Gerlach
conjectured (Gerlach 1998, p. 784) — was a mere announcement of a previous de-
cision to evacuate the Jews to the East, which had to have been made before 9
December — the originally planned date for the Wannsee Conference — is shown
by a Schulungsblatt (Training Bulletin) of the Ordnungspolizei dated 1 December
1941, which stated (Curilla 2006, p. 59):

“The Fihrer’s prediction that a new war unleashed by Jewry would lead, not to
the smashing of anti-Semitic Germany, but rather, to the end of Jewry, is being
fulfilled in these very days. The gigantic spaces of the East, which are now avail-
able for colonization by Germany and Europe, will also enable the final solution
to the Jewish problem in the near future, that is, not only the fall from power, but
also the actual elimination of the parasitic race from the European family of peo-
ples. That which appeared impossible two years ago, is now, step by step, becom-
ing a reality: at the end of the war stands a Europe free of Jews.”
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On 30 December 1941, Luther drew up a “Note by the Germany Division on No.
5 of the protocol dated 27 November 1941 on the reception of the Bulgarian For-
eign Minister Popov by the Reich Foreign Minister in Berlin on 24 November
1941,” which begins as follows (Rothfels 1969, p. 132):

“After an explanation of the Flhrer’s decision that all European Jews will have
to leave Europe, the difficulties with Jews of Hungarian, Rumanian, Spanish and
other nationalities mentioned by Bulgarian Foreign Minister Popov will be obvi-
ated.”

On 16 December 1941 the Romanian leader Marshal lon Antonescu convened his
cabinet. According to the meeting’s minutes, the following was stated on that oc-
casion (Ancel, p. 259):

“The Germans want to bring the Yids [sic] from Europe to Russia and settle them
in certain areas but there is still time before this plan is carried out.”

Nearly five years later, in 1946 at the Paris Peace Conference, members of the
Romanian Foreign Ministry presented a study to the Allied victors in which they
insisted that this indeed was the information which Germany had provided them
concerning the fate of the Jews (ibid., p. 269):

“In the fall of 1941, the German Legation presented to Antonescu’s Government a
plan that included Germany’s intentions vis-a-vis the Jewish population in Po-
land, Slovakia, Romania, and Hungary. The Jews of these countries should have
been deported to a region situated northeast of the Black Sea, beyond the line
Rostov-Kharkov, where it was planned to establish an immense ghetto for [them].
For this purpose the Romanian Jews were to be gathered and deported to Trans-
nistria, this [territory] being considered as a first stage of the deportation. After
that the Jews would have been transferred farther [east] to the region that was al-
lotted to them.”

The “Minutes of discussion of senior government advisor for the Reich Ministry
for the Occupied Territories in the East Walter Labs, dated 16 January 1942,”
provides information as to Hitler’s decisions and on Heydrich’s related tasks
(Klein 1995, p. 40):
“A few days before Christmas, on the premises of County Court Judge Wetzel,
Main Department |, specialist for racial matters, a discussion took place regard-
ing the draft of an order, forwarded here a while ago, regarding the concept of
‘Jew’, with the additional participation of: [...]
A few days before this talk, | had a similar discussion with the specialist of the
Reich Ministry for the Interior, government advisor Feldscher. The latter ex-
plained the foreseeable development of the concept of ‘Jew’ as follows: SS Ober-
gruppenfihrer Heydrich, with the Fihrer’s permission, has been assigned the
mission, by the Reich Marshal, of devising preparations for the implementation of
the immediate and uniform solution to the Jewish problem in Europe upon con-
clusion of the war. In fulfillment of this mission, Heydrich convened a conference
of the state secretaries of the participating departments, but the conference then
had to be postponed until the month of January due to the session of the Reichs-
tag.”
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On 25 January 1942, Heydrich sent the bodies subordinate to him, including Ein-
satzgruppen A-D, a letter bearing the subject “Final Solution to the Jewish Ques-
tion” (Endlosung der Judenfrage) in which he wrote:

“As an enclosure, I am sending a photocopy of an order from the Reich Marshal

of the Greater German Reich/commissioner for the Four-Year Plan and chairman

of the Ministerial Council for the Defense of the Reich dated 31 July 1941, for in-

formation purposes, and asking that it be given due consideration. According to

the letter, | have been assigned with devising all necessary preparations from the

organizational, factual and material point of view for a comprehensive solution to

the Jewish question within the German sphere of influence in Europe. The tasks to

be prepared for are being introduced. ” (Angrick 2013 et al., p. 269)
Here, Heydrich was explicitly recalling the mission entrusted to him by Goéring
on 31 July 1941, which was becoming a reality, the preliminary stages for which
began precisely with the Wannsee Conference. These documents contain not the
slightest trace of any “Hitler extermination order,” allegedly issued at the start of
December 1941. The Wannsee record therefore refers to a real evacuation, and
the fact that the above-mentioned Heydrich letter was also sent to the Einsatz-
gruppen shows that the Jewish deportations occurring in the areas in which the
Einsatzgruppen were in operation were not aimed at exterminating the deportees.

A circular letter from the Higher SS and Police leader Russia South with the
Reich commissioner for the Ukraine to the general commissioners in Brest, Zhi-
tomir, Nikolayev, Dnepropetrovsk and Kiev from 12 January 1942 stated (Hoppe,
Doc. 53, pp. 182f.):

“Subject: Establishing Ghettos

Pending the decree ordering the establishing of ghettos, | request already forth-

with to ensure that preparations be gotten underway immediately. Ghettos are, in-

sofar as possible, to be established in such a way that Jews from the Old Reich

can be housed there already during 1942.

Apart from firmly defined ghettos, barracks installations and the like can also be

considered to house the Jews.

Reporting deadline: 10 February 1942.

Every district commissar must indicate where, and how many, Jews can be

housed in his district. Locations linked by rail should be indicated as a priority.”

Eichmann’s express letter (Schnellbrief) dated 31 January 1942 and addressed to

“all Police head offices of the Old Reich (including the Gau of the Sudetenland),

the State Police offices in Vienna, the central office for Jewish emigration in Vi-

enna” issued directives for the deportations of Jews from the Old Reich, stating:
“The evacuation of Jews to the East, recently carried out in individual areas, re-
presents the beginning of the Final Solution to the Jewish question in the Old
Reich, Austria and the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia”

Various categories of Jews were exempted from the evacuation, including:

“Jews a) aged over 65; b) as well as Jews aged 55-65, if they are particularly
frail and therefore incapable of travelling.” (T/730; underlining in original)
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Strict rules also existed for the transports from Theresienstadt to the occupied
Eastern territories (the areas around Lublin, Riga and Maly Trostinets). Spared
from deportation were:88

— Jews over 65 years of age;

— Jews who had received a war decoration above the Iron Cross second class;
— Jewish war invalids;

— Jews who lived in a valid mixed marriage;

— Jews of foreign nationality.

Of the 27,988 Jews living in the ghetto, 7,652 benefited from an exemption in
April 1942.8°
Also on 4 February 1942, a couple of weeks after the Wannsee Conference, Hey-
drich himself, in a speech before officials and party members from the protec-
torate, explicitly mentioned the future fate of all European Jews, whether or not
they were able to work:%
“Those [Czechs] who cannot yet be Germanized can perhaps be [used] during the
continuing exploitation above the Arctic Circle — where we will, after all, take
over the Russian concentration camps that have, according to our present infor-
mation, some 15-20 million deportees and that can thereby become an ideal home
for the 11 million Jews from Europe in the future — maybe we can deploy those
Czechs who cannot be Germanized in a positive way in pro-German tasks as
overseers, foremen, etc.”
This policy was not aimed at subjecting the Jews to intolerable living conditions
in order to bring about their gradual extinction, as Heydrich continued:
“This area, by the way, is not such a barren area as the Arctic-Sea area is always
considered to be. It has only a very long winter, but decidedly concentrated good
agriculture, and as to raw materials [an] excellent base. According to our
knowledge, which we have gained in [sic; from] our security-police task forces in
the East, we have noted amazing results. ”
Czechs who could not be Germanized were not to be deported to the East as en-
emies, but on the contrary were to assume the positive function of an outpost in
the territory not colonized by the Germans.®* Heydrich’s reference to the Einsatz-
gruppen emphasizes that Heydrich had by no means given these units the task of
exterminating the Eastern Jews, because as late as February 1942 he was still
planning the resettlement of the (allegedly) eleven million European Jews, in-
cluding those in the occupied Eastern territories.

8 YVA, 0.51-204, p. 14, “Ghetto Theresienstadt. Tatigkeitsbericht 4. April — 30. April 1942. Uberreicht
bei Lagerkommandantur Theresienstadt.”

8 lbid., p. 15.

% YVA, 0.51-54, pp. 26f. of the document; speech delivered by the deputy Reichsprotektor of 4 Febru-
ary 1942 in the “Deutschen Saal” (“German Hall”).

% Ibid., pp. 69f.
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In this context we must also see the letter written on 21 June 1942 by Walter
Fohl, Deputy General Manager of the Department for Population and Social Care
of the General Government:®2

“Every day we take in 10 trains with over 1,000 Jews each, from all over Europe,
give them medical care, accommodate them more or less temporarily, and then
usually deport them further, into the swamps of Byelorussia towards the Arctic
Ocean, where they will all be assembled at war’s end — if they survive it (and the
Jews from the Kurfirstendamm or Vienna or Pressburg certainly won't), but not
without having finished building a few highways. (But let’s not talk about that). ”

The Wannsee Conference signaled the definitive suspension of the Madagascar
Plan. The respective decision was announced on 10 February 1942 by Franz
Rademacher, head of Department D |1l of the German Foreign Office, in a letter
to Legation Councilor Harald Bielfeld (NG-5770):
“In August 1940, | forwarded you the draft plan for the final solution to the Jew-
ish question, drawn up by my office, according to which the island of Madagascar
would be demanded of France in the peace treaty, the practical implementation of
the task would however be transferred to the Reich Security Main Office. Accord-
ing to this plan, Gruppenfiihrer Heydrich was tasked by the Flhrer with imple-
menting the solution of the Jewish question in Europe. In the meantime, the war
against the Soviet Union has given us the possibility to make other territories
available for the final solution. Hence, the Fiihrer has decided that the Jews are
not to be sent to Madagascar but rather deported East. Madagascar therefore no
longer needs to be earmarked for the final solution. ”

Here is additional, complete confirmation of the real meaning of the Wannsee
Conference and the “Fuhrer decision,” as well as the fact that the term “final so-
lution” (“Endldsung™) was not a “euphemism” for extermination at all.

Heydrich had already given consideration to the idea of evacuating all the
Jews overseas as early as 1940. On 30 October of that year, he issued an order on
the “Handling of persons returning to Germany from the occupied territories,” in
which he ordered:*

“The treatment of the above-mentioned Jews should not pre-empt plans for the
settlement of the Jewish question in the parts of Europe under German influence
following conclusion of a peace treaty. Immediate measures must be taken, how-
ever, in order to prevent the danger of a back-flow of Jews with German (includ-
ing former Austrian, Czechoslovakian and Polish) nationality or, rather, former
German, etc. nationality. These Jews, including their Jewish relatives, are all to
be collected in internment camps and placed under guard. The internment of Jews
with German or former Austrian, Czechoslovakian and Polish nationality makes it
possible that, in case of a possible comprehensive evacuation from Europe, these
Jews be the first ones who can be seized and transported off. It is therefore expe-
dient to build internment camps for Jews at locations from where the subsequent
evacuation overseas can be carried out most-conveniently. ”

92 Aly, p. 275. Cf. Mattogno/Kues/Graf, pp. 506f., 572f.
% YVA, 0.53-59, p. 406 (74).
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In this, Heydrich followed Hitler’s instructions, which Luther had mentioned in a
note dated August 15, 1940:%

“On the occasion of a meeting with Ambassador Abetz in Paris, Abetz told me

that the Fihrer had told him during his presentation on France, which had taken

place about 2 weeks ago, that he intended to evacuate all Jews from Europe after
the war.”
On 7 March 1942, Goebbels wrote the following annotation in his diary:%

“l am reading a detailed memorandum from the Security Service and the police
on the final solution to the Jewish Question. A great number of new viewpoints re-
sult from it. The Jewish Question must now be resolved within a comprehensive
European framework. There are still more than 11 million Jews in Europe. They
must later be concentrated in the East, to start with; maybe they can be assigned
an island after the war, such as Madagascar.
In any case, there will be no peace in Europe unless the Jews are completely put
out of commission [ausgeschaltet]. This raises a great quantity of extraordinarily
delicate questions. What happens to the half-Jews? What happens to all the per-
sons related to them by marriage, or married to them? We ’re really going to have
our hands full here, and a whole series of personal tragedies will no doubt occur
within the framework of solving this problem. But that is unavoidable. The situa-
tion is now ripe to ultimately solve the Jewish question. Later generations will no
longer possess the vigor, nor will they possess the vigilance of instinct.

We therefore do well to proceed radically and consistently. The burdens that we

impose upon ourselves here will be an advantage, a blessed bit of good fortune

for our descendents. ”
The “detailed memorandum from the Security Service and the police on the final
solution to the Jewish question” referred to by Goebbels was the protocol of the
Wannsee Conference. Goebbels states that it contained “a great number of new
viewpoints,” which refutes Gerlach’s claim that it was closely connected to Hit-
ler’s supposed decision to exterminate all the Jews of Europe.

These “new viewpoints” consisted, in fact, of the solution to the Jewish prob-
lem “within a comprehensive European framework” (and no longer solely within
the territory of “Greater Germany”), that is, as an “comprehensive solution”
(“Gesamtldsung™) by deporting the Jews to the East — not to be killed there, but to
be sent elsewhere “after the war,” perhaps to Madagascar. This Europe-wide ex-
tension of in the treatment of the Jewish question was a development of Hitler’s
famous “decision”.

Goebbels’s annotation is additional confirmation of the fact that the Wannsee
Conference, as | outlined above, was linked to the National-Socialist plan of emi-
gration/evacuation/resettlement as ordered by Géring on 31 July 1941.

A “Report on a discussion that occurred on 6 March 1942 at the Reich Securi-
ty Main Office — Department IV B 4 dated 9 March 1942 states as follows:%

% YVA, 0.51-28, p. 98.
% Lochner, p. 114. My quotation is taken from Werner, pp. 43f.
% T/37(39) = T/734.
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“As an introduction, SS Obersturmbannfihrer Eichmann first spoke about the fur-
ther evacuation of 55,000 Jews from the Old Reich as well as from Austria and
the Protectorate.

Among other things, Prague and Vienna are most-heavily involved in this — with
20,000 and 18,000 Jews to be evacuated, respectively. The strength of the other
transports is determined proportionally, according to the number of the Jews still
present in each State Police (headquarters) district. Dusseldorf has been assigned
1,000 Jews in this connection.”

The following part of this same document should be given particular attention in
light of the claim that Hitler — according to the orthodox Holocaust narrative —
allegedly had decided to exterminate the Jews almost three months earlier, and
that the Wannsee Conference, which is said to have condemned to death without
exception all Jews unable to work, had been held almost two months earlier:

“In this context, SS Obersturmbannfiihrer Eichmann called attention to the fact
that the guidelines issued, particularly with reference to age, frailty, etc. should
be respected to the utmost, since during the transport to Riga, according to Jew-
ish elders who filed complaints through Gauleiters Lohse and Meyer to SS Ober-
gruppenfiihrer Heydrich, there were some 40 to 50 cases of wrongful evacuation.
Although the majority of these cases turned out, upon closer examination, to have
been fully justified evacuations, the utmost effort should be made to avoid such
complaints under any circumstances. SS Obergruppenfiihrer Heydrich will there-
fore hold the State Police leaders personally responsible for respecting the guide-
lines in this respect.

To ensure that individual State Police headquarters are ‘spared the temptation to
deport recalcitrant older Jews along with the others’, SS Obergruppenfiihrer
Eichmann remarked, it should, for reassurance, be said that, over the course of
the summer or fall, these Jews remaining in the Old Reich would very probably be
deported to Theresienstadt, which was earmarked as a ‘ghetto for the elderly.’
This town was now being cleared out, and temporarily 15-20,000 Jews from the
Protectorate could already be resettled there. This was being done, ‘to save face
before the outside [world].””

Eichmann was referring to the “Guidelines for the Technical Implementation of
the Evacuation of Jews into the General Government (Trawniki near Lublin)”
from the beginning of January 1942, which exempted four categories of Jews
from deportation, including:®’

“4./Jews

a) aged over 65,

b) aged 55-64, who are particularly frail and entirely unable to travel.

For Jewish married couples, in which one spouse is below 65 and the other is

older than 65, both partners can be evacuated if the partner older than 65 is no

older than 67 and an attestation can be produced from a public health officer

showing that this spouse is fit for work. Additional exceptions are not permitted.

7 T/1395 [15-18].
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(For Jews not to be evacuated on the grounds of age, separate provisions will be

drawn up later).

Jewish legal advisors are to be included only in an appropriate ratio to the num-

ber of the initially remaining Jews.

Divorces as well as the separation of children aged up to 14 from their parents

should be avoided. ”
The report dated 9 March 1942 entirely confirms the validity of these guidelines,
particularly with regard to the prohibition against deporting frail, elderly Jews to
the East. Thus, to prevent local Gestapo units from illegally including them in the
transports, Eichmann felt himself obliged to calm them down, prematurely an-
nouncing that they would be transferred to the “Old-People’s Ghetto” of There-
sienstadt, which was therefore indeed an old-people’s ghetto. If this was intended
to “save face,” this does not necessarily mean that Theresienstadt was created
solely for propaganda purposes,® but rather, that the SS wished to avoid foreign
criticism for deporting these types of individuals. All of which is completely in-
compatible with a logic of extermination.

The following statement by Ronald Headland, a scholar not otherwise without
acumen, is therefore surprising for its seeming partisanship (Headland, p. 52):

“The essential thrust of German policy toward the Jews until 1941 was thus one

of removal — the expulsion of Jews from the territory of the Reich proper. The de-

cision to attack the Soviet Union brought with it a fundamental shift in this atti-

tude. With the acquisition of the Soviet territories, the Germans realized they

would now be faced with having several million more Jews on their hands. Again,

while one cannot be absolutely certain, the available evidence seems to indicate

that sometime in the spring of 1941, in the context of preparations for the immi-

nent attack, the decision was taken to destroy the Jews in the Soviet territories. ”
The only known Fihrerbefehl is therefore mentioned in the subject line (“be-
trifft”) of the file memo dated 24 October 1941 on a “Conference in Berlin on 23
Oct. 41 at [Department] IV B 4 presided over by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Eich-
mann,” which states that the Fiihrer’s order concerned the “Evacuation of 5,000
Jews from the Old Reich, including Austria and the Protectorate of Bohemia-
Moravia.” Eichmann issued directives which had to be scrupulously obeyed:
Jews in mixed marriages, those with foreign nationality, those involved in work-
ing employment were to be exempt from evacuation, just as those over the age of
60; also exempted were sick and weak Jews, regardless of age.” These were di-
rectives which were then repeated and restated in greater detail, as we have al-
ready seen.

The directives regarding exemption from deportation for Jews unable to work
were not simple enunciations of principle. On 27 May 1942, the State Police
Headquarters in Dusseldorf sent a telex to the RSHA summarizing the deporta-

% A draft by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Wilhelm Zoepf, Eichmann’s representative in the Netherlands, dated 5
October 1942, contains the expression “Propagandalager Theresienstadt,” the import of which may
easily be misrepresented. T/537.

% YVA, 0.53-76, p. 2.
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tions from its area of competence, with reference to Eichmann’s express letter
dated 31 January 1942:1%

“Jews destined for the old-people’s ghetto at Theresienstadt fall into the following

categories:

1. Jews over the age of 65 and frail Jews over 55: 1,545, among them 571 males

and 974 females.”

Furthermore, there were 56 spouses from no-longer-existing mixed marriages
(#2); 83 persons of “mixed race” (#3); and 51 “Jews with serious war wounds or
bearers of the wound badge or of high decorations for bravery.” The report con-
cludes that

“from the local district can be deported to the East:

154 Jews, and to the old-age ghetto in Theresienstadt:

1,735 Jews.”

The candidates for deportation underwent a medical examination attesting to their
fitness or ability to work, the findings of which were recorded in an appropriate
dossier referred to as the “Examination Results” by the “physician under police
contract.”10!

On 26 May 1942, the Essen outpost of the State Police Headquarters in Dis-
seldorf sent a report to the headquarters on the distribution of the local Jews ac-
cording to the pre-established categories. Of a total of 654 Jews, 245 were listed
as scheduled for deportation to Theresienstadt, and only 83 were available for
evacuation to the East.'%

On 9 August 1942, the State Police Headquarters of Dusseldorf sent Eich-
mann’s office a report on deportations to the Old-People’s Ghetto of There-
sienstadt:1%

“Of the 1,735 Jews reported based on the FS Decree No. 974 30 of 21 May 1942

— 1V B 4 a - 2093/42g, 965 Jews were deported on 21 July 1942 on Special Train

Da 70, while another 694 Jews, for a total of 1,649, were deported to There-

sienstadt on 25 July 1942 on Special Train Da 71.”

Some of the (1,735 — 1,649 =) 86 persons not included had committed suicide;
some had died or fled. One was bed-ridden and was therefore “exempted from the
transport.”

The option of a Jewish reservation on the Polar Sea or at any rate somewhere
beyond the Urals, in which the Soviet Jews would also have been interned, is in
direct contradiction to a deliberate policy of extermination, so that the genesis of
the presumed “Fuhrerbefehl,” in addition to clashing with the total absence of
documents, also collides with this real deportation policy.

100 /1395 [89].
101 /1395 [45-48].
102 T/1396 [110].
103 /1397 [223].
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2.3. Operational Service Orders Issued to the Einsatzgruppen

The question of a “Fuhrerbefehl,” must also be examined in the context of the
orders issued to the Einsatzgruppen from the very time they were formed, and the
tasks assigned to them.
The first mention of the Einsatzgruppen appears in a document dated 3 March
1941, which Hilberg describes as follows (Hilberg 2003, Vol. 1, pp. 282f.):
“The context for deploying the Einsatzgruppen was operation ‘Barbarossa’, the
invasion of the USSR. A written notation of the mission appeared in the war diary
of the OKW ’sl1% Wehrmachtfiihrungsstab (WFSt) on March 3, 1941, at a time
when invasion plans were already far advanced. The topic of the entry was a draft
directive to troop commanders, which had been prepared by Warlimont’s office
Landesverteidigung in the WFSt, and which had been submitted by WFSt Chief
JodlI to Hitler for approval. The war diary contains Jodl’s enclosure of Hitler’s
comments, including a philosophical point defining the coming battle as a con-
frontation of two world views, and several specific statements, in one of which
Hitler declared that the ‘Jewish-Bolshevik intelligentsia (Intelligenz) would have
to be ‘eliminated” (beseitigt). According to Hitler, these tasks were so difficult
that they could not be entrusted to the army. The war diary went on with JodlI’s
instructions to Warlimont for revising the draft in conformity with Hitler’s ‘guide-
lines.” One question to be explored with the Reichsfiihrer-SS, said Jodl, was the
introduction of SS and Police organs in the army’s operational area. Jodl felt that
such a move was needed to assure that Bolshevik chieftains and commissars be
‘rendered harmless’ without delay. In conclusion, Warlimont was told that he
could contact the OKH about revisions, and that he was to submit a new draft for
signature by Keitel on March 13, 1941. On the specific date, the revised directive
was signed by Keitel.”

As his source, Hilberg cites: “Kriegstagebuch des Oberkommandos der Wehr-
macht (Wehrmachtfihrungsstab), edited by Percy Schramm and Hans Adolf Ja-
cobsen (Frankfurt am Main, 1965), vol. I, pp. 340-42” (ibid., fn 8, p. 283). In this
work, we read in the above-mentioned “Hitler Guidelines” (Schramm 1982a, p.
341):
“This coming military campaign is more than a contest of arms; it is also leading
to a conflict between two ideologies. In order to end this war, it’s not enough,
with all the vast areas involved, simply to smash the enemy armed forces. The en-
tire area must be dissolved into states, with their own governments, with which we
can conclude peace. [...] Today’s Russia is no longer even conceivable without
the socialistic ideal. It alone can form the domestic political basis for the for-
mation of new states and governments. The Jewish-Bolshevist intelligentsia, as
the ‘oppressor’ of the people until now, must be eliminated. The former bour-
geois-aristocratic intelligentsia, insofar as it is still present particularly among
emigrants, must be ruled out as well.”

The document continues as follows:

104 Oberkommando der Wehrmacht, Wehrmacht High Command
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“In accordance with these guidelines of the Flhrer, the instructions must be
amended as follows:

The border fortifications may only extend to the areas of operation. Whether it
will be necessary to deploy institutions of the Reichsfiihrer SS in addition to the
Secret Field Police must be examined with the Reichsfiihrer SS. In favor of it is
the necessity to render harmless immediately all Bolshevist warlords and commis-
sars.”

According to Hitler’s directives, the “Jewish-Bolshevik intelligentsia” would
therefore have to be “eliminated” within the framework of a profound political
rearrangement of the Soviet Union, more for the fact of being Bolshevist than for
being Jewish; and in fact, the orders issued by Alfred Jodl in conformity with
these Hitler directives placed the accent on the “Bolshevist warlords and commis-
sars,” rather than on a “Jewish-Bolshevist intelligentsia.”

Hilberg then continues his narration (2003, Vol. 1, pp. 283, 287):

“The decisive paragraph was a statement informing the troop commanders that

the Fihrer had charged the Reichsflihrer-SS with carrying out special tasks in the

operational area of the army. Within the framework of these tasks, which were the
product of a battle to the finish between two opposing political systems, the

Reichsfiihrer-SS would act independently and on his own responsibility. He was

going to make sure that military operations would not be disturbed by the imple-

mentation of this task. Details would be worked out directly between the OKH and
the Reichsfiihrer-SS. As the start of operations, the border of the USSR would be
closed to all nonmilitary traffic, except for police organs dispatched by the

Reichsfiihrer-SS pursuant to directive of the Fuhrer. Quarters and supplies for

these organs were to be regulated by OKH/GenQu (High Command of the Ar-

my/General Quartermaster — Wagner).”
At this point Hilberg refers to a “Directive by OKW/L (signed Keitel), March 13,
1941, NOKW-2302.”

Nevertheless, this directive speaks of “special tasks” (Sonderaufgaben) en-
trusted to Himmler by Hitler, but makes no mention at all of any “Jewish-Bolshe-
vist intelligentsia” (Hitler’s phrase), nor “Bolshevist warlords and commissars”
(JodI’s wording), much less the Jewish population.

This directive added that the future struggle would be between two visions of
the world:1%

“In the area of operations of the army the Reichsflihrer SS is receiving special

tasks for preparation of the political administration by order of the Fihrer, which

arise from the terminal struggle between two opposing political systems. Within
the framework of this task, the Reichsfiihrer will act independently and on his own
responsibility. ”
In practice, any mention of “Jewish Bolshevism” simply vanished along the way
between Hitler and Keitel.

105 pS-447. IMT, Vol. XXVI, p. 54. Hans-Adolf Jacobsen, “Kommissarbefehl und Massenexekutionen
sowjetischer Kriegsgefangener,” in: Buchheim et al., pp. 166-169 (transcript of the document) and p.
167 (my citation).
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On 26 March 1941, Heydrich and Goring had a talk on the “Solution of the
Jewish question.” The related document states:%

“The Reich Marshal spoke to me, saying, among other things, that for a deploy-

ment in Russia, a very short, 3- to 4-page instruction should be prepared for dis-

tribution among the troops. On the dangerousness of the GPU organizations, the
political commissars, Jews, etc., so that they know in practice whom to put up
against the wall.”
This vague directive, as shown by subsequent documents, was not referring to a
policy of Jewish extermination, but rather to the extermination of the members of
the Soviet state apparatus.

Discussing this document in its historical context, Gétz Aly in fact reaches the
conclusion “that Heydrich’s considerations on the ‘solution of the Jewish ques-
tion’ referred to the territory of the Soviet Union since March 1941 at the latest.”
He adds (Aly, pp. 271f.):

“Hence in March at the latest, parallel to the conceptual formulation of the later

Einsatzgruppen of the Security Police and the Security Service, Heydrich pre-

pared in the same context the deportation of all European Jews who lived west of

the German-Soviet border of interests. ”

This interpretation is also shared by Christian Streit, according to whom the ex-
pression “deportation to the East,” in the summer and fall of 1941, “was usually
used in its most literal sense: it meant the enforcement of the migration of all
Jews to Siberia”; thus, in his opinion, not only were Western Jews to be deported,
but Soviet Jews as well, after the leadership had been eliminated (Streit 2002, p.
107):

“Once the Einsatzgruppen had liquidated the Jewish leaders, it would be an easy

task to push the Jewish masses east simply by showing what was in store for them

if they chose to stay.”

In practice, the policy of deportation or evacuation and the activities of the Ein-
satzgruppen developed in a parallel and distinct manner.

On 30 March 1941, Hitler gave a speech at the Reich Chancellery to 250 sen-
ior officials who were to occupy administrative positions in the future Eastern
campaign. Chief of General Staff Franz Halder noted in his diary (Streit 1997, p.
34):

“Struggle between two worldviews, each opposed to the other: devastating

judgement of Bolshevism, equals asocial gangsterism. Communism monstrous

danger for the future. [...]

Struggle against Russia: Destruction of the Bolshevist commissars and the Com-

munist intelligentsia. The new states must be socialist states, but without their

own intelligentsia. It will be necessary to prevent the formation of any new intelli-
gentsia. A primitive socialist intelligentsia will be enough.”

106 Klein 1997, pp. 367f. The document is presented as “Aktennotiz fiir Himmler tiber eine Unterredung
Heydrichs mit Goéring am 26.3.1941.”
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The circle of the Einsatzgruppen’s predestined victims broadened progressively,
but the center of gravity was always focused on Bolshevism, and later on parti-
sans as well.

The order issued by the High Command of the Army on 28 April 1941 on the
“Regulation of the deployment of the Security Police and Security Service in con-
junction with the Army” explained the deployment assignments of the related
Sonderkommandos in the zone of operations, but always without mention of
Jews.1%” These directives were echoed to the letter in the already-mentioned “Fact
sheet for the leaders of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos of the Securi-
ty Police and SD for Operation ‘Barbarossa,”” which is undated but positively
was issued before 22 June 1941 (Angrick et al., Doc. 4, p. 30; see text on p. 42).

On 19 May 1941, the Wehrmacht High Command promulgated the “Guide-
lines for the behavior of the troops in Russia” which opened with the following
general ideological declaration (Hoppe/Glass, p. 120):

“Bolshevism is the mortal enemy of the National-Socialist German people. Ger-

many ’s struggle is to defeat this subversive worldview and its carriers.

This struggle demands a ruthless and energetic crackdown on Bolshevistic agita-

tors, franc-tireurs, saboteurs, Jews and complete elimination of all active or pas-

sive resistance. ” (Emphases in original)
On 17 June, Heydrich invited the heads of the Einsatzgruppen to Prinz-Carl-
Palais at Berlin-Glienicke, but there are no written records of the meeting. On the
29th, in reference to the oral remarks at that meeting, he issued orders on the in-
stigation of anti-Jewish pogroms:1%®

“No obstacle should be placed in the way of the self-cleansing efforts of anti-

Communist or anti-Jewish groups in the newly-occupied territories. On the con-

trary, they should be provoked, but without leaving a trace; they should be inten-

sified, if necessary, and guided in the right directions, without allowing these lo-
cal ‘self-protection groups’ to be able to appeal to orders or political promises
later. [...]

The formation of permanent self-protection squads with centralized leadership

should be avoided at first; instead, local people’s pogroms should be provoked, as

described above.”
The directive was put into writing the next day and became Einsatzbefehl No. 1.

The thrust of these orders, according to Streit, is to be explained by the fact
that Heydrich wanted an alibi “in case the murders met with opposition from the
Wehrmacht” (Streit 2002, p. 105), because

“the wording of the agreement between Reinhard Heydrich and the Army Quar-

termaster General, General Eduard Wagner, of 26 March 1941, which laid down

the rules for the activities of the Einsatzgruppen in the rear army group and army

areas, did not permit them to execute all Jews summarily.” (ibid., p. 104)

and Heydrich was reluctant to act without the full support of the Wehrmacht.

107 NOKW-2080, transcript in: Angrick et al., Doc. 1, pp. 26f.
108 YVA, 0.53-3, p. 273. Cf. Klein 1997, pp. 325f.
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On 20 June 1941, the headquarters of the 22nd Infantry Division issued orders
on “Prisoner Interrogation, Captured Papers” which included the Jews as well:

“The Jews, and members of other nationalities and Party members, are specially

marked in paybooks and card files. It is particularly important to register them,

since most of them speak several languages and are more intelligent than the
mass of prisoners. Predictably, the Jews are particularly numerous in all adminis-
trative positions and behind-the-lines services (field kitchens, canteens, etc.). Us-
ing them to help interrogate other prisoners may be very useful. The mass of Jews

should be separated and treated according to Ic-Conference of 20 June 41.”

(Hoppe/Glass, pp. 125f.; emphases in original)

On 2 July 1941, Heydrich sent the Higher SS and Police leaders appointed for
deployment during Operation Barbarossa the “most important orders” which had
been sent by him to the “Einsatzgruppen and -kommandos of the Security Police
and the Security Service.” First of all, he discussed the principal objectives to be
pursued (Klein 1997, p. 325):

“Immediate objective of the overall mission is the political pacification, meaning

most-essentially the pacification of the newly occupied territories by the Security

Police. The final objective is the economic pacification. ”

The attainment of these objectives would require a variety of measures, including
executions, measures which regarded well-defined categories of persons:

“Persons to be executed include all officials of the Comintern (just as the profes-

sional Communist politicians as such), the higher, medium and lower-level offi-

cials of the Party, of the Central Committee, of the regional and district commit-
tees, People’s Commissars, Jews in party and state positions, other radical ele-
ments (saboteurs, propagandists, snipers, assassins, agitators, etc).”
unless they were useful for the reconstruction (Wiederaufbau) of the occupied
territories.

A memorandum dated 16 July 1941 on a meeting among Hitler, Rosenberg,
Lammers, Keitel and Goring regarding German designs on the Soviet Union con-
tains the following consideration, which some interpret as a sort of a green light
for the indiscriminate killing of women and children:1%®

“Now the Russians have issued an order for partisan warfare behind our front.

This partisan war also has its advantage: it gives us the possibility of exterminat-

ing everybody who opposes us.”

Yitzhak Arad states that this document “indirectly”” mentions the Jewish question
and comments (Arad 1979, p. 270):

“Indeed, many reports about the execution of Jews in various places in the Soviet

Union mention the sabotage activities of the Jews, either as partisans or giving

assistance to such.”

But this contradicts Arad’s own unfounded hypothesis that the “special tasks” as-
signed to Himmler and the SS on 14 March 1941 “in actual fact meant the total

109 |-221. IMT, Vol. 38, p. 8.
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liquidation of Soviet Jewry by the Special Task Force (Einsatzgruppe) of the Se-
curity Police, the SD and other SS units” (ibid., pp. 268f.). The directive of 16 Ju-
ly referred, in fact, to partisan activities.

Not even Einsatzbefehl No. 8, drawn up on 28 June and promulgated on 17
July 1941 as “Guidelines for units of the Chief of the Security Police and the Se-
curity Service to be assigned to the PoW camps” permitted the indiscriminate ex-
termination of Jews, although it does mention “all Jews” among the PoWs whom
it was necessary to identify.12% According to these directives,

“The task of the units is the political vetting of all camp inmates and the separa-

tion and further treatment of a) politically, criminally, or otherwise unacceptable

elements among them, and b) of persons who can be useful in the reconstruction
of the occupied territories.”

The categories of prisoners to be identified were as follows:

“First and foremost, the mission is to identify:
— all important officials of the State and Party, particularly:

— professional revolutionaries,

— Comintern officials,

— all important Party officials of the Soviet Communist Party, and their auxil-
iary organizations in the central committees, district and regional commit-
tees,

— all people’s commissars and their deputies,

— all former political commissars in the Red Army,

— leading personalities in the central or mid-level agencies of government au-
thorities;

— leading personalities in economic life,

— the Soviet Russian intelligentsia,

— all Jews,

— all persons identified as firebrands or fanatical Communists.
As already mentioned, it is no less important to identify all those persons who
could be useful in the reconstruction, administration and management of the con-
quered Russian territories. ”

The Kommandos for whom the above-mentioned directives were intended were
to “identify” the prisoners in these categories; the RSHA was then to decide as to
their fate, which also provided for executing them, called “special treatment”
(“Sonderbehandlung”). The procedure to be followed was as follows:!

“Every week, the leader of the EK sends a short report to the Reich Security Main
Office by teletype or express letter. The report should contain:
1) A short description of the past week s activity,
2) Number of persons to be definitively considered suspicious (giving a number is
enough),
3) Names of persons identified as

— Comintern officials,

110 German text of the document in Buchheim et al., Vol. 2, pp. 202-204.
11 pg-502. IMT, Vol. 26, pp. 113f.
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— Important Party officials,
— People’s Commissars,
— Political Commissars,
— leading personality [sic]
with short description of their position
4) Number of persons to be identified as unsuspicious
a) Prisoners of war
b) Civilians

Based on these activity reports, the Reich Security Main Office will then promptly

communicate the further measures to be taken.”

The camps to which the order applied were Oflag!? 52, 53, 56, 57, 60, 63, 68 and
Stalag'*® 331 of Military District | and Stalag 307, 316, 319, 324 and 327 of the
General Government!!4 plus approximately twenty others in the territory of the
Reich.1*

These directives were subsequently summarized and updated in Mission Order
No. 14 dated 29 October 1941, which referred to “Guidelines for units of the
Chief of the Security Police and Security Service to be assigned to PoW and
transit camps.” The updating related to the “Guidelines for the separation of sus-
picious Soviet-Russian PoWs and civilian internees of the eastern campaign in
the PoW and transit camps of the area behind the front.” Bolshevism was Nation-
al-Socialist Germany’s mortal enemy; Bolshevik soldiers did not fight in conven-
tional ways, but by all means possible; they were not, therefore, protected by the
Geneva Convention, and had to be treated pitilessly and energetically. Regarding
the categories of persons to be identified, Jews were mentioned in the following
context;!16

“8) Members of the Soviet intelligentsia and Jews, insofar as they are profession-

al revolutionaries or politicians, writers, editors, Comintern officials etc.”

That Jewish prisoners of war were not inevitably destined to be shot without prior
screening is shown by the “Report on the inspection of the collection camp in
Trawniki” dated 14 July 1941 (Blumental, p. 259):

“The collection camp for escapees and suspicious persons arrested by the Wehr-

macht is located in Trawnicki [sic] on an estate. The camp itself is in a secluded

location and specially marked off. The overwhelming majority of camp inmates

are Jews, including Russian political commissars and instigators, for whom a

special area fenced in by barbed wire was set aside.

The rest of the camp consists of Russians, Poles and also some 141 Ukrainians,

separated from each other. There are currently a total of 676 camp inmates. ”

12 Offizierslager, PoW camp for officers.

113 Stammlager, PoW camp for soldiers and NCOs.

114 Annex 3 to Einsatzbefehl No. 8. YVA, 0.53-3, p. 295.

115 «verzeichnis der Lager im Reichsgebiet, in denen bereits sowjetrussische Kriegsgefangene unterge-
bracht sind, oder die demnachst belegt werden,” 21 August 1941. YVA, 0.53-3, p. 297.

16 YVA, 0.53-3, p. 321.
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Before the beginning of the Russian Campaign, therefore, no general order to ex-

terminate the Jews existed. If such an order was ever issued, it must have oc-

curred in the following months, as Hillgruber assumed (1984, p. 226):
“Even if one were inclined to doubt the truthfulness of Otto Ohlendorf s testimony
of 5 November 1945 before the Nuremberg Tribunal during the Trial of the Major
War Criminals, and that of Dr. Walter Blume before the Nuremberg Tribunal dur-
ing the ‘Einsatzgruppen’ Trial on 29 June 1947, according to which the secret
order to shoot all the Jews was issued to the ‘Einsatzgruppen’ leaders in May
1941 — Heydrich furthermore is said to have declared, ‘in a small group’ before
the leaders of the ‘Einsatzgruppen’ and ‘Einsatzkommandos’ ‘that Eastern Jewry,
in the Fhrer’s opinion, is the reservoir of Bolshevism and must therefore be de-
stroyed’ — the very high numbers of Jews killed already during the very first few
weeks of the campaign, as reported by the ‘Einsatzgruppen’ and HSSPF, are a
very clear indication that the victims cannot have consisted ‘only’ of Jews in Par-
ty and governmental positions, but that, at least during the campaign in the sum-
mer and fall of 1941, there was an intention to kill all Jews in the German-
occupied part of the Soviet Union right away, even if its realization posed prob-
lems which could hardly be solved, in view of the massive numbers involved.”

This point of view will be examined in the next subchapter.

2.4. Military Orders Concerning the Jews

The military orders provided for a unrelenting fight against Bolshevism and the
Jews, but not for their extermination.

On 12 September 1941, Generalfeldmarschall Wilhelm Keitel, head of the
Wehrmacht High Command, issued an order concerning “Jews in the newly oc-
cupied eastern areas,” which stated:!’

“The struggle against Bolshevism demands a ruthless, energetic crackdown, most

of all also against the Jews, the main carriers of Bolshevism.”

This did not imply a policy of extermination, because the document continues as
follows:

“All cooperation between the Wehrmacht and the Jewish population, whose atti-

tudes are openly or covertly anti-German, as well as the use of individual Jews in

any kind of preferred auxiliary services for the Wehrmacht must not occur. On no
account are military agencies to issue ID cards for Jews permitting them to work
for the Wehrmacht.

The only exception to this rule relates to the use of Jews in especially assembled

work gangs, to be deployed under German supervision only. ”

A secret order from Generalfeldmarschall Walter von Reichenau dated 10 Octo-
ber 1941 with the subject “Conduct of the Troops in the Eastern Territory” began
as follows:!®

117 GARF, 7445-2-145, p. 34.
118 NOKW-3411. TWC, Vol. XI, pp. 329f., Facsimile of the original; D-411. IMT, Vol. 35, pp. 84-86;
UK-81. NCA, Vol. 8, pp. 585f.
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“A number of unclear notions still exist regarding the behavior of the troops to-
wards the Bolshevik system.

The most important objective of the campaign against the Jewish-Bolshevik sys-
tem is the total smashing of its instruments of power and the extirpation of its Asi-
atic influence in the European cultural environment. Tasks result from this that
extend beyond the conventional, singular military tradition. A soldier in the east-
ern territories is not merely a fighter according to the rules of the art of war; ra-
ther, he is also the bearer of a relentless ethnic idea, and the avenger of all the
atrocities inflicted upon the Germans and other ethnically related peoples. This is
why the soldier must have an understanding of the necessity for the hard, but just
punishment of Jewish sub-humanity. It has the further purpose of stifling in the
bud any uprisings in our rear which, as experience shows, are always incited by
Jews.”

The document then lists the various duties of the troops, and summarizes them as
follows at the end:

“The terror of German counter-measures must be stronger than the threats by
vestiges of Bolshevism lingering around. Before all future political considera-
tions, the soldier must accomplish two things:
1.) The complete eradication of all Bolshevik false teachings, as well as the Soviet
state and its armed forces,
2.) The merciless eradication of all ethnically alien treachery and cruelty, and
thus the securing of the viability of the German armed forces in Russia.
Only in this way can we live up to our historical mission of liberating the German
people from the Asiatic-Jewish danger once and for all.”
Von Reichenau did not, therefore, order that German soldiers commit atrocities
against the Eastern populations, as the document is tendentiously interpreted on
occasion; rather, he recommended the prevention of Bolshevik atrocities through
the protection of the German army.
On 20 November 1941, General Erich von Manstein wrote that the Jewish-
Bolshevik system must be eradicated:*°
“Jewry constitutes the middleman between the enemy in our rear and the still-
fighting residues of the Red Army and the Red leadership. More-strongly so than
in Europe, it occupies all the key points of political leadership and administra-
tion, of commerce and trade, and further constitutes the germ cell for all unrest
and possible insurrection. The Jewish-Bolshevik system must be eradicated once
and for all. Never again must it be permitted to encroach upon our European liv-
ing space.”

2.5. Ghettoization and Use for Labor

Alfred Streim noted that

“not in accordance with the assumption of the disclosure of the ‘Fihrer order’
between the end of July and the end of August 1941, however, is the fact that, at

119 pS-4064. IMT, Vol. 34, p. 130.
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that very time, the Einsatzgruppen reported the establishing of ghettos and the

registration of Jews ‘as ordered,’ for ghettoization and registration do not point

to exterminating people, but, rather, to keeping them alive.”
The contradiction could be explained by the argument that these were merely
measures taken in preparation for subsequent execution, for which purpose it was
necessary to register all the Jews beforehand (Streim 1985, p. 114).

Raul Hilberg also considers ghettoization to have been merely a phase prelim-
inary to the actual killing (2003, Vol. 1, p. 355):

“The inadequacy of the first sweep necessitated an intermediary stage during

which the first three steps of the destruction process — definition, expropriation,

and concentration — would be implemented. In most of the occupied USSR, how-
ever, the usual order was reversed, for in the wake of the killings the bureaucrats
thought first of ghettoization and only later of economic measures and definition.

The initial concentrations were effected by the mobile units themselves. These

ghettoizations were by-products of the killing operations in the sense that the Se-

curity Police were forced to defer the complete annihilation of certain communi-
ties,”
either because the communities were too humerous, or due to economic implica-
tions.

However, it should be noted on the one hand that the ghettoization lasted well
beyond the end of August 1941, and on the other hand that the declared purpose
was the deployment of able-bodied Jews, who therefore were able to support
those unable to work from the proceeds of their labor. This practice was adopted
precisely in the Baltic countries, which, according to the Einsatzgruppen reports,
experienced an almost total extermination of the local Jews.

The policy toward the Jews that was to be implemented in the occupied East-
ern territories is clearly outlined in the “Brown Folder,” dated 3 September 1941,
and more-precisely in the paragraph reading “Guidelines for the Handling of the
Jewish Question,” which, due to its importance, | shall now present in full (Hop-
pe, Doc. 1, pp. 87f.):

“1. General Issues.

All measures regarding to the Jewish question in the occupied territories in the

East must be taken from the point of view that the Jewish question will be solved

in a general way for the whole of Europe after the war. They must, therefore, be

conceived as preparatory partial measures and must be coordinated with other
decisions in this domain.

On the other hand, the experience gathered in connection with the treatment of

the Jewish question in the occupied eastern territories may have a bearing on the

solution of the problem as a whole, as the Jews in these territories, together with
those of the General Government, constitute the largest contingent of European

Jewry.

Any kind of purely vexatious actions, being unworthy of a German, are to be ab-

stained from.
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Possible actions by the local populace against Jews should not be hindered, inso-
far as it is compatible with the need to maintain calm and order in the rear of the
fighting troops. Activities by street thugs and other shady elements, who are mere-
ly interested in looting Jewish stores and in robbing Jewry for their own material
gain, should be opposed harshly.

2. Population Status.

Jewry forms very different shares of the population in the individual Reich Com-
missariats and within them in the General Commissariats. For example, millions
of Jews, locally resident for generations, live in Byelorussia and the Ukraine. In
the central regions of the USSR, however, Jews moved in for the most part only
during the Bolshevik era. The Soviet Jews who moved into Eastern Poland, the
Western Ukraine, Western Byelorussia, the Baltic countries, Bessarabia and Bu-
covina in the wake of the Red Army in 1939 and 1940 represent a special group.
Varying methods of treatment regarding these various groups may to some extent
be appropriate.

Above all, the Jews who moved into the territories newly occupied by the Soviets
in the last two years, insofar as they have not fled, are to be separated with severe
measures. Since this group have earned the intense hatred due to their terror
against the population, their separation for the most part has been taken care of
by the local population simply upon the appearance of German troops. Such re-
taliatory measures are not to be opposed. The remaining resident Jewish popula-
tion should first be registered by introducing compulsory registration. All Jews
will be marked by visible insignias (yellow Jewish star).

3. Segregation from Other Population Groups.

One first main objective of the German measures must be to segregate Jewry
strictly from the remaining population. Since the Bolshevik Revolution, Soviet
Jewry, especially in the core regions of the USSR, has continually attempted to
disguise itself in order to advance inconspicuously to ruling positions. To this
end, numerous Jews have abandoned their Mosaic creed and have adopted Rus-
sian family, first and father’s names. Orders are to be given that all name chan-
ges of Jews made during the life of the person subject to compulsory registration,
or, insofar as known, among his ancestors, are to be reported and reversed. The
same applies to individuals who left the Jewish religious community earlier and
who converted to other creeds (often several times over). Smashing the Jewish
camouflage will be easier in the Reich Commissariats East and Ukraine, where a
larger part of Jewry has lived for generations, than in the other Reich Commis-
sariats. Soviet archival material, insofar as extant, should be used for this.
Freedom of movement is to be eliminated immediately for all Jews. Transfer to
ghettos is to be aimed at, which will be facilitated in Byelorussia and the Ukraine
due to the availability of numerous more or less contiguous Jewish settlements.
These ghettos can be granted Jewish self-administration with Jewish police.
Guarding the borders between the ghettos and the outside world is entrusted to
the Commissariat’s police forces.

Further intermingling with the rest of the population, for example through wed-
dings, business mergers, common cultural activities, etc. is to be prohibited. Ap-
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propriate measures must be taken to ensure that Jewry is gradually eliminated
from public life.”

In September 1942, this text was reproduced in the “Green Folder,” which estab-
lished “Guideline for the economic administration of the newly occupied territo-
ries,” a document more than 200 pages long, drawn up by the Economic Admini-
stration Staff East and distributed in a total of 6,000 copies.!?

Already on May 7, 1941, an “Instruction for a Reich Commissar in Ukraine”
had been issued, which provided for the following measures (PS-1028; IMT Vol.
26, pp. 567-573, here p. 571):

“After the Jews will have been expelled from all public places as a matter of

course, The Jewish Question will undergo a decisive solution by the estab-

Ilshment of ghettos or Iabor columns Asﬂfapaﬁhe—.lews%aveﬂqet—beenf%peued-by

mJa#ge%amp&m%He%&a&a&m%heﬁam&Naﬁhmug#compulsorv labor is
to be introduced [...?']-as-it-is—already being—carriedout-in-practice—in—Litz-
mannstadt.”
On 13 August 1941, Hinrich Lohse, Reichskommissar for the Ostland, drew up a
regulation titled “Preliminary guidelines for the treatment of the Jews in the area
of the Reich Commissariat Ostland” which ordered, among other things:
“a) The countryside is to be cleansed of Jews.
b) The Jews are to be removed from all trade, but most urgently from all trade in
agricultural products and other food products.
c) Jews are to be prohibited from residing in localities of economic, military or
spiritual significance or in spas or health resorts.
d) Insofar as possible, the Jews are to be concentrated in cities or districts of
large cities already possessing a predominantly Jewish population. Ghettos are to
be established there. Leaving the ghettos is to be prohibited to them.”
Regarding provisioning, the document says:
“In the ghettos, [the Jews] should be left with only just as much food as the rest of
the population can spare, but no more than is sufficient to meet the minimum
needs of ghetto residents. The same applies to other vital commodities. ”
Able-bodied Jews were to be compelled to perform forced labor, the wages for
which were only paid in the form of subsistence “for the forced laborer and his
family members unfit for work.”*??
Lohse stated (Hoppe/Glass, p. 528):
“These temporary guidelines are only intended to ensure minimum measures of
the General or Regional Commissars where, and insofar as, further measures re-
lated to the final solution of the Jewish question are not possible, ”

and also added (ibid., p. 527):

120 EC-347. IMT, Vol. 36, pp. 348f.; T/296 — PS-702.

121 llegible handwritten word in the original, not mentioned in the IMT transcript.

122 pS-1138. IMT, Vol. 27, pp. 19-25. Original document in: GARF, 7445-2-145, pp. 22-27, which in-
cludes a handwritten annotation dated 13 August 1941.
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“For the final solution of the Jewish question in the area of the Reich Commissar
East, the instructions of my address in Kaunas of 27 July 41 apply.”
Hoppe and Glass, who provide their readers with a transcript of the document,
inform us that no record of this speech has been found, but that Lohse made an-
other speech on the same problem on 1 August 1941 at a meeting held by Reichs-
minister Rosenberg, during which he stated:'?
“According to the Flhrer decision, the Germanization of the Reich Commissariat
East is to be the final objective; the Jews are to be removed from these regions to
the last man.”
EM No. 53 dated 15 August 1941 (from Einsatzgruppe A) informs us that
(Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 294):
“The Reich Commissar for the East in Kaunas has drawn up the draft of a decree
on guidelines for the treatment of Jews in the region of the Reich Commissariat
East and made it available to the Higher SS and Police leader for an opinion.”
Order No. 12 from “Department VII” (probably from Feldkommandantur 240)
dated 28 August 1941 was already concerned with the “Establishing of Ghettos™:
“The establishing of ghettos in towns with large Jewish shares of the population,
particularly cities, should be undertaken when such establishing is necessary or
at least expedient. ”
The order did not apply if the situation in the territory of operations rendered it
impracticable due to lack of means or due to the urgency of other requirements.'?*
A letter of the General Commissar in Kaunas dated 12 September 1941 to the
directors of the employment agency in Kaunas, Vilnius, Siauliai and Panevezys
required, among other things, the “registration and deployment of Jews.”1?°
On 30 September 1941, the City Commissar of Vilnius, Hans Hingst, promul-
gated detailed “Guidelines for the deployment of Jewish labor units” regarding
their registration, payment and assignment to certain jobs (pp. 510-510a).
On 15 October 1941, the head of the employment agency in Vilnius informed
the Jewish Council in the ghetto (p. 558):
“The assignment of Jewish manpower from the ghetto to labor assignments is
subject to the Vilnius Employment Agency alone.”
When, on 1 October 1941, a soldier forcibly withdrew a certain number of Jewish
workers from the employment agency without permission, the head of the latter
agency petitioned Government Advisor Dunbier that he be reprimanded (p. 504).
From a file memo of the Riga Regional Commissioner dated July 6, 1942, we
learn that Jews were used for supervising Jewish workers during their deploy-
ment (PS-579):
“The Jewish police acquit themselves well in the daily deployment of some 4,000
Jews.”

123 Hoppe/Glass, p. 527, fn 3; the source given is: “Besprechungsprotokoll der Sitzung bei Reichsminister
Rosenberg am 1.8.1941 vom 5.8.1941.”

124 YVA, 0.53-131, p. 17.

125 | CVA, R-626-1-14, p. 542; next three page numbers from there.
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One of the first bodies to supervise the establishment of ghettos in the Ostland
was the “Labor Department” of the “Economic Command for the Territory of
Former Latvia.” This is evidenced by a file memo dated 21 July 1941 on the sub-
ject of “Labor Deployment of Jews.” There was a noticeable shortage of labor in
Latvian agriculture, which endangered the harvesting of the beet crop. Since no
prisoners of war were allowed to be used for this purpose, the conscription of
Jews was considered. The proposal submitted by the “Economic Command” to
mark the Jews, group them in a ghetto, form a Jewish Council and, together with
this council, to organize the massive use of Jewish labor, was approved by the
cognizant SS authorities. The use of these Jews was to be regulated by a labor of-
fice, and a card index was to be set up for their registration.?

The proposal was accepted and implemented. An undated letter, written be-
fore 15 October 1941, headed “Abt. l1a” (Department Ila of the Reich Commis-
sariat East) and addressed to the Regional Commissioners of Riga City and Coun-
ty, Jelgava, Liepaja, Daugavpils, Valmiera and Velikiye Luki, issued directives
on the “Establishing of ghettos, Jewish labor camps and labor deployment of the
Jews. Registration and obligation to surrender Jewish assets.” The document be-
gins as follows:*?’

“To cleanse the countryside of Jews, the following measures must be taken, giving

due consideration to local and, in particular, economic conditions. All Jews must

be confined to ghettos, that is, in larger cities that already host a large number of

Jews.”

This is followed by detailed instructions as to the organization of the ghetto —
which was to enjoy “self-administration” under the supervision of a regional
commissar — and on the “labor deployment of the Jews”:

“In order to employ the Jews fit for labor at productive work, it is appropriate to

set up an employment agency for Jewish workers. Any request for Jews for any

kind of labor deployment has to go through this agency.”
The wages earned by the Jews were to be paid into an appropriate account of the
Regional Commissar.

“The remuneration for the working Jews, however, is not to correspond to the ac-
tual work done. The regional commissar will establish the sums required to defray
the necessary maintenance of all ghetto residents. The highest rate for the pro-
curement of the necessary maintenance is equal to the locally existing social-
security maintenance rate. For the other, non-working Jews, the maintenance will
be defrayed out of the wages earned by the working Jews. To attain the stipulated
living standard (support rate), the Council of Jewish Elders will attempt to make
as many Jews available for work as possible. The regional commissar will estab-
lish the quantity of food required for all ghetto residents. ”

126 YVA, 0.18-103, pp. 4f.
127 | VWA, P-69-1a-19, pp. 54-56.
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If the workplace was located at a great distance from the ghetto, a labor camp
could be set up. The Jews were required to report their pecuniary circumstances
by the 15th of October.

During this period, the idea arose and was developed of creating a concentra-
tion camp in Latvia. On 20 October 1941, Otto-Heinrich Drechsler, the general
commissar for the region, drew up a file memo in which he stated:!?

“SS Brigadefihrer Stahlecker visited me in my private quarters on 11 October

1941 and explained that, according to the desire of the Fuhrer, a large concentra-

tion camp for Jews deported from the Protectorate and the Reich was to be set up

in the region of Riga, Jelgava and Tukums. On that occasion, he asked me to help
him in the procurement of the necessary materials. | sympathized with him in view
of this situation, but explained that naturally everything would have to be done to
fulfill the Fuhrer’s wish.”
A handwritten note informs us that the then head of Einsatzkommando 2 of Ein-
satzgruppe A, SS Sturmbannfiihrer Rudolf Lange, communicated to Drechsler by
phone that the camp was to be built 20 km from Riga, with a capacity of 25,000
inmates. The first inmates were scheduled to arrive on 10 November 1941. “A
second camp for 25,000 [inmates] is to be built within the framework of the
Minsk Ghetto.”?8

Surprisingly, the proposal to build a concentration camp was brought up by
Lange, a subordinate of Stahlecker, leader of Einsatzgruppe A, who had allegedly
received the order to exterminate all the Jews in the Reichskommissariat Ostland.
In a file memo with the subject “Establishing a concentration camp in Latvia”
dated 1 October 1941, he noted that, at the time, there were approximately 3,000
inmates in the prisons of Riga, but that there was no way to employ them for any
useful work:1%

“Already for this reason it therefore appears imperative to establish a concentra-
tion camp in order to enable a greater exploitation of the inmate labor force.
Another aspect in favor of establishing a concentration camp in the vicinity of Ri-
ga is the fact that there are still approximately 23,000 Jews in Riga. Cramming
the Jews into a ghetto can only be a transitional solution. The necessity will arise
shortly to free up the dwelling space occupied by the Jews for other purposes. If
possible, an effort must also be made to put 100% to work all the male and female
Jews who have been put only partially to work by armed forces agencies etc. Fi-
nally, the ghetto offers no possibility of preventing their continued procreation. ”

The camp location would have to meet certain requirements, and Lange occupied
himself with these as well:
“The land in the triangle between Riga, Jelgava and Tukums meets all these re-
quirements. It is rather thinly settled countryside.”
Lange had inspected it on 27 September. The small farmhouses in the zone could
form the nucleus for the construction of the camp. The territory was rich in tim-

128 Y|VOQ, Occ. E 3-29.
129 RGVA, 504-2-8, pp. 148-150.
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ber, and the inmates could be employed in the extraction of peat, which was
abundant. It was also possible to produce electricity for Riga using peat instead of
coal. The territory permitted agriculture and animal husbandry. The camp could
have absorbed the brick factories along the road from Jelgava to Tukums. In clos-
ing, Lange described the significance and scope of his proposal:

“Already now it can be said that the earmarked region offers so many possibili-
ties that all the Jews remaining in Riga and even all of Latvia could be concen-
trated there. When so doing, the male Jews would have to be housed separately
from the females right from the start to prevent any further procreation. Children
under 14 will have to remain with the women.”

Lange’s view of the future was therefore totally incompatible with the prospect of
extermination allegedly ordered by his superior, Stahlecker.

At Berlin, Lange’s proposal was amended based on the planned deportation of
Jews from the Reich into Latvia, resulting in the concentration camp at Salaspils,
but this does not alter the fact that the initial concept was in contradiction to any
policy of extermination.

The response of the commissar of the Riga District to the above-mentioned di-
rectives of the Reichskommissar Ostland on the “Establishing of ghettos, Jewish
labor camps and labor deployment of the Jews” is known: In a letter of 20 Octo-
ber 1941, he describes the measures undertaken by the civil administration of
Latvia:'%®

“1. Registration of all Jews for enumeration and personal recording in special
reporting office.

2. Marking of all full-blooded Jews with Star of David and imposition of individu-
al prohibitions and regulations, for example, use of public transportation, possi-
bility of presence in public, etc.

3. Obligation to work for all Jews fit for work, both male and female.

4. Appointment of a Jewish Council of Elders, to whom the responsibility for the
entire Jewish community and the administration thereof shall be transferred.

5. Preliminary work on the establishment of a ghetto in the district of the Moscow
suburbs.”

Particular attention is given to the “Region of Riga City””:

“A Jewish problem as such exists only in the area of the City Commissariat in Ri-
ga. According to the registration carried out so far, approximately 30,000 Jews
could be recorded. The establishing of the ghetto in the Moscow suburbs is near-
ing completion. The last Jew will have disappeared from the cityscape by 1 No-
vember 1941. The Aryans residing in this part of the city pose a particular diffi-
culty when establishing the ghetto. The number of Aryans living in the Moscow
suburbs amounted to 7,000. A Jewish security service, equipped with rubber billy
clubs, was set up to maintain calm and order in the ghetto. The ghetto residents
take care of their affairs by way of self-administration. The Jewish council of el-
ders set up by the military administration was maintained for this purpose. This

130 GARF, 7445-2-145, pp. 44-46.
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council of elders also takes care of the traffic between the ghetto and the German

agencies.

The labor deployment of the Riga Jews and the residents of the Riga Ghetto is

coming along extraordinarily well. Preparatory measures taken by the labor of-

fice were already taken in order to take individual working Jews out of the mili-

tary agencies. Insofar as possible, Jews are to be employed by the armed forces

only where Latvian workers

a) cannot be deployed and

b) are not available.

Apart from that, the forestry service and the supervisory authorities for the supply

of heating fuel make efforts to employ larger contingents of male Jews. These are

then housed separately from their wives in labor camps.”
A file memo dated 27 October 1941 reveals that Lohse had called a meeting on
the 24th of that month at which Generalkommissar Drechsler and SS Sturmbann-
fuhrer Lange were present. The latter had stated that he had acted “merely on
Heydrich’s orders”; Heydrich had urged haste because the first transport of Jews
was already scheduled for the 10th of November.!! Lange further explained that
so far

“only a few trees had been felled to make room for roads, and a construction

shack had been erected. Substantial work had not yet been done to establish the

camp, so that other provisions could still be made about the establishment of the
camp without loss.”
That the “other provisions” that could be made referred to shooting or gassing of
Jews from the Reich, as is occasionally asserted, is utterly unsupported.

On 20 November, the general commissar in Riga sent the Reich commissar for
the East a detailed report on the three ghettos in Latvia. There were 29,602 Jews
in Riga, including 5,652 “children up to the age of 14,” 2,794 boys and 2,858
girls. There were 15,650 Jews fit for work between the ages of 15 and 65, consist-
ing of 6,143 men and 9,507 women. There were 8,300 unemployable Jews, con-
sisting of 2,069 men and 6,231 women. The ghetto at Liepaja had a population of
3,890 Jews, including 782 “children up to the age of 14,” 409 boys and 373 girls;
there were 3,002 Jews fit for work aged between 15 and 65 (617 men and 2,385
women), and 106 unemployable Jews (29 men and 77 women). At Daugavpils
there were 935 Jews, 173 of them up to the age of 14 (86 boys and 87 girls), 719
Jews fit for work aged between 15 and 65 (298 men and 421 women), plus 14
unemployable Jews (10 men and 4 women).**

On 27 August 1942, the Reich commissar for the East, Lohse, sent the general
commissars for Riga, Kaunas and Minsk a letter on the administration of the Jew-
ish ghettos, in which he pointed out the following:!%

“The establishing of the ghetto is a political measure. Responsibility for it lies

with the political division. Apart from establishing the ghetto, the administration

131 YVA, 0.18-155.
132 | VWA, P-69-1a-19, pp. 21-27.
132 YVA, 0.53-1, p. 19.
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also includes maintaining it and the means for the maintenance of the Jews’ work-

ing strength (food and clothing, structural improvements in the ghetto). ”
The “working strength of the Jews” was considered an “accumulated asset.”

On 25 September 1942, Lohse informed the general commissars for Riga, Tal-
linn (German: Reval), Kaunas and Minsk:*%

“In the interests of maintaining the Jews’ ability to work, | request that care be

taken to hold back and store, out of the accumulated Jewish assets, sufficient

quantities of laundry, clothing, shoes and other objects necessary for bare suste-
nance.”
These measures were intended to avoid “jeopardizing the future labor deployment
of the Jews due to a lack of the necessary equipment.”

On 8 August 1941, Reichsminister Fritz Todt promulgated an “ordinance” on
the “Deployment of the Organization Todt in the occupied territories.” The aim
was the formation of units of the Organization Todt to improve the road system in
Russia. The “OT I” was responsible for providing logistical assistance to combat
troops. The “OT II” was subdivided into three “lines” responsible for road con-
struction: the first, directed by the engineer Helmut Thiele, was to concern itself
with “Thoroughfare XII from the former German Reich border near Taurage
through Riga-Pskov and/or Tartu in the direction of Petersburg,” in addition to
Thoroughfare Xlla, which was to link Ostrov with Pskov; Line 2, headed by the
engineer Grimm, was assigned to Thoroughfare IX, while Line 3 was entrusted to
Director of Construction Office Spérl, who was to build Thoroughfare VII and
VI

These ambitious projects required large amounts of manpower. On 7 Decem-
ber 1942, Deployment Group Russia North of the Organization Todt had 48,649
workers, including 2,580 Jews.!3®

Angrick lists at least 20 camps in the central Ukraine alone, deploying Jews
for Thoroughfare IV (Angrick, pp. 210f.), at least 25,000 of whom are said to
have died (ibid., p. 213), which means that the total number of Jews working
there must have been far greater than that.

Other fragmentary bits of information confirm the use of Jews for their labor
in these construction projects. For instance, a message intercepted by the British
in very early 1942 said:*3

“The regional commissars in Letishev, Stara-Konstantinov, Kaspopol, Sarny, and

Vladimir-Volinsk were asked to provide 400 male Jews each, for a total of 2000,

for urgent work on bridge construction.”

The Deutsche-Ukraine Zeitung No. 89 of 6 May 1942 reported the following
news item with reference to Shepetovka:'*®

1% jbid., p. 234.

135 | CVA, R-1368-1-1, pp. 1-3.

186 | VVA, P-752-2-1, p. 242.

187 TNA, HW 16-6. Summary of messages intercepted between 15 January and 15 February 1942.
ZIP/SMGP 33/17.3.42, p. 11.

138 YVA, 0.53-138, p. 2.
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“A Jewish labor unit is at work building roads and stone bridges. A 19 km long
road is being built from Sch. to Berezdov. ”

2.6. The “Fuhrerbefeh!”

As early as the early 1970s, orthodox Holocaust historiography made a clear dis-
tinction between the fate of the Western Jews and that of the Eastern Jews under
National-Socialist German rule. Already in 1961, Raul Hilberg summarized his
position in these brief sentences (Hilberg 1961, p. 177):
“Basically, we are dealing with two of Hitler’s decisions. One order was given in
the spring of 1941, during the planning of the invasion of the USSR; it provided
that small units of the SS and Police be dispatched to Soviet territory, where they
were to move from town to town to kill all Jewish inhabitants on the spot. This
method may be called the ‘mobile killing operations.’ Shortly after the mobile op-
erations had begun in the occupied Soviet territories, Hitler handed down his sec-
ond order. That decision doomed the rest of European Jewry. Unlike the Russian
Jews, who were overtaken by mobile units, the Jewish population of central, west-
ern, and southeastern Europe was transported to killing centers.”

The theory of the two-fold extermination order became an indispensable corner-
stone of the whole orthodox narrative, since it left every historian free to choose
whatever dating system seemed best suited their agenda.

In the second edition of the same work published 24 years later, the two al-
leged Hitler “decisions” are no longer mentioned; Hilberg amended the above
passage as follows (Hilberg 1985, p. 273; 2003, p. 276):

“The annihilation phase consisted of two major operations. The first was
launched on June 22, 1941, with the invasion of the USSR. Small units of the SS
and Police were dispatched to Soviet territory, where they killed Jewish inhabit-
ants on the spot. Shortly after these mobile killings had begun, a second operation
was instituted, in the course of which the Jewish populations of central, western
and southeastern Europe were transported to camps equipped with gassing instal-
lations.”

Historians inherited the “Fuhrerbefehl” from the Otto Ohlendorf Trial, in which
it played a crucial role, as noted by Earl:

“The court believed that there was an order issued by Hitler to liquidate civilians
and that it was given to the leadership of the Einsatzgruppen before the invasion
of the Soviet Union in the summer of 1941. Importantly, the court also believed
that this order explained the defendants’ criminal actions; the Fihrerbefehl was
the reason these men were on trial for crimes against humanity. No Hitler, no
crime. [...]

The defense lawyers cite the order to justify and excuse the behavior of their cli-
ents in Russia; it was their defense. The judge and the prosecutor also saw it as
integral to the trial because they believed it was the directive that was at the heart
of Hitler ’s racial war against the Jews. " (Earl, pp. 147, 186f.)
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It remained an undemonstrated supposition which was nonetheless accepted, be-

cause it suited both the prosecution and the defense in the same way (ibid., p. 94):
“Not only did the prosecutors fail to prove that the defendants were party to, or
even knew about Hitler’s Final Solution, but there was also no attempt to show
that the murders they did participate in constituted a systematic Russian- or Eu-
ropean-wide program of murdering Jews. ”

Initially, the historiographical debate on the alleged extermination order issued to

the Einsatzgruppen was not very heated: it was merely a question of determining

whether the presumed order was issued before the beginning of Operation Barba-
rossa or afterwards. | shall concern myself with this question in the paragraphs
below.

Debate among orthodox Holocaust historians on the presumed order to exter-
minate the European Jews, by contrast, was more heated; after a clumsy series of
conjectures of all kinds they eventually adopted Christian Gerlach’s hypothesis
that “the decision to ‘exterminate the Jews in Europe’ must have been made after
December 7 and before December 14, 1941” (Gerlach 1998, p. 784).

But even this conjecture, like the others, is completely unfounded, as | have
shown elsewhere.* What is important here is the fact that even Gerlach sticks to
the above-mentioned dichotomy, although he does not take a clear position on the
order allegedly issued to the Einsatzgruppen, with regard to which he limits him-
self to saying (Gerlach 1998, pp. 761f.):

“In the occupied territories of the Soviet Union, immediately following the Ger-

man invasion of June 22, 1941, a systematic destruction of Jews began with the

murder of men of military age. The executions were carried out by special mobile

‘task forces’ (Einsatzgruppen) of the Security Police and the Security Service

(SD), by police battalions, by brigades of the Armed SS (Waffen-SS), and, to a

more limited extent, by rear guard units of the army. Beginning in August and

September of 1941, women and children were also included. Beginning in Sep-

tember and October, entire Jewish communities were liquidated, initiating the

phase of total destruction.”

He then summarizes the dominant positions of orthodox Holocaust historians:
“The point of transition to a policy of exterminating the Jewish people, or the ini-
tial preparations for it, can thus be clearly seen in a number of occupied territo-
ries and regions beginning in September and October of 1941. [...] In the context
of these developments, most historians have hitherto equated the decision to de-
port German Jews with the decision to liquidate them. At the most, it is assumed
that there were two separate decisions. One, involving the execution of Soviet
Jews, would have occurred in July or August of 1941. The second, concerning the
extermination of Jews from the rest of Europe, is supposed to have been reached
in September or October of that year.” (ibid., pp. 763f.)

139 Mattogno/Kues/Graf, Chapter 5, “The Fiihrer Order and the Alleged NS Extermination Policy,” pp.
166-377.
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His contribution, as | have mentioned above, is in having propounded a Fihrer
“decision” in December 1941.

The problem of the two-fold order (or double decision) therefore remains
open: why didn’t Hitler issue a single extermination order valid for all Jews with-
out distinction? Why were two orders required? Even orthodox Holocaust histori-
ans admit that, at least at the beginning, the fate of the European Jews was quite
distinct from that of the Soviet Jews. As Browning put it as early as 1982:

“In deciding to kill all the Russian Jews, Hitler broke the vicious circle which

meant that, with each new military success, an ever-increasing number of Jews

ended up under German rule. The Nazi Jewish policy in the rest of Europe was
not immediately transformed, however. They continued to speak of emigration,
expulsion and plans for future reinstallation. [...] In February 1942, the Minister
of Foreign Affairs officially abandoned the Madagascar plan. Preparations for
the murder of the Jews did not therefore produce any immediate repercussions on

Nazi Jewish policies in other countries. The idea of the Final Solution for the Eu-

ropean Jews was formed by means of a separate process and resulted from a dis-

tinct decision.” (Browning 1985, p. 198)

More than a decade later, Dieter Pohl reiterated (1993, p. 98):

“Although the order to kill Jewish women and children en masse as well was pre-

sumably issued to the Einsatzgruppen at the same time — end of July/beginning of

August — the plan for the total extermination of all European Jews was not as yet

predetermined by this.”

These considerations supply the response to the second question which | set forth
above: if the presumed extermination of the European Jews required a separate
decision and a distinct order, then the Soviet Jews were not killed because of their
religion or race, but because they were Soviet Jews, hence within the general con-
text of the struggle against Bolshevism. The Hitlerian concept of “Jewish Bolshe-
vism,” which had already emerged in Mein Kampf (see Hillgruber 1987, pp. 105-
107), always remained at the center of Hitler’s world view.

The day of the attack on the Soviet Union, 22 June 1941, the Fihrer issued a
Proclamation to the German People in which he declared as follows, among oth-
er things:

“It was not Germany that ever attempted to export its National-Socialist world

view to Russia, but the Jewish-Bolshevist rulers in Moscow have incessantly at-

tempted to force their rule upon our people, and the other European peoples, and
this not only intellectually, but above all militarily and through power politics.

This regime’s activity has only resulted in chaos, misery and starvation in all

countries.” (Domarus, Vol. 11, 2nd half-volume 1941-1945, p. 1727)

At the Einsatzgruppen Trial, the defense introduced an “expert legal opinion” by
Dr. Reinhard Maurach, professor of criminal law and eastern-European law, in
which Point “C” regarded Germany’s war against the Soviet Union. He noted,
first of all, that the clash between these two powers was, and could only ever be,
ideological (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 346):
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“The enemy was not a state securely linked to the community of nations consisting
of one nation or a self-sufficient union of nations, but rather an ideology that con-
sidered the state it had created only as one of the vehicles of its power, that basi-
cally denied the forms of existence of other nations and states, and which had un-
mistakably shown in all of its assertions of power up to the outbreak of the war
that it would not consider the coming conflict merely as a ‘war’, i. e., as an armed
conflict that would be waged according to certain minimum international rules,
but that over and beyond this it was determined to fight it out without regard to
basic agreements and with every means at its disposal. All persons in authority in
both the German and the Soviet Russian camps were well aware, even before it
began, that the war in the East could not be considered a ‘normal war.’”

In this context, the killing of Jews — unjustifiable from the objective point of view
— had to be considered from the subjective point of view (ibid., p. 347):

“General extermination measures cannot be justified by any war situation, no
matter how exceptional; therefore we must examine to what extent they could
have seemed necessary subjectively. And this leads us to the question of the rela-
tionship of bolshevism and Judaism (a) in reference to National-Socialist ideology
and (b) in reference to the conceptions of the defendants themselves. ”

In this regard, Dr. Maurach wrote (ibid., p. 351):

“As a result of the historical sociological study of Russia during the past decades
it has been established beyond doubt that the percentage of the Jewish population
in political, cultural, and economic key positions within the Soviet Union is in fact
an extremely high one.

These findings were not only the result of inquiries by Germans and Russian emi-
grants but also, at least until about 1934, by Soviet Russian inquiries. But even
according to the Soviet statistical system which is reducing the Jewish percent-
age, it is established that the percentage of the Jewish population in the afore-
mentioned key positions exceeded their numerical strength (about 4-5 percent of
the total population) by a considerable margin on the average. Individually the
Jewish participation fluctuated and fluctuates in various offices, economic enter-
prises, and organizations, according to rank and positions. However, on the basis
of Soviet statistics it is possible to establish in general that the share of the Jews
was the greater, the more influential the office was, politically or economically,
and the more influence was attributed to the bearer of the office (de facto if not de
jure).

The infiltration of Jews into official positions amounted to about 20 percent on the
average at the time the statistics were made; the percentage was considerably
higher in Party positions, the average of which fluctuated considerably. Thus, the
Ministry of Foreign Trade with its representations abroad can be called a Jewish
domain to an especially high degree. This can be applied in a similar way to the
Ministry of the Interior, the Ministry for National Security, and to the majority of
the Economic Ministries; the Jewish percentage within the armed forces is espe-
cially large in the so-called political administration. Here the Jewish infiltration
into the higher key positions comes up to 65 percent.
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We have seen [...] that the National-Socialist ideology was rashly prepared to re-
gard this circumstance as a conclusive, if not decisive, proof for the fact that bol-
shevism was a Jewish invention and was only serving the interests of Jewry.”

In this regard, however, according to Maurach, the National-Socialist ideology
had confused the effect with the cause. Initially, Russian Jewry gathered around
two principal organizations: the Zionist groups, who were anti-Soviet, and the
Bund, with the Menshevik platform. With the passage of time, a great number of
Jews, who belonged predominantly to the intellectual classes, infiltrated the Sovi-
et bureaucratic apparatus, and it was precisely “this opportunism, and not an ideo-
logical and fateful link between Judaism and Bolshevism, which explains the
great Jewish influence within state and party” (ibid., p. 352).

But German soldiers, as they gradually penetrated Soviet territory, became in-
creasingly aware of the preponderance of Jews in the Soviet state apparatus, and
took this as confirmation that the theory of “Jewish Bolshevism” proclaimed by
National Socialism was a fact of life (ibid., p. 353).

Beginning at the end of July 1941, Einsatzgruppe C, stationed at Zhitomir at
the time, reported:4

“Many Jews, particularly the intelligentsia, are as active as they possibly can be

as informants and spies for the NKVD. They receive quite preferential treatment

from the Soviet authorities. They were employed primarily as administrative em-
ployees, warehouse managers, kolkhozes and sovkhozes (80% of the Soviet offi-
cials in the Zhitomir Region were Jews). In administrating their religion, the So-
viet officials hardly caused them any problems at all. In contradistinction to the

Orthodox churches, their synagogues were always available to them for practic-

ing their religious rituals. Among the Jews, there is still the hope that the Bolshe-

viks will return in the shortest time. Based on the attitude of the Jewish population
under Bolshevik rule, the population, apart from a few exceptions, is emphatically
anti-Semitic.”

A few days later, a report stated:'4!

“The prevailing role in the life of the people is played by the Bolshevik Party,

whose main carriers are the Jews. Apart from a few exceptions, the Jews were al-

so the sole beneficiaries of the system. Leading positions were almost without ex-
ception occupied by Jews. They exercised absolute power and enjoyed wide-
ranging economic liberties. [...] Jews, insofar as they did not belong to the Party,
were raised from the masses to leading positions through promotion by their ra-
cial comrades.”
The Jews were consequently considered “a factor of disruption of the very worst
kind.”142
In EM No. 81 dated 12 September 1941, Einsatzgruppe C declared:!*®

140 Mallmann 2011 et al.; p. 201. EM No. 31, dated 23 July 1941.
141 Ibid., p. 218; EM No. 40, dated 1 August 1941.

142 Ibid., p. 439; EM No. 80, dated 11 September 1941.

143 Ibid., p. 451; EM No. 81, dated 12 September 1941.
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“Experiences made confirm the earlier claim that the Soviet state was a Jewish
state of the purest water.”

It should therefore be quite clear, explained Einsatzgruppe C,*

“that the German people are not conducting this war against the peoples of the
USSR, but rather exclusively against Jewish Bolshevism.”

This conception also appears quite clearly in other private, non-propagandistic
reports, such as that from the commander of the Security Police in Minsk, Burk-
hardt, of January 1942 (Hoppe, Doc. 50, pp. 176-178):

“In the areas of Byelorussia that were Bolshevik even before the Russo-Polish
war, living conditions for lower-class Jews were the same as in the Polish sector.
Here as well, there were decidedly poor Jewish areas of settlement. Since the na-
tionalized economy in Russia didn 't offer Jews anywhere near the same possibili-
ties as in other countries, the Jews strived to gain decisive influence over the state
apparatus itself and the Communist Party.
Particularly desirable, of course, were the true Soviet power centers, the Central
Committees of the Party and the Politburos. The extent to which leading Party
positions were infiltrated by Jews, is shown by the following figures: With 1.77%
of the total population, Jewry accounted for 5.2 % of all Party members, the Jews
were represented with 25.7% in the Central Committee of the Party, and with
38.8% in the Politburo, a figure which rose to 42.9% by the close of the Lenin
era. These figures are averages for the entire territory of Soviet Russia. With this
one has to keep in mind that in a territory with a large and very dense Jewish
population, such as Byelorussia, the percentage was much higher. [...]
Even the attitude of the Jews themselves is completely different in the two parts of
Byelorussia. While in the former Polish territory the Jew was persecuted for un-
told ages and was therefore reluctant to take center stage, even in recent years,
the Soviet Jew, in the 25 years of Soviet rule, adopted an extraordinarily self-
confident and arrogant attitude, which he maintained even after the invasion by
German troops. Only the solution to the Jewish question as initiated by the Secu-
rity Police and Security Service was capable of bringing about changes here. [...]
This is contrasted by the fact that it is precisely Jewry that continues to be the
most reliable carrier of the Bolshevik ideal, and will continue to be. A dramatic
increase in Russian resistance and partisan activity is also noted in all the regions
with Jewish settlements. Even if the Jew does not himself become active as a par-
tisan or proceed against the Germans due to his racially determined character
features, he still supports resistance forces by supplying them with information,
clothing, etc.”
Maurach’s interpretation does not appear more justified than the National-Socia-
list interpretation, since it is possible that it is Maurach’s interpretation which
mistakes effect for cause; a 1943 German brochure explains that (Leibbrandt, p.
33):
“[...]in 1903, there was a split in the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party be-
tween the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks ( ‘menshinstvo’ — minority). It is charac-

144 |bid., p. 609; EM No. 100 of 1 October 1941.
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teristic that — as long as the outcome of the Revolution was still unclear — Jews
held leading positions in every political party in Russia. In 1905, Jewry’s hour
appeared to have come. The chairman of the Revolutionary Committee in Riga
was a Jew, a second Jew raged in Liepaja, and Bronstein-Trotsky was chairman
of the Worker Soviet in Petersburg. But the Czar was not overthrown.

All the Jewish activity in the Czarist state aimed at the collapse of the state, the
elimination of the anti-Semitic ruling class, and the creation of preliminary condi-
tions for Jewish rule in Eastern Europe on the path to world domination by Jewry
sprang from the so-called ‘Ahadha’amistic’ movement, led by Ascher Ginzberg.
After Ginzberg’s move from Odessa to London, Ahadhaamism became the foun-
dation for world Zionism, the leadership of which became the general staff of the
Jewish campaign against the rest of the world.

Czarism collapsed in February 1917. Jewry triumphed with the abolition of the
exemption clause on 3 April. Seven months later (7 November 1917), Lenin took
power, with 6 Jews, 1 Russian, 1 Pole and 1 Georgian at his side.”

This position, at least with regard to Bolshevism, coincided with that expressed
by Winston Churchill in 1920. He distinguished between nationalist Jews, whose
behavior was unexceptionable, and internationalist Jews, guilty of organizing a
“world-wide conspiracy” (Churchill 1920, p. 5):

“In violent opposition to all this sphere of Jewish effort rise the schemes of the In-
ternational Jews. The adherents of this sinister confederacy are mostly men
reared up among the unhappy populations of countries where Jews are persecut-
ed on account of their race. Most, if not all, of them have forsaken the faith of
their forefathers, and divorced from their minds all spiritual hopes of the next
world. This movement among the Jews is not new. From the days of Spartacus-
Weishaupt to those of Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela Kun (Hun-
gary), Rosa Luxembourg (Germany), and Emma Goldman (United States), this
world-wide conspiracy for the overthrow of civilization and for the reconstitution
of society on the basis of arrested development, of envious malevolence, and im-
possible equality, has been steadily growing. [...]

There is no need to exaggerate the part played in the creation of Bolshevism and
in the actual bringing about of the Russian Revolution, by these international and
for the most part atheistical Jews, it is certainly a very great one; it probably
outweighs all others. With the notable exception of Lenin, the majority of the lead-
ing figures are Jews. Moreover, the principal inspiration and driving power
comes from the Jewish leaders. Thus Tchitcherin, a pure Russian, is eclipsed by
his nominal subordinate Litvinoff, and the influence of Russians like Bukharin or
Lunacharski cannot be compared with the power of Trotsky, or of Zinovieff, the
Dictator of the Red Citadel (Petrograd) or of Krassin or Radek — all Jews. In the
Soviet institutions the predominance of Jews is even more astonishing. And the
prominent, if not indeed the principal, part in the system of terrorism applied by
the Extraordinary Commissions for Combating Counter-Revolution has been tak-
en by Jews, and in some notable cases by Jewesses. The same evil prominence
was obtained by Jews in the brief period of terror during which Bela Kun ruled in
Hungary. The same phenomenon has been presented in Germany (especially in
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Bavaria), so far as this madness has been allowed to prey upon the temporary
prostration of the German people. Although in all these countries there are many
non-Jews every whit as bad as the worst of the Jewish revolutionaries, the part
played by the latter in proportion to their numbers in the population is astonish-
ing.”
Churchill concluded with this appeal to the nationalist Jews:

“It is particularly important in these circumstances that the national Jews in eve-
ry country who are loyal to the land of their adoption should come forward on
every occasion, as many of them in England have already done, and take a prom-
inent part in every measure for combating the Bolshevik conspiracy. In this way
they will be able to vindicate the honor of the Jewish name and make it clear to
all the world that the Bolshevik movement is not a Jewish movement, but is repu-
diated vehemently by the great mass of the Jewish race.”

But even assuming Maurach’s interpretation to be completely valid, there re-
mains the fact that the National-Socialist vision of the world perceived the prob-
lem to be real, and thus, while it does not justify the massacres committed by the
Einsatzgruppen, it at least permits an understanding of their motive, i.e., the view
that Eastern Jews were the architects and supporters of Bolshevism. The massa-
cres were not, therefore, directed against Jews as such, but against Jews as Jew-
ish-Bolsheviks.

The statements made on 13 January 1949 by Walter Blume, ex SS Standarten-
fihrer and head of Sonderkommando 7a of Einsatzgruppe B, with regard to the
conference in Pretzsch, to which | shall return later, disregarding the presumed
extermination order for now, no doubt provide an accurate picture of the ideolog-
ical framework of the National-Socialist leaders. He recalled that on that occa-
sion, Heydrich

“disclosed to us that the concentration of men and leaders occurred because now
the Russian Campaign lay immediately before us, and that we, in the context of
this war, have the security-police task of securing the operations of the armed
forces with regard to the security of the troops in the territory that they just rolled
through. He spoke of the great spaces which remained unsecured, of the high-
ways, and mentioned the partisans in particular which had to be expected, and in
connection with unsafe elements, which could or would become a danger for the
armed forces, he named Eastern Jewry in particular.

[Question] What did he say about Eastern Jewry in particular?

[Answer] | have used the wording that is somehow stuck in my memory, that east-

ern Jewry was the intellectual reservoir of world Bolshevism, and that for this

reason, a military victory over Russia would not mean the end of Bolshevism as
long as eastern Jewry still existed. This is why Eastern Jewry must be de-

stroyed. 4

This, as noted above, explains the otherwise inexplicable Holocaustian theory of
the two-fold decision and two-fold order.

15 YVA, 0.53-141, pp. 54f.



CARLO MATTOGNO - THE EINSATZGRUPPEN, PART 1 131

This is, by the way, the interpretation of Jewish historian Arno J. Mayer, who
has written (Mayer, p. 270):

“Ab origine and in the first place, the Wehrmacht and its associated armies were
fighting to defeat the Red Army, to conquer Russian territories, to destroy the So-
viet regime, and to extirpate Bolshevism. The Jews became the chosen civilian
victims of this furious total war. Political and politicized soldiers of Barbarossa
fell upon them because they considered the Jew the primary carrier of the Bolshe-
vik system and ideology—and because they were more vulnerable than other real
or imagined carriers. This crusade within the war became ever more vicious and
systematic with the unanticipated blockage and soaring ferocity of the military
campaign.

Even so, and notwithstanding the unparalleled magnitude of the Jewish suffering,

the extermination of eastern Jewry never became the chief objective of Barbaros-

sa. The fight for Lebensraum and against bolshevism was neither a pretext nor an
expedient for the killing of Jews. Nor was it a mere smoke screen to disguise the

Jewish massacres as reprisals against partisans. The assault on the Jews was un-

guestionably intertwined with the assault on bolshevism from the very outset. But

this is not to say that it was the dominant strand in the hybrid ‘Judeobolshevism’

that Barbarossa targeted for destruction. In fact, the war against the Jews was a

graft onto or a parasite upon the eastern campaign, which always remained its

host, even or especially once it became mired deep in Russia.

When they set forth on their mission, the Einsatzgruppen and the RSHA were not

given the extermination of Jews as their principal, let alone their only, assign-

ment. ”
The “Guidelines for the Military Securing and Maintenance of Law and Order in
the East” dated 25 September 1941, which have as their subject “Jews in the new-
ly occupied Eastern territories,” refer to Field Marshal Keitel’s order of 12 Sep-
tember and clearly explain the National-Socialist position:146

“The struggle against Bolshevism demands a ruthless and energetic crackdown

first and foremost also on the Jews, the principal carriers of Bolshevism.”

This therefore required the prevention of any “collaboration” between the Wehr-
macht and the Jewish population and the use of Jews for important auxiliary
tasks. They could only be used in “labor units” under German supervision.

“Judeo-Bolshevism” in the Einsatzgruppen reports is treated as a proven fact,
a simple observation based on experience.

In the National-Socialist politico-ideological conception, “Judeo-Bolshevism”
was, therefore, not just a pretext for the commission of genocide for racial mo-
tives. If the Einsatzgruppen had received such an order, there would have been no
need constantly to stress the Jewish influence in the Soviet apparatus. On the oth-
er hand, it was not just a prejudice either, because in the areas in which such in-
fluence was scarce, the reports say so openly, as in the case of Borisov:'4

“Jews here were relatively without influence.”

15 YVA, 0.53-132, p. 27.
147 EM No. 31, dated 23 July 1941. Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 165.
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Even in the most-radical reports, such as that of Einsatzgruppe C in EM No. 86

dated 17 September 1941 (see Chapter 3), the priority of annihilating Bolshevism

was repeated over and over again:*
“Even if an immediate 100% elimination of Jewry were possible, the political
danger would not be eliminated by this. The work of the Bolshevists is supported
by Jews, Russians, Georgians, Latvians, Ukrainians; the Bolshevik apparatus is
in no way identical with the Jewish population. In this situation, the goal of politi-
cal-police security would be missed if one were to place the main task of destroy-
ing the Communist apparatus in second or third place after the easier task of
eliminating the Jews. Concentrating on Bolshevik officials moreover deprives
Jewry of its most capable cadre, so that solving the Jewish problem increasingly
becomes a purely organizational problem.”

Einsatzgruppe C therefore considered its “main task” to be the destruction of the
Communist apparatus.

2.7. The Claimed General Order to Exterminate the Jews before the
Beginning of Operation Barbarossa

In the early 1980s, Holocaust historiography was divided into two currents re-
garding the genesis of the decision relating to the mass shootings of Eastern Jews.
This division was summarized by Krausnick and Wilhelm as follows:

“The different views on the genesis of National-Socialist Jewish extermination

policy in 1941 consist largely in the fact that it is assumed, on the one hand, that a

fundamental order on the general extermination of the Jews was issued weeks and

months prior to the beginning of the campaign, while, on the other hand, an ‘im-

provised radicalization’ of the persecution of Jews right up to the final systematic

killing is assumed. ” (Krausnick/Wilhelm, p. 634)

In their view, these two positions “can only partially stand up to an examination
of the sources.” By the end of June 1941, the Einsatzgruppen were aware “at least
in part, of the existence of a general order to exterminate the Jews,” although it
referred “only” to “Eastern Jewry”.

The second position eventually prevailed and developed thanks, above all, to
the contribution of Alfred Streim and Christian Streit. The first was in fact rather
weak and was based on post-war statements which were dubious, to say the least.
One of his most important supporters was Andreas Hillgruber (1984, pp. 224f.):

“While it is disputed among researchers when Hitler committed himself during

the preparatory stages of the military attack on the Soviet Union — which was

planned in detail since the beginning of June/end of July 1940 — to exterminate
systematically the Jews on the territory of conquered European Russia in the
course of the intended racially-ideological war of annihilation, a good argument
can be made that his instruction, issued orally to Himmler or Heydrich, to shoot
all the Jews in Russia was orally conveyed by the head of the Reich Security Main

148 Ibid., pp. 478f.
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Office, as well as head of the Security Police and Security Service (SD), Reinhard

Heydrich, to the leaders of the so-called ‘Einsatzgruppen’ and ‘Einsatz-

kommandos’ at the end of May 1941, i.e., a few weeks before the beginning of the

attack, at the Border Police School in Pretzsch (near Wittenberg). ”
The references adopted by Hillgruber (ibid., fn 45, p. 225, quoting Hoéhne, pp.
328f., and Krausnick in Buchheim et al., pp. 363f.) in turn rely on the testimonies
by Otto Ohlendorf and Walter Blume. These two anecdotal sources nevertheless
vacillated ambiguously between a primary position of the Jew as a member of the
group of predestined victims and a secondary one, which subordinated their kill-
ing to the conditions of the war against Bolshevism qua the Soviet Union.

In the source indicated, Krausnick writes (Buchheim et al., Vol. 2, pp. 299f.):

“That the tasks of the Einsatzgruppen would include shooting all the Jews was

never mentioned in this order from Brauchitsch based on an agreement with Hey-

drich. [...] According to testimonies of participants, the secret order on shooting
all the Jews was nevertheless transmitted orally to the Einsatzgruppen leaders

personally, at the meeting of their formations in May 1941.”

In a note, he refers to the Nuremberg Trial transcripts, Vol. IV, p. 350, and Vol.
XXXI, p. 39, specifying: “Ohlendorf, 5. November 1945 und 3. Januar 1946,” in
addition to Document NO-4145, “Dr. Walter Blume, 29. Juni 1947 (ibid., fn
129, p. 300).

At the hearing of 3 January 1946, Ohlendorf was interrogated by Colonel
Amen, who, among other things, asked him what other orders had been received
by the Einsatzgruppen with regard to Jews and Communist commissars. Ohlen-
dorf replied (IMT, Vol. 4, p. 316):

“The instructions were that in the Russian operational areas of the Einsatzgrup-

pen the Jews, as well as the Soviet political commissars, were to be liquidated. ”
At Pretzsch, “about 3 or 4 days” before the beginning of the Russian Campaign,
there “was a conference at which the Einsatzgruppen and the Einsatzkommandos
were informed of their tasks and were given the necessary orders.” (ibid., p. 317).

In his affidavit dated 5 November 1945, Ohlendorf declared (PS-2620. IMT,
Vol. 31, p. 39):

“Himmler declared that an important part of our mission consisted of the elimi-

nation of Jews — women, men and children — and Communist officials. | was in-

formed of the attack on Russia about four weeks beforehand. ”
In his affidavit of 29 June 1947, Walter Blume also gave particular prominence to
the alleged extermination order (NO-4145. TWC, Vol. IV, p. 140):

“During the setting up of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkommandos during the

months of May-June 1941 | was at Dueben. During June, Heydrich, Chief of the

Security Police and SD, and Streckenbach, head of office | of the Reich Security

Main Office, held lectures on the duties of the Einsatzgruppen and Einsatzkom-

mandos. At this time we were already being instructed about the tasks of extermi-

nating the Jews. It was stated that eastern Jewry was the intellectual reservoir of
bolshevism and, therefore, in the Fuehrer’s opinion, must be exterminated. This
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speech was made to a small, selected audience. Although | cannot remember the
individuals present, I assume that many of the Einsatzgruppen chiefs and Einsatz-
and Sonderkommandos chiefs were present. | heard another speech by Heydrich
in the Prinz Albrecht Palace in Berlin, in the course of which he again empha-
sized these points.”

Krausnick continues by also referring to Ohlendorf’s statements which describe
the presumed order in the general context of the war against the Soviet Union:
“According to Einsatzgruppenfuhrer Ohlendorf’s testimony, the ‘Liquidation Or-

der’ applied to, as he put it, the ‘killing of all captured racially and politically un-
desirable elements who had been designated a danger to security.””

This category included four main groups: “communist officials, so-called ‘racial-
ly inferior Asians,” Gypsies and Jews” (Buchheim et al., p. 300).

Regarding the Gypsies, on 13 August 1942 the commander of the Regular Po-
lice at Cracow, Lieutenant General of Police Herbert Becker, transmitted the fol-
lowing teletype to the commanders of the Regular Police at Cracow, Warsaw,
Radom, Lublin and Galicia:*#°

“In the opinion of the RFSS, it is not permissible to intervene against Gypsies
with police methods simply because they are ‘Gypsies.” Of course, against Gyp-
sies who commit crimes or join the bandits [partisans] or are active in aiding and
abetting them, one must proceed as uncompromisingly as against all other law-
breakers.”

At the Einsatzgruppen Trial, Ohlendorf, while questioned by his defense attorney
Rudolf Aschenauer, described the problem of the presumed extermination order
as follows (TWC, Vol. IV, p. 244f.):

“Q. When was the order given for the liquidation of certain elements of the popu-
lation in the U.S.S.R. and by whom was it handed over?

A. As far as | recollect, this order was given at the same time when the area of
operations was made known. In Pretzsch, the chiefs of offices | and 1V, the then
Lieutenant Colonels (Obersturmbannfuehrer) Streckenbach and Mueller gave the
order which had been issued by Himmler and Heydrich.

Q. What was the wording of this order?

A. This special order, for such it is, read as follows: That in addition to our gen-
eral task the Security Police and SD, the Einsatzgruppen and the Einsatzkom-
mandos had the mission to protect the rear of the troops by killing the Jews, gyp-
sies, Communist functionaries, active Communists, and all persons who would
endanger the security.”

Ohlendorf claimed that, when Streckenbach conveyed this order in Pretzsch, he
and the other participants protested against it, to which Streckenbach replied that
he, too, had protested initially when Himmler issued this order, but

“that Himmler had rebuked him just as severely by stating that this was a Fuehrer
order, which must be carried out, in order to achieve the war aim of destroying

149 YVA, 0.53-1, p. 141.
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communism for all times, therefore, this order was to be accepted without hesita-

tion. ” (ibid., pp. 244f.)

Aschenauer then asked his client whether he was aware of “plans or directives
which had as their goal the extermination on racial and religious grounds.”
Ohlendorf replied:

“I expressly assure you that | neither knew of such plans nor was | called on to

cooperate in any such plans.”

This applied to Slavs as well as Jews. He knew

“that in the years of 1938, 1939 and 1940, no extermination plans existed, but on

the contrary, with the aid of Heydrich and by cooperation with Jewish organiza-

tions, emigration programs from Germany and Austria were arranged; financial
funds even were raised in order to help aid the poorer Jews to make this emigra-

tion possible. ” (ibid., p. 245)

In 1941, he himself, Ohlendorf, intervened favorably in several individual emi-
gration cases. He added (ibid.):

“When Himmler was in Nikola[y]ev in 1941, he neither made any reproaches

about this, nor did he give me any other directives. I am rather convinced that

where such an extermination policy was later carried out, it was not carried out
by the order of the central agencies, but it was the work of individual people.”
In practice, the principal supporter of the Jewish extermination order explicitly
denied that it was directed against the Jews as such.

Returning to Hillgruber, his reference to Heinz Hohne’s book is entirely su-
perfluous, because the author, in mentioning the meeting at Pretzsch, used the
same source as Krausnick, i.e., Ohlendorf and Blume (Hoéhne, p. 329).

Hence, the proofs for a presumed order to exterminate the Jews before the
start of the Eastern campaign were entirely inconsistent.

In early May 1984, a famous congress was held at Stuttgart on the subject of
“The Murder of the European Jews during the Second World War: Formation and
Implementation of the Decision,” during which two speakers concerned them-
selves specifically with the subject under discussion. Krausnick, who spoke on
“Hitler and the Orders to the Einsatzgruppen in the Summer of 1941,” reached
the conclusion that “the ‘general order on the total elimination of Jewry’” was is-
sued to the Einsatzgruppen “prior to June 22, 1941,” giving ample space to the
post-war statements, not only Ohlendorf’s and Blume’s “canonical” statements,
but also Karl Jager’s statements of 1959 — which contradict those by Ohlendorf
and Blume, as Krausnick himself noted (J4ckel/Rohwer, pp. 91f., 103). I will re-
turn to this in Chapter 4.

In the paper titled “On the Disclosure of the General Order to Exterminate the
Jews” by Alfred Streim, at that time chief prosecutor at Germany’s Central Office
for the Investigation of National-Socialist Crimes in Ludwigsburg (hereafter Zen-
trale Stelle), stated:

“While there is no doubt as to the existence of the orally-issued ‘Fulhrer Order’,

despite systematic investigation into the crimes of the Einsatzgruppen, to date it
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has not been possible to determine who, at what time and at what place, transmit-
ted the order to the heads of the Einsatzgruppen and to the commanders of the
Einsatz- or Sonderkommandos to exterminate all Jews. ” (ibid., p. 107)

Streim deserves credit for having undermined the credibility of Ohlendorf’s and
Blume’s statements as mere procedural defense tactics, and therefore also the re-
liability of historiographical interpretations based on these statements:

“Ohlendorf’s testimony and statements on the disclosure of the ‘Fihrer Order’ by
Streckenbach during a working conference in Pretzsch a few days before march-
ing off into the ‘Barbarossa’ territory are false. During the Einsatzgruppen Trial,
the former head of Einsatzgruppe D was able to convince his fellow defendants to
submit to a line of defense devised by himself with the observation that, if they
claimed to have carried out the extermination of the Jews from the very outset
based on a ‘Fihrer Order,” they could expect a more lenient sentence. ” (ibid., pp.
107f.)

In Streim’s view, the order to exterminate the Jews “was probably issued only a
few weeks after the beginning of the Russian Campaign” (ibid., p. 112).

Nevertheless, a few defendants, such as Walter Haensch, head of Sonderkom-
mando 4b of Einsatzgruppe C, declared that he had no knowledge of the “Fiih-
rerbefehl” (TWC, Vol. IV, pp. 318-320):

“PRESIDING JUDGE MUSMANNO: Now, Witness, as | recollect what you stated, you
were instructed by Stahlecker and later by Heydrich that you were to go into Rus-
sia and that you were to fight saboteurs, partisans, and obstructionists, and that
you were also to offer protection to the German army. [...] What was said to you
about Jews, gypsies, and Communist functionaries?

A. Your Honor, Jews and gypsies Streckenbach and Heydrich never mentioned to
me. These words never came up on this occasion. The details of the assignment
were not given.

Q. What was said to you by Streckenbach and Heydrich regarding Jews, Com-
munist functionaries, and gypsies?

A. If I may repeat this, your Honor, Jews and gypsies were never mentioned. The
word was never mentioned even.

Q. In this whole conversation with these two men the word ‘Jews’ was never men-
tioned?

A. No. It was not mentioned.

Q. Did they not say that Jews were active Communists and in offering security to
the army it was necessary to be on guard against the Jews?

A. No, your Honor, this was never mentioned. If | may repeat, the individual per-
sons or elements who might endanger the security of the troops were never men-
tioned at all by Streckenbach in any way, nor did Heydrich do so, but | was told
that corresponding orders existed with the army, and that the mission of the
Kommando was already fixed. That was during the second discussion with
Streckenbach. [...]

Q. Was anything said to you about the Fuehrer Order which called for a liquida-
tion...

A. No.
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Q. Well, 1 didn 't finish the sentence, but you apparently know what | am referring
to. What was the Fuehrer Order? You answered before | finished the question, so,
therefore, you are familiar with it. Now, what was the Fuehrer Order? Tell me.

A. Well, your Honor, | want to say the following.

Q. Tell me what the Fuehrer Order was.

A. Well, the Fuehrer Order, as | heard of it here and got to know it here, says that
Jews — | don’t remember the exact wording now but it was mentioned here — that
Jews, and gypsies, and dangerous elements were to be killed.

Q. And when did you first learn of the Fuehrer Order?

A. | heard about the Fuehrer Order — about the existence of the Fuehrer Order —
for the first time here from Mr. Wartenberg [Member of prosecution staff who
conducted interrogations in this case].

The question was never put to me whether | knew the Fuehrer Order, but Mr.
Wartenberg told me the fact that the Fuehrer Order existed.

Q. And when was that?

A. That was during an interrogation. It must have been the last interrogation, |
believe on 23 July.

Q. 19472

A. 1947, yes.

[..]

Q. In your conversation with Thomas, was nothing said about the order to liqui-
date Jews?

A. No. Nothing was mentioned.

Q. How long were you in Russia?

A. I was in Russia actually 7 to 8 weeks altogether. From the middle of March un-
til about the middle of July | was in Russia, but there were interruptions.

Q. And, during all this time, did you have conversations with your sub-Kommando
leaders?

A. Your Honor, I can only say that not even once was | told anything about the ex-
istence of such a Fuehrer Order.”

2.8. The Claimed General Order to Exterminate the Jews after the
Beginning of Operation Barbarossa

2.8.1. The Start of the Executions

Wolfgang Curilla noted that (Curilla 2006, p. 86):

“The question of whether the Einsatzgruppen received the order to kill all Soviet

Jews before 22 June 1941 from the Security Police and SD is disputed. ”
A few historians reply in the affirmative, and this opinion is also shared by nu-
merous verdicts of the pertinent trials, although the defendants of these trials
made defensive declarations of a mere tactical nature. The majority of historians
maintain, however, that the general order to exterminate the Jews was issued
“several weeks after the beginning of the Russian Campaign” (ibid.)

The most recent studies consider it established
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“that prior to their mission, the Einsatzgruppen received no general order to kill

all Soviet Jews, but rather, Himmler himself on his tour of inspection in Ju-

ly/August 1941 personally ordered the HSSPF to expand the mass murder to in-

clude women and children, who then forwarded the order to the Einsatzgruppen, ”
but Curilla considers even this interpretation to be “doubtful” (ibid., p. 88). Of the
references he relies on, the trial verdicts and the testimonies are, by their very na-
ture, the most-fragile; his reference to documents would appear to be more ro-
bust, but is still limited to the realm of mere clues, “without this providing an un-
ambiguous proof” (ibid., p. 107).

Those historians who claim that the presumed order to exterminate the Jews
was issued after the beginning of the Russian Campaign infer its existence from
the first executions, in particular those involving women and children.

It is nevertheless certain that the initial mass executions of Jews took place
due to local initiatives in the Memel Territory between 24 and 27 June 1941; or-
thodox Holocaust historiography attributes special importance to these particular
executions, either because they were approved by Heydrich and Himmler, or be-
cause they are said to have constituted the beginning of the “Final Solution” in
Lithuania (although the Memel Area was German territory). Under the date 30
June 1941, Himmler’s Dienstkalender contains the following annotation (Witte et
al., p. 181):

12:00 train ride with RF to Grodno by way of Lyck and Augustowo.

Return to trainl*® at 22:35”

The book editors limit themselves to stating that Himmler and Heydrich did not
meet any member of the Security Police at Grodno (ibid., fn 51); they add that

“in a report by the Tilsit State Police office active in Augustowo on a ‘punishment

action’, i.e., mass murder in Augustowo, Himmler and Heydrich were said to

‘have been informed of the measures initiated by the State Police office in Tilsit

and fully approved of them.’” (ibid., fn 52)

Konrad Kwiet writes (Kwiet, p. 10):
“On June 30, Himmler and Heydrich arrived in Augustowo. They had already re-
ceived telegraphic messages concerning the location and death toll of the first
mass shootings, and after examining a detailed report, ‘they both approved unre-
servedly of the measures’ taken by EK Tilsit.”
The text of the document shows that there was no order and no policy of Jewish
extermination at that time :

“In collaboration with the SD section in Tilsit, three large-scale cleansing opera-

tions were carried out, during which

201 persons (including 1 woman) were shot in Garsden on 24 June 1941

214 persons (including 1 woman) were shot in Krottingen on 25 June 1941

111 persons were shot in Polangen on 27 June.”

After setting forth the reasons for these reprisals, the report continues:

150 A train named “Sonderzug Heinrich” was used as Himmler’s mobile headquarters.
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“In all three large-scale operations, the persons liquidated were mostly Jews. But
they also included Bolshevist officials and snipers, some of whom had been hand-
ed over as such by the armed forces to the Security Police.”

Krottingen (Kretinga) was burnt down on 26 June, apparently by members of the
remaining Jewish population, but
“so far we have refrained from taking renewed action, since the only Jews left in
Krottingen are women and children, who are currently still in the custody of the
Lithuanian Security Service in Krottingen Area.”

This is followed by Heydrich and Himmler’s approval:

“Further punitive action was taken by officials of the Suwalki Border Police
Commissariat in Augustowo. Among other things, a children’s holiday home was
secured there. The Reichsfiihrer SS and the Gruppenfiihrer, who were present
there by chance, became informed of the measures introduced by the State Police
Agency in Tilsit and fully approved of them. The Gruppenfiihrer ordered the se-
cured building to be kept solely for the Reichsfiihrer SS, pending further instruc-
tions. ” (Hoppe/Glass, Doc. 14, pp. 143f.)
The initiative in the executions was taken by Sturmbannfiihrer Béhme (Mallmann
2011 et al., p. 79), on which Kwiet commented as follows (Kwiet, p. 4):
“Neither Hitler nor Stahlecker actually gave the first killing orders. They were is-
sued instead in the East Prussian City of Tilsit by SS-Major Hans Joachim Bohme
[sic], head of the Staatspolizeistelle (Stapo) Tilsit.”
This document shows that until that time, Himmler and Heydrich had not issued
any extermination order to the Einsatzgruppen. They limited themselves to ap-
proving reprisals for guerrilla activity, reprisals which did not involve women and
children. This was confirmed at Nuremberg by Wilhelm Ziebs, former case han-
dler at Department Il A (Legal matters, administration, general population is-
sues) of the Security Service’s Central Office Konigsberg, in an affidavit (SD-12.
IMT, Vol. 42, p. 443):
“For the SD Section Tilsit, the SD Central Office Konigsberg was the responsible
reporting agency in charge of the regional central offices of the party and the
state in the district. The SD Central Office in Kdnigsberg never issued an order to
the SD Section in Tilsit to liquidate Jews and Communists. It would not have been
authorized to do so. If such an order had been issued by the Organization of Of-
fice 111, the SD Central Office in Kdnigsberg would absolutely have had to be
aware of it. Likewise, the SD Central Office in Kdnigsherg would have become
aware of the results of the implementation of such an order. The objectives, tasks
and activities of the SD section in Tilsit are known to me in the most precise detail
because of my activities with the SD Central Office in Kénigsberg. The execution
of Jews and Communists did not form part of the tasks of the SD Section Tilsit. ”

EM No. 14 dated 6 July 1941 recorded the executions in the following manner
(Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 85):

“[Einsatzgruppe A, Location Riga]. Starting from Tilsit, three large-scale cleans-
ing operations were carried out. 201 persons were shot in Garsden, 214 persons
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in Krottingen, and 111 persons in Polangen. In Garsden, the Jewish population
supported the Russian border guards in defending against German attacks. In
Krottingen, 1 officer and 2 billeting officers were treacherously shot by the popu-
lation during the night following the occupation. In Polangen as well, 1 officer
was shot from ambush by the population on the day after the occupation. In all
large-scale interventions, mostly Jews were liquidated. The persons shot never-
theless included Bolshevik officials and snipers, some of whom were handed over
to the Security Police by the armed forces. ”

These reprisals were undoubtedly disproportionate, and later opened the way to
an even more merciless escalation. A conspicuous example for this occurred at
the beginning of July, as reported in EM No. 24 dated 16 July 1941 (ibid., pp.
132f.):
“After a total of 10 members of the German armed forces had been found on 2 Ju-
ly, a platoon of ordinary police and a platoon of infantry were called in, and
1,160 Jews were shot in retaliation for the murder of the German soldiers and
Ukrainians.”

2.8.2. The “Cleansing Operation” in the Pripyat Marshes

Initially, the circle of victims was rather limited. The order by the commander of
the Police Regiment Center, Montua, to Police Battalions 307, 316 and 322 dated
11 July 1941 in this regard was very explicit (Hoppe/Glass, p. 160):
“On the order of the Higher SS and Police leader for special duty before the
commander of the rear army area center, male Jews aged 17-45 who have been
proven to be looters are to be court-martialed and shot immediately. ”

The turnaround is said to have come about with the presumed Himmler order dat-
ed 1 August 1941, “all Jews must be shot. Drive Jewish women into the swamps”
(ibid., p. 94), which I will address now, and which Curilla commented as follows
(ibid., p. 105):
“That the extermination of Jewish men and women was the declared objective, at
least on 1 August 1941, can be gleaned unequivocally from Himmler’s order to
the 1st SS Cavalry Brigade.”

As Browning reports (Browning 2004, p. 281),

“on July 31, after visiting Hinrich Lohse, the newly appointed Reichskommissar
Ostland, and HSSPF Pritzmann in Kaunas, Himmler flew on to Baranovichi,
where he seems to have met Bach-Zelewski. One day later, the SS Cavalry Bri-
gade passed on to its units the following communication: ‘Explicit order by RF-
SS. All Jews must be shot. Drive the female Jews into the swamps.’ (Ausdrickli-
cher Befehl des RF-SS. Samtliche Juden miissen erschossen werden. Judenweiber
in die Stimpfe treiben).””

As a preliminary remark, it should immediately be noted that the Stahlecker draft
dated 6 August 1941 relating to the “Jewish reservation” in the East (see Sub-
chapter 2.2.) is in obvious contradiction to Himmler’s presumed order to exter-
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minate the Jews, which was allegedly issued only a few days earlier: can one be-
lieve that the head of Einsatzgruppe A knew nothing about it?

And can one believe that an order of this kind would have been issued to
Pritzmann, but not to the Einsatzgruppen at the same time? EM No. 40 dated 1
August 1941 treated this date as important solely for the following reason
(Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 213):

“Based on Fuhrer’s order, Galicia is withdrawn from the area of [military] oper-

ations as of 12 o’clock on 1 August 1941. It is now under civilian administration

as part of the General Government.”
On 30 July, Himmler visited Riga; the next day, his agenda bore the annotation:
“trip through Riga”; in this city, he is said to have met Lohse and Priitzmann
(Witte et al., pp. 188f.). But in EM No. 48 dated 10 August 1941, Einsatzgruppe
A reported (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 273):

“RFSS [Himmler], during a visit to Riga, mentioned that he intends to establish

police formations of Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Ukrainians, etc., and to

deploy them outside their own home territory in each case.”
There is no escaping the dilemma: either Himmler had not yet decided upon the
mysterious extermination order, but he was thinking about it during the night of
31 July/1 August, or he had already decided upon it, but did not inform Stahleck-
er. It is hard to decide which of the two hypotheses is more nonsensical.

On 12 August, Franz Magill, commander of the mounted section of the 2nd
SS Cavalry Regiment, sent Regiment Commander Heinrich Hierthes a “Report
on the progression of the Pripyat Operation from 22 July to 11 August 1941.7%%
This is a long report which dwells on marginal aspects treated at great length in
pertinent paragraphs: “Population,” “Soil Conditions” “Cultural Matters,” “Econ-
omy,” “Food Supply,” “Communication Lines,” “Condition of the Troops,”
“Weapons, Equipment, Vehicles” “Condition of the Horses” and finally “Pacifi-
cation.” But this paragraph only briefly mentions Jews:

“A large number of Jewish emigrants from the Old Reich and Austria were

found.”

The report on the killing of Jews covers only a few lines:

“Jewish looters were shot. Only a few craftsmen, who were employed in repair

workshops of the armed forces, were spared. Driving the women and children into

the swamps did not have the success it was meant to have, as the swamps were not
deep enough for them to sink. In most cases, you hit hard bottom (probably sand)
after a depth of 1 meter, so sinking was not possible.”

Subsequently, even more laconically, it asserts the following:

“The total number of looters etc. shot by the cavalry detachment amounts to:

6,526
The report concludes as follows:

“In summary, it may be stated that the operation was successful. ”

151 VA, 0.53-86, pp. 87-90.



142 CARLO MATTOGNO * THE EINSATZGRUPPEN, PART 1

The term “Jewish looters” points to a Himmler order transmitted by von dem
Bach-Zelewski on 27 July 1941 to the 1st SS Cavalry Regiment, which stated:

“For the most part, Jews are to be treated as looters.”

The next day, SS Brigadefiihrer Kurt Knoblauch, commander of the Komman-
dostab Reichsflihrer SS, issued a special commando order (Kommandosonderbe-
fehl) by Himmler titled “Guidelines for ranging over and combing through
swampy areas by mounted units.” It contains no reference to Jews. The paragraph
“Treatment of the population” noted that the villages of the swampy territories
could become “strongholds” for both the Germans and their enemies. The former
case was possible wherever the population was pro-German and hostile to the
Russians and Poles. In this case the population would have to be controlled by
means of mayors and men who could be trusted, installed by the Germans and
supported with provisions, horses and armored cars, and in part even armed, so as
to defend themselves against hostile attacks. The second case — strongholds for
the enemy — is described this way:%?

“If the population, viewed nationally, is hostile, racially and humanly inferior, or

even, as is very often the case in swampy areas, composed of resettled criminals,

then all those suspected of aiding the partisans are to be shot; women and chil-
dren are to be deported. Cattle and food are to be confiscated and brought to
safety. The villages are to be burnt to the ground”
The inspiring principle of this policy was: “No enemy may find support or suste-
nance in this region” (Baade, p. 223); it was, therefore, a sort of scorched-earth
tactic.

Erich von dem Bach-Zelewski, in his capacity as a member of the Higher SS
leaders with the commander of the Rear Area Army Group Center, which operat-
ed behind the combat zone, was responsible for the related “cleansing” which is
said to have concluded with “13,788 shot looters.” Nonetheless, the chief of the
general staff of the Rear Area Army Group Center compiled a report (presumably
“based on incomplete information”), in which he wrote (Krausnick/Wilhelm, pp.
222f):

“The SS Cavalry Brigade carried out its cleansing operation between Highway |

and Pripyat. Non-locals in the area as well as Red Army members and Jewish

commissars were arrested by the SS, and most of them were shot. The region may
be considered pacified as the result of deployment of mayors and auxiliary police
and the suppression of the Jews.”
Gerlach reports that the cavalry unit commanded by Magill killed Jews “between
18 and 60 years of age” (Gerlach 1999, p. 560). These were therefore military
operations to “cleanse” elements considered dangerous in the area behind the
front lines of the army.

The British intercepted many messages sent to Himmler in August 1941 by

von dem Bach-Zelewski, some of which refer to this matter.

152 Baade, p. 222; also YVA, 0.53-3, p. 312.
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The first is dated 4 August 1941:1%2

“RF SS Pers. Kdo., Stab Rf SS und Cher Orpo.

Situation report: Cavalry Bridge has reached the LUBIACZ-DOLSK-JANOW-
MOTOL-KLETNA line. 90 Bolsheviks and Jews were shot south of Highway 1
along the Morrez River during cleansing operations in the villages of WIZNA,
ROZAN, WIELKA.”

Another message was sent on the same day:**3

“Rf SS Pers. Kdo., Stab Rf SS und Chef Ord. pol

Situation report: No significant changes at SS Cavalry Brigade yesterday’s loca-
tion. North and northeastward of SPOROVSKOYE Lake Regiment 1 formed a
pocket to fight reported partisan bands. SS Cavalry Brigade liquidated 3,274 par-
tisans and Jewish Bolsheviks by the evening of 3 August 41. No losses our side.
On the commander’s orders, an SS Sonderkommando found an ammunition con-
voy which had gotten lost and guided the transport safely to its destination. Only
minor operations with police forces. Pol. Batl. 307 in the security section as yes-
terday. 260 partisans shot during a cleansing operation by Pol. Batl. 307. Russian
cavalry north of Highway 1 encircled and in the process of being destroyed. Rus-
sian cavalry south of Highway 1, after several firefights with Wehrmacht and SS,
apparently crossed PTSTSCH [=Pestsch?] in a southeasterly direction.”

On 17 August, von dem Bach-Zelewski sent Himmler this account:*>*

“To Rf SS Kdo.stab und Chef Orpo.

In the concerned section, the 252nd 1.D. in collaboration with the Pol. Reg. Cen-
ter smashed the Russian 112th I.D. which had broken through on 6 August 41
from the north southward via R I. Russian commander killed, commissars es-
caped. 1 colonel captured. Enemy suffered serious losses and lost its firearms.
The rest, scattered in groups, has fled into the woods to the south and north of the
R. No more serious resistance under unified leadership can be expected from the
enemy. A few days rest for the SS cavalry after reaching the collection line. For
the sake of maintenance on 14 August 41, the liberation operation continues
eastward in the Pripyat Marshes. Cavalry Regiment | is in the area of LYAKHO-
VICHI, Cavalry Regiment Il around LUNINETS, motorized SS in STARYYE
DOROGI and LYAKHOVICHI. Losses of Pol. Reg. Center during these fights: 12
deaths, 11 wounded, no missing; SS cavalry brigade: 2 deaths, 15 wounded; Pol.
Reg. Center brought in 200 prisoners thus far. Total result for SS Cavalry Bri-
gade: 714 prisoners, 9 cannons, 11 anti-tank guns, 1 grenade, 29 machine guns,
517 carbines, 600 rounds artillery ammunition, 300,000 rounds Russian ammuni-
tion and 800 horses. At night still small skirmishes with scattered Russian troops.
Russian 112 1.D. consisted of Reg. 575, 383, 503 and 227th artillery regiment.
Prisoners testified that they had received no pay for 3 months and only surren-
dered out of hunger.”

These reports confirm that the two regiments of the SS cavalry brigade in the Pri-
pyat Marshes were conducting military operations, not a manhunt for Jews, as is

153 TNA, HW 16-53, Teleprinter message, 4 August 1941.
15 1bid., 17 August 1941.
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attested to by the number of prisoners captured and the conspicuous amount of
materiel and weapons captured.

Returning to the Magill Report, the entire story is quite implausible. First of
all, the presumed Himmler order did not mention children, so that following the
order literally would have exempted them from execution anyway. In the second
place, can one seriously believe that Himmler would have ordered such an ab-
surdity? Drowning thousands of people in a swamp would have required enor-
mous labor, pushing them into the water, drowning them, fishing them out, drag-
ging them onto dry land and burying the bodies. Third, such an operation would
have required prior reconnaissance of the swamps to determine where the water
was deep enough. And finally, the report limits itself to mentioning that women
and children could not be drowned in the swamps because the water was too shal-
low, without ever indicating what was done with them in the end.

Any mention of a presumed Himmler murder order by drowning is also miss-
ing; but without it, the report appears fragmentary and incomprehensible. | have
already stressed the fact that the report only mentions Jews in a few lines, and the
conclusion is clearly illogical, since it claims “that the operation was successful,”
while, on the contrary, the drowning of the women and children — who must have
constituted the majority of the Jewish population — “did not have the success it
was meant to have,” i.e., it was an obvious failure. It is therefore probable that the
document has been manipulated, to say the least. The document available to us is
not the original, but a “copy of a copy.” Dieter Pohl and Hartmut Weber, in
commenting on their transcript of this document, moreover inform us that (Hop-
pe/Glass, p. 243):

“A copy of the report was found by the Red Army in early 1942 and published in

parts, while deleting most references indicating that the massacre was directed

primarily against Jews; see L. Dubrovitsky, ‘Bukhgalteriya palachey,” in lzvestia,

4 February 1942, p. 2.”

This article, whose Russian headline “Bukhgalteriya palachey” (“Byxranrepust
nanaueii”) translates as “The Executioners’ Bookkeeping,” refers to a document
from the “SS von Magill.” The article claims to quote the following contentious
passage from this document in Russian (ibid.):

“We drove the women and children into the swamp, but this did not produce the

desired result, since the swamp was not deep enough for them to drown. They can

touch the bottom at a depth of 1 meter in the majority of cases... [illegible
word].”
The document could therefore be a Soviet forgery (in terms of a fabricated inser-
tion) fobbed off onto their Western “allies,” and, as we shall soon see, there are
good reasons for thinking so.

Karel C. Berkhoff has outlined the history of the document as follows:

“The Soviet authorities found telling documents in the headquarters of the 1st SS

Cavalry Brigade, including a report about a ‘Pripyat Action’ conducted between

July 27 and August 11, 1941. Thousands of civilians died in that campaign of
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mass murder, the vast majority of them Jews. The report included this passage:

‘Driving women and children into the marshes did not have the required result,

for the marshes were not deep enough to allow for drowning. At a depth of one

meter in most cases one reached solid ground (probably sand), so that drowning
was impossible.” An article in lzvestia in February 1942 attributed to a battalion
commissar quoted all of this without clarifying that the victims were Jews. The
writer or his censor also omitted an explicit passage about ‘gathering the Jews’
and the comment ‘Jewish looters were shot. Only a few artisans, who had been
put to work in repair shops of the Wehrmacht, were left aside.” Yet the removal of

Jews was inconsistent, for the article quoted accurately the following from anoth-

er captured report, about the ‘pacification’ of the Belarusian townlet of Starobin:

‘It was ordered to shoot all Jewish males without exception, which was carried

out... The auxiliary police carried out a number of executions and arrests.” The

German report was signed by one Magill, but Izvestia (and later Molotov) called

him ‘von Magill.”” (Berkhoff 2012, p. 143)

The order to kill “all Jewish males without exception,” obviously adults, cannot
be reconciled with the drowning of women and children in swamps.

The verdict of the Braunschweig District Court of 20 April 1964, Ref. 2 Ks
1/63, in its trial of Franz Magill and four other defendants mentions a handout of
the SS Cavalry Brigade dated 4 August 1941 referring to Regimental Order No.
42 dated 27 July 1941, which ordered the following with regard to the Jews
(Sagel-Grande et al., pp. 43f.):

“Listing of all Jewish residents, during which all craftsmen should be listed sepa-

rately. Compilation of the order for the establishment of a ghetto and the marking

of the Jews in public by corresponding badges. ”
This means that there was no order to exterminate the Jews at all. Nevertheless,
the court claimed that Regimental Order No. 42 of 27 July 1941 also included an
order to exterminate the Jews, which was said to have been proven by post-war
testimony, including, first of all, the Magill Report! At this point, the court’s ver-
dict supplies an important bit of information:

“According to the testimony of the eyewitness W., these reports, drawn up for the

brigade commander [on the Pripyat cleansing operation, including the Magill Re-

port], fell into the hands of the Red Army near Toropets together with additional
documentation of the brigade staff. The contents of the reports were mentioned in
the Note of then People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the USSR V.M. Molo-

tov, dated 27 April 1942.”

The Soviets were therefore the sole repositories of the alleged “original” docu-
ment and the sole guarantors of its “authenticity.” The whole story is not only
nonsensical, but in open contradiction to authentic documents.

In other cases, the Soviets published photocopies of captured original German
documents. For example, a 1944 Russian-language “Communication of the Ex-
traordinary State Commission” on “Instructions and Orders of the Hitler Gov-
ernment and the German Military Command for the Annihilation of Soviet Pris-
oners of War and Peaceful Citizens” contained photocopies of four documents,
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the first of which was “Einsatzbefehl Nr. 14” of October 29, 1941.2% The fact

that the decisive excerpt from the Magill Report was not published in the original,

despite the fact that it was ideally suited for propaganda purposes, strengthens the
suspicion of forgery.

Magill was found guilty of “continual aiding and abetting in murder in at least
5,254 cases” and for “attempted murder in at least 100 cases” and sentenced to
the very harsh term of five years’ imprisonment! (Sagel-Grande et al., p. 27)

In conclusion, it is very probable that very many Jews fell victim to the
“cleansing action” in the territory of the Pripyat Marshes, but two important
points should be kept in mind:

1. the Jews were not killed as Jews, but in the context of a death struggle against
enemy forces, in which it was essential to deprive the enemy of any and all
support;

2. in this context, there was no need to kill women and children, who were no
doubt deported according to the directives of the Kommandosonderbefehl of
27 July 1941. These orders required the “shooting” of persons suspected of as-
sisting the partisans and the “deportation” of women and children, so that this
cannot have been a mere euphemism for shooting.

In his interrogation of 14-15 December 1945 by Major Tsvetayev, local com-
mander of the 2nd Division of the NKVD, Friedrich Jeckeln, former Higher SS
and Police leader in Riga, summarized the story of the drowning of the Jews in
the swamps in a different context. According to him, Himmler had informed him
that there were plans for many transports of Jews from the Reich and other coun-
tries to the Salaspils Camp, but:1%

“Himmler said that he had not yet decided how these people were to be extermi-

nated; whether to shoot them in Salaspils, or to chase them someplace into the

swamp.”
This absurd statement was no doubt suggested to him by NKVD officials.

The circle of victims broadened in a big way compared to the initial practice:
some Einsatzkommandos extended it to a few officials, and to some extent to
mere members of the Communist party, members of the Jewish “intelligentsia,”
Asians and the mentally ill, to women and children. But even in this, the Einsatz-
gruppen reports disagree, and the motivations for the executions sometimes re-
veal conflicting perspectives.

In conclusion, given that there is no evidence of a general order to exterminate
the Soviet Jews, the executions must have been carried out by local commanders
who decided upon the times and methods of their actions within the context of the
struggle against “Judeo-Bolshevism” and in the frantic efforts to provide security
for the armed forces; the increasing strength of the partisan movement hardened
their attitude. It is possible that some, driven by a particular hatred for the Jews in

155 yYVA, 0.51-106, pp. 41-45.
156 «Aysforschungsprotokoll des Verhafteten Friedrich Jeckeln, Riga, 14. Dezember 1945, in: Christo-
forow et al., p. 350.
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this tragic conflict, may have really used the struggle against Bolshevism and the
partisans as a pretext for committing massacres which were militarily quite unjus-
tified.

2.9. Reichsminister Rosenberg and the Extermination of the Jews

The policy toward the Jews as set forth in Chapter 2 finds confirmation in the
documents regarding Alfred Rosenberg, who was appointed Minister for the Oc-
cupied Eastern Territories on 17 July 1941. In contrast to this, Yitzhak Arad
maintained in his 1979 paper that Rosenberg did not initially belong to the lim-
ited circle of unconditional Hitler loyalists “and was not familiar with the Fih-
rer’s directive to Himmler and the SS regarding the total physical annihilation of
the Jews of the USSR issued at the planning stage of the invasion” (Arad 1979, p.
285); in consequence, “his directives concerning the Jews,” although they were
fully in accord with the documented, official policy toward the Jews, allegedly
“stemmed from ignorance of the Fihrer’s intentions.” When he later is said to
have become aware of these alleged intentions and their implementation by the
SS, “he also gave his unequivocal support to the policy of liquidating the Jews”
(ibid.). Such a position is already undermined by the fact that orthodox Holocaust
historiography, as | have shown earlier, no longer claims that Hitler issued direc-
tives for the total extermination of the Soviet Jews in March 1941.

On 2 April 1941, Rosenberg wrote a memorandum which expresses his
thoughts on the future occupation of Soviet Russia. With reference to czarist Rus-
sia, the “core territory” of which was the background of Soviet strength and
which had to be weakened, he stated that such weakening could be achieved in
three ways (PS-1017. IMT, Vol. 26, p. 549):

“1) through a complete destruction of the Bolshevik Jewish governmental admin-

istration, without encouraging the construction of a new governmental appa-

ratus”’;
2) with a very intense economic exploitation or 3) with the assignment of vast ter-
ritories of this ““core territory” to other administrative organizations to be created,
such as Byelorussia or the Ukraine.

And here is Arad’s comment (Arad 1979, p. 266):

“In this document Rosenberg wrote that the Jewish-Bolshevik state administration

was to be totally destroyed (vollige Vernichtung).”

Another Rosenberg memorandum, dated 29 April, contains the following brief
reference to the Jews (PS-1024. IMT, Vol. 26, p. 561):

“The Jewish question requires a general treatment, the temporary provisional so-

lution of which must be determined (compulsory labor for Jews, ghettoization,

etc.)”
A similar mention is found in the already-mentioned “Instructions for a Reichs-
kommissar in the Ukraine” dated 7 May 1941 (see p. 116).

Arad (1979, p. 273) notes that
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“on August 16, 1941 Rosenberg issued the ‘Decree Concerning Forced Labor for
Jews in the Occupied Territories in the East,” the first document referring to the
Jews signed by him as Minister for the Eastern Territories. The decree obliged all
Jews between 14 and 60 years of age, both men and women, to report for forced
labor, those who evaded doing so being punishable by execution.”

On 18 November 1941, Rosenberg held a press conference in Berlin, the content
of which was summarized by Georg Wilhelm GroRkopf, who was part of De-
partment D IX of the German Ministry for Foreign Affairs. He summarized Ros-
enberg’s declarations on the Jewish question as follows:%

“With regard to the Jewish question, Reichsminister Rosenberg remarked that the
Eastern campaign will also solve this question for Europe; Jewry will be wiped
out entirely on this side of the Urals, even while there were still millions of Jews
in Europe.”

The original note handed out to the press by Rosenberg reads (Kempner, p. 87):

“The East is at the same time called upon to solve a question facing the peoples of
Europe: that is the Jewish question. Approximately six million Jews still live in
the East, and this question can only be solved through a biological eradication of
all of Jewry in Europe. The Jewish question will only be solved for Germany when
the last Jew has left German territory, and for Europe, when there is not one sin-
gle Jew left on the European continent, right out to the Urals.
That is the task with which fate has presented us. You can imagine men will only
be called upon to carry out these measures if they understand the question as an
historical task, who do not act due to personal hatred, but rather, as a result of
this very sober political and historical insight. For us, the 9th of November 1918
was both a fateful day and a day of decision. Back then, Jewry showed us that it
had decided on the destruction of Germany. That it did not succeed, is only thanks
to the Fihrer and the strength of character of the German nation; we must there-
fore prevent some sentimental European race from accommodating the Jews
again. And to this end, it is necessary to shove them over the Urals, or bring
about their eradication in some other way.”

Rosenberg’s press release fully reflected the idea which he had expressed a few

months earlier in the article titled “The Jewish Question as a Global Problem”

(“Die Judenfrage als Weltproblem?):1%8
“For Europe, the Jewish problem will only be solved when the last Jew has left
the European continent.”

On 31 October 1941, Leibbrandt sent Lohse a letter with the following tenor (PS-

3663. IMT, Vol. 32, pp. 435f.):

157 «Aufzeichnung. Betr.: Ausfiihrungen des Reichsministers Alfred Rosenberg bei Berliner Presseemp-
fang am 18.11.1941.” PAAA, Pol. Abt. XIII, V.A.A. bei OKW, Vol. 25.

158 pS-2665. IMT, Vol. 31, p. 67. The article appeared in the magazine Weltkampf. Die Judenfrage in
Geschichte und Gegenwart, No. 1/2, April-September 1941. The text had already been published in
the Vélkischer Beobachter in Munich dated 29 March 1941 reporting on a conference held by Rosen-
berg the day before. PS-2889. IMT, Vol. 31, p. 256. Copy of typewritten original in: YVA, 0.51-39.
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“The Reich Security Main Office complains that the Reich Commissar for the
East has prohibited executions in Liepaja. | call for an immediate report on the
matter concerned.”

On 15 November 1941 Lohse replied (ibid., p. 436):

“I have prohibited haphazard executions of Jews in Liepaja, because they were

irresponsible the way they were carried out. Please inform me whether your in-

quiry of 31 Oct. is to be taken as an order to the effect that all Jews in the East
are to be liquidated? Is this to occur without regard to age and sex or economic
value (for example, skilled workers employed in armaments factories by the
armed forces)? Naturally, cleansing the East of the Jews is an urgent task; but its
solution must be brought into line with the necessities of the wartime economy. |
have been unable to discern any such order from the directives on the Jewish
guestion in the ‘Brown Folder,’ or from other decrees.” (Emphasis added)

This is the reply by Otto Brautigam from Rosenberg’s office dated 18 December

(PS-3666. IMT, Vol. 32, p. 437):

“Subject: Jewish Question

To the letter of 15 November 1941

By now, oral meetings ought to have brought about clarity as to the Jewish ques-

tion. In general, economic concerns are not be taken into account when dealing

with the problem. It is moreover requested to settle any questions that arise di-

rectly with the Higher SS and Police leader.”

Essentially, Lohse asked whether he was supposed to kill “all the Jews in the
East,” which was something new to him, since none of the preceding directives
ever provided for this possibility, starting with the “Brown Folder.” In response,
Bréautigam did not declare that the directives had changed, but limited himself to
stating that economic concerns need not be taken into account in settling the mat-
ter. This did not necessarily refer to extermination, but rather to an exclusion of
Jews from the economic life of the country. At that time, National-Socialist poli-
cy aimed at deporting the Jews from the Reich into the Eastern territories. During
that precise period, on 13 November, Leibbrandt sent Lohse the telegram cited
above, according to which the camps at Riga and Minsk were only provisional
measures, because the Jews were to be sent “further East.”

It is worth mentioning that during that period the authorities of the Reich at-
tached great importance to economic issues. On December 19, 1941, Reich Labor
Minister Franz Seldte informed the presidents of the state labor offices that Hey-
drich had issued instructions “for the evacuation of the Jews,” according to which
Jews working in the armaments factories whose responsible managers had re-
fused to have these workers removed from their staff were not to be evacuated;
the same applied to their families.**®

The evacuation of these Jews was not decided until the end of 1942. This can
be inferred from a letter of the General Plenipotentiary for Labor Deployment,

159 YVA, 0.18-12, p. 1.
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Fritz Sauckel, dated 26 November 1942, according to which employed Jews were
to be gradually replaced by Polish workers.1®

After describing the ghettoization measures and the use of forced labor adopt-
ed by the Security Police and the Security Service with regard to Byelorussian
Jews, Report No. 9 of the “Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories,” dated
26 June 1942, concludes:*®

“The measures taken by the Security Police and the SD have created fundamental

changes with regard to the Jewish question also in Byelorussia. In order to bring

the Jews under effective control, regardless of measures to be taken later, Jewish

Councils of Elders were established who are responsible to the Security Police

and the SD for the attitudes of their fellow Jews. In addition, the registration of

the Jews and their confinement to ghettos has been initiated. Finally, the Jews
have been marked by a yellow badge on the chest and back, similar to the Jewish
star introduced in the territory of the Reich.

To exploit the labor potential of the Jews, they are enlisted in general to partici-

pate in closed labor deployments and for cleaning-up projects.

With these measures, the foundation has been laid also for the territory of Byelo-

russia regarding the final solution of the European Jewish question as planned

for a later point in time.”
This prospect is congruent with the program tentatively planned almost a year
earlier as laid out in the so-called “Brown Folder.”

The document that is most incriminating for Rosenberg is undoubtedly the
“Memo on a Conversation with the Fiihrer on 14 December 1941.” It concerned a
speech that Rosenberg was meant to give at the Berlin Sports Palace, but which
had become obsolete due to the U.S.’s declaration of war on Japan and the subse-
guent German declaration of war on the USA. In the memo dated 16 December,
Rosenberg noted (PS-1517; IMT, Vol. 27, p. 270):

“On the Jewish question, | said that the remarks about the New York Jews would

have to be changed somewhat now that the decision had been made. I took the po-

sition not to speak of the extermination of Jewry. The Fuhrer affirmed this posi-

tion and said that they had forced the war on us and had brought destruction, and

it was no surprise if consequences hit them first.”
I have shown in Subchapter 2.2. that the Fuhrer’s “decision” had nothing to do
with the claimed extermination of the Jews. In this context, one can only be sur-
prised that historians, who are of the opinion that this “extermination plan” was
so secret that the National Socialists had used a “camouflage language” even in
their most secret documents, willingly believe that Rosenberg — with Hitler’s ap-
proval — had wanted to speak frankly about the physical extermination of the
Jews in a speech in the Sports Palace, which of course would have caused a
worldwide sensation! It is now necessary to clarify what Rosenberg understood
by the “extermination of Jewry”. During the Nuremberg Tribunal on April 17,

160 pid.., p. 6, Document L-61.
161 RGVA, 500-1-775, p. 190.
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1946, he was questioned by the U.S. Prosecutor Thomas J. Dodd about the mean-
ing of this term (IMT, Vol. 11, p. 553):

“Well then, perhaps we can help you on that. I will ask you be shown Document
1517-PS. It becomes Exhibit USA-824.
[Document 1517-PS was submitted to the defendant.]
Now, this is also a memorandum of yours written by you about a discussion you
had with Hitler on the 14th of December 1941, and it is quite clear from the first
paragraph that you and Hitler were discussing a speech which you were to deliv-
er in the Sportpalast in Berlin, and if you will look at the second paragraph, you
will find these words: [followed by the above-quoted sentences]”

Dodd then asked Rosenberg the following question. (ibid., p. 554):
“Now, you have indicated that you have some difficulty with the meaning of that
word, and | am going to ask you about the word ‘Ausrottung.’ I am going to ask

that you be shown—you are familiar with the standard German-English diction-
ary, Cassell’s, | suppose, are you? Do you know this word, ever heard of it?”
Rosenberg replied scornfully (ibid.):

“l do not need a foreign dictionary in order to explain the various meanings
‘Ausrottung’ may have in the German language. One can exterminate an idea, an
economic system, a social order, and as a final consequence, also a group of hu-
man beings, certainly. Those are the many possibilities which are contained in
that word. For that | do not need an English-German dictionary. ”

Dodd doubled down (ibid., p. 555):

“l want to remind you that this speech of yours in which you use the term
‘Ausrottung” was made about 6 months after Himmler told Hoess, whom you
heard on this witness stand, to start exterminating the Jews. That is a fact, is it
not?
ROSENBERG: No, that is not correct, for Adolf Hitler said in his declaration be-
fore the Reichstag: Should a new world war be started by these attacks of the em-
igrants and their backers, then as a consequence there would be an extermination
and an extirpation. That has been understood as a result and as a political threat.
Apparently, a similar political threat was also used by me before the war against
America broke out. And, when the war had already broken out, | have apparently
said that, since it has come to this, there is no use to speak of it at all.”
Rosenberg insisted that the quote in question speaks of the “extermination of
Jewry” and that there is still a difference between “Jewry” and “the Jews” (ibid.).
Dodd countered that the Jews had been “exterminated” in the Eastern territories
at that time and quoted Leibbrandt’s letter of October 31, 1941, referred to earli-
er, as proof of this (ibid., pp. 555f.; PS-3663; IMT, Vol. 11, pp. 553-556).
In a “closing statement” written in Nuremberg on August 31, 1946, Rosenberg
stated:162
“The thought of a physical extermination of Slavs and Jews, i.e. the actual geno-
cide, never crossed my mind, let alone that | propagated it in any way. | was of

162 VA, 0.23-11, p. 33.
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the opinion that the existing Jewish question had to be solved by creating minority
rights, emigration or by settling the Jews in a national territory over a period of
decades.”
In Nuremberg, Rosenberg also put ink on paper in a typewritten “Manuscript I1.”
Next to the heading he added by hand the note “For scientific purposes only” as
well as “The Indictment.” Here is an excerpt:1®3
“I did not consider a literal interpretation of the expression annihilation
or extermination to be humanly possible. | took the shootings in the East, of which
I had been informed, as a necessary measure in the suppression of communist re-
sistance, and also as local violations without assuming a really deliberate Fueh-
rer order. Reports from the Moscow radio station | put aside as propaganda. ”

2.10. Wetzel’s Letter of 25 October 1941

In his attempt to show Rosenberg’s “support” “for the Policy of Total Liquida-
tion,” Arad has recourse to a letter by Erhard Wetzel, an official from the Minis-
try for the Occupied Eastern Territories, dated 25 October 1941. This is presented
as a “draft” (Entwurf) of a typewritten letter which, as far as is known, was never
sent, and which bears, at the end, a single hand-written notation, which the ana-
lysts from Staff Evidence Analysis of the Office of US Chief Counsel interpreted
as “Wet 25/10.” Above this, the letters “N.d.H.M.” are said to appear, faintly
written in pencil, which is said to mean “Nachschrift dem Herrn Minister” —
“copy for the Minister,”*% but “Nachschrift” does not mean “copy” (in German
Abschrift), but rather, “postscript.” In the German transcript of the document, the
initials are “N.d.R.M.”, and the hand-written letters in the margin read “WIt.”
This “draft” has as its subject “Solution of the Jewish question” and is ad-
dressed to the “Reichskommissar fiir das Ostland” Lohse, with reference to a re-
port written by Lohse, dated 4 October 1941, “Regarding the solution of the Jew-
ish question.” On this, Arad writes (Arad 1979, p. 277):
“On October 4, Lohse sent Rosenberg a report on The Solution of the Jewish
Problem.’ In the report he described the mass murders, apparently adding that
death by firing squads had created problems and that it was necessary to find an
alternative method of extermination. ”
This claim contains no reference to the source, and this is not surprising, since the
report in question has never been found, so that the summary supplied by the Is-
raeli historian is purely imaginary. This report is also mentioned in the cover let-
ter accompanying the “draft,” which begins this way (NO-997):
“I have no objection against your proposal for the solution to the Jewish ques-
tion.”

163 YVA, 0.23-11, pp. 5f.

164 Translation of document NO-365. Office of U.S. Chief Counsel. Staff Evidence Analysis, p. 2. NA-
RA, Record Group No. 238, NO-365.

165 Staatsarchiv Niirnberg, KV-Anklage, Umdrucke deutsch, NO-365.
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The letter in question, which is undated, is, in turn, yet another “draft.” According
to the heading, it is supposed to have been written by Wetzel in his capacity as
“case handler” from “Reich Minister for the Occupied Eastern Territories” Ros-
enberg, just like the letter dated 25 October. The content of Lohse’s report dated
4 October is not indicated.

This maneuver is obviously intended to create an antecedent to the letter of 25
October, upon which Arad dwells at great length (Arad 1979, pp. 277f.). The
document should be examined in its historical-documentary context, starting, ob-
viously, with an analysis of the text (NO-365):

“Subject.: Solution of the Jewish Question.

1. To the Reich Commissar for the East

Re: Your report of 4 Oct. 1941 on the solution to the Jewish question

Referring to my letter of 18 Oct. 1941, you are informed that Oberdienstleiter

Brack of the Chancellery of the Fuehrer has declared himself ready to collaborate

in the manufacture of the necessary shelters, as well as the gassing devices. At the

present time the devices in question are not on hand in the Reich in sufficient
numbers; they will first have to be manufactured. Since in Brack’s opinion the
manufacture of the devices in the Reich will cause more difficulty than if manufac-
tured on the spot, Brack deems it most expedient to send his people directly to Ri-
ga, especially his chemist Dr. Kallmeyer, who will have everything further done
there. Oberdienstleiter Brack points out that the process in question is not without
danger, so that special protective measures are necessary. Under these circum-
stances | beg you to turn to Oberdienstleiter Brack, in the Chancellery of the

Fuehrer, through your Higher SS and Police leader and to request the dispatch of

the chemist Dr. Kallmeyer as well as of further aides. | draw attention to the fact

that Sturmbannfuehrer Eichmann, the referent for Jewish questions in the RSHA,
is in agreement with this process.

On information from Sturmbannfuehrer Eichmann, camps for Jews to be set up in

Riga and Minsk to which Jews from the old Reich territory may possibly be sent.

At the present time, Jews being deported from the old Reich are to be sent to

Litzmannstadt [L.6dz], but also to other camps, to be later used as labor in the

East so far as they are able to work.

As matters stand, there is no objection if those Jews who are unable to work are

eliminated with Brack’s means. In this manner, then, events will no longer be pos-

sible such as occurred during the shooting of the Jews in Vilnius according to a

report which has been presented to me, and which can hardly be condoned of, al-

so considering that the shootings were carried out in public. The able-bodied

[Jews] on the other hand, will be shipped off East for labor deployment. That

able-bodied men and women should be kept separately should be obvious.

Please report to me regarding any further measures. ”

Angrick and Klein then proceed to comment as follows (Angrick/Klein, p. 188):

“This is the first open statement that Jews evacuated from the west to the Reich

Commissariat Ostland could be killed with gas if they were not able to work.

Nonetheless, for historians, this draft letter continues to raise more questions
about the further course of action of the mass murders than it answers. It is a mat-
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ter of fact that no gas chambers were ever built in the civil-administrated Reich
Commissariat Ostland. Lohse and Brack testified after the war that they were un-
aware of the letter and its contents. The chemist Kallmeyer said he had never
been to Riga. Eichmann’s remarks regarding this document, which were made in
Israeli custody, were different. He did not doubt the incident, but said that upon
receiving the inquiry from the RMbO, he had merely passed along the position of
his boss Gestapo chief Heinrich Miller. During his trial, however, Eichmann
claimed that he had discussed gas chambers with regard to Riga. Wetzel in turn
said he had merely taken dictation from his boss, at the time Georg Leibbrandt.”

In fact, this document raises serious questions, not only historically and historio-
graphically, but with regard to its authenticity as well. The document implicates
three individuals: Eichmann, Kallmeyer and Brack.

During the 98th hearing of his trial (17 July 1961), Eichmann questioned the
document, raising a series of objections, the meaning of which was briefly sum-
marized by the prosecutor as follows: “And you are claiming that it was forged?”
Eichmann explicitly declared (State of Israel, Vol. IV, p. 1707):

“I would never have spoken to Wetzel about gas, because | had nothing to do with

the killing.”

During the U.S. proceedings brought against Karl Brandt and others (The Medi-
cal Case), the chemist Helmut Kallmeyer rendered an affidavit on 20 June 1947
with reference to Wetzel’s letter, which had already been introduced into evi-
dence. Kallmeyer declared in his affidavit:16®

“I was neither in Riga nor the Baltic in the Fall of 1941 or at any other time. Nei-
ther [did] Viktor Brack ever speak to me of sending me to Riga to co-operate in
the production of the necessary quarters and the gas chambers (Vergasungsappa-
rate) and to make all further arrangements. ”

Finally, Brack, during his trials, asserted that he knew nothing of the letter in
question (TWC, Vol. I, pp. 887-889):

“Q. Did you receive a copy of this letter, Herr Brack?

A. | did not receive a copy of it nor did | even see a copy of that letter, nor do |
know this Amtsgerichtsrat Wetzel.

Q. Did you have a conference with Eichmann on this problem, on the solution of
the Jewish question?

A. | already said | cannot even remember the name Eichmann, nor can | remem-
ber the name Wetzel.

Q. Do you know anything about the matters discussed at this conference concern-
ing the solution of the Jewish problem?

A. No. I know nothing.

Q. You have no idea. You never made any suggestions as to what kind of treat-
ment or what kind of gas chambers should be used for the solution of the Jewish
problem? You never did that?

A. | can remember nothing in this connection.”

166 Brack and Handloser Supplement V. Document No. 62. Affidavit of Helmuth Kallmeyer. Kiel, 20
June 1947.
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After a reading of the letter, the trial prosecutor asked Brack:

“Herr Brack, are you still going to maintain what you said here in direct exami-

nation, namely, that you tried to protect the Jews and to save the Jews from their

terrible fate and that you were never a champion of the extermination program?”’
Brack replied:

“I should even like to maintain that misuse, terrible misuse, was made of my

name.”
As for Wetzel, he appears to have passed unharmed through the procedural nets
spread by the Allies and by West Germany. Hilberg describes him this way (Hil-
berg 2003, Vol. 3, p. 1193):

“in Soviet captivity. Released, 1955. Ministerialrat in Lower Saxony. Retired,

1958. Subsequent West Germany investigation terminated without trial.”
In Chapter 6, | shall show that the above-mentioned “gassing devices” are in-
compatible with the presumed “gas vans,” as claimed by some Holocaust histori-
ans. | wish to point out at this point that, since the “gassing devices” are associat-
ed with shelters (“Unterkiinfte”), they could only have consisted of stationary gas
chambers, either homicidal or for disinfestation. The term is usually used for de-
vices turning a substance into a gas, such as the circulation devices (Kreislauf-
gerate) inside the Degesch disinfestation chambers using HCN (Zyklon B),
which were called “gassing” or “gasifier devices” (‘“Vergaser-Gerate”; see Peters
1933, p. 40). This system was tested at the Sachsenhausen Camp on 25 October
1940 by representatives of the camp’s health and hygiene department, of the
Concentration Camp Inspectorate, the Hygiene Institute of the Waffen-SS and
Degesch. The same day, the head of the construction department of the Main Of-
fice Budgeting and Construction sent an order to all concentration camps to use it
for disinfestation purposes in the future (Morsch/Perz, p. 262).

This interpretation is confirmed by two messages intercepted by the British in
November 1941:%67

“10. DQB de SPK SPK1 Nr 12 1107 3Tle 177 143 73 DSR 155SS Oberabschnitt

North Sea, Hamburg 13.

Firm TESCH STABENOW, HAMBURG 1. regarding letter of 5 Nov. Please in-

form me immediately when Zyklon was shipped, and when partial shipment of Te-

gas, Ethylene o.[xi]D and Trito can be expected, so that Dr. Tesch, who is train-

ing in Riga ... (corrupt groups)... all... are badly needed. Dr. TESCH requests

that his mail be sent here [handwritten]. Head physician, Higher SS and Political

Leaders, Riga.”
The gases mentioned in a garbled manner are, precisely, “T-Gas,” Ethyleneoxide
and Tritox.

The second intercept states:1®8

“SPO de SPK1 Nr 35 2200 3 Tle 179 141 DTD 410

Dessau Works for Zyklon and Chemical Zyklon, DESSAU.

167 TNA, HW 16-32, German Police Decodes, No. 1 Traffic: 13 Nov. 41, No. 10.
168 |pid., No. 52.
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Pickup of provided 700 kg. DNO by plane only possible from KONIGSBERG.
Have suggested to army intendant 16 to arrange for Zyklon transport to KO-
NIGSBERG by truck. If this is not possible, send a telex and ask for an address in
KONIGSBERG where the Zyklon can be shipped by express rail. Please report
successful completion to:

Higher SS and Pol.leader East, RIGA”

On 21 December 1941, the Deutsche Zeitung im Ostland (a German-language
newspaper circulated in the occupied territories of the East) published an article
titled “Hygiene im Ostland” (“Hygiene in the Eastern Territories”) which referred
to the recent introduction of hygienic measures in the Reich Commissariat (von
Lilienfeld-Toal):
“One of the most urgent tasks related to hygiene in the East is the improvement of
bodily cleanliness of the population and the struggle against vermin, particularly
lice [...]. By order of the Reich Commissar for the East dated 12 December 1941,
all municipalities are to create and maintain facilities required to combat and
prevent dangerous diseases. In this country, this most of all also includes delous-
ing installations.”
It therefore remains for us to examine Wetzel’s letter in its historical context. It is
an unquestionable fact that the entire documentation from this period not only
does not confirm the murderous implications of Wetzel’s letter, but is in fact in
open contrast to them. Suffice it here to point out that on the previous day, 24 Oc-
tober 1941, the above-mentioned meeting between Lohse, Drechsler, and Lange
took place; on the same day, the report was written about the meeting which had
been scheduled for 23 October under the chairmanship of SS Sturmbannfiihrer
Eichmann at Office IV B 4 in Berlin. A month earlier, on September 24, 1941,
Karl Daluege, Chief of the Regular Police, had sent the relevant offices an urgent
letter on the subject of “Evacuations of Jews from the Old Reich and the Protec-
torate,” which stated (PS-3921. IMT; Vol. 33, pp. 535f.):
“In the period from 1 November to 4 December 1941, 50,000 Jews were deported
by the Security Police from the Old Reich, from Austria and the Protectorate of
Bohemia and Moravia to the East to the area around Riga and Minsk. The expul-
sions take place in Reichshahn transport trains of 1,000 persons each. The
transport trains will be assembled in Berlin, Hamburg, Hanover, Dortmund,
Minster, Dusseldorf, Cologne, Frankfurt/M., Kassel, Stuttgart, Nuremberg, Mu-
nich, Vienna, Breslau, Prague and Brno.”
In none of these documents is there the slightest reference to a planned killing of
Jewish deportees in Riga who were unable to work.
Arad writes (Arad 1979, p. 228):
“Documents published by the Soviets and trials of war criminals conducted in the
USSR and other countries have not proved that permanent gas installations, in
which Jews and non-Jews were Killed, were constructed and used in the Eastern
territories. However, gas vans, in which Jews were killed, did operate in these ar-
eas. Apparently, Lohse did not accept Dr. Wetzel s ‘advice’ and there were differ-
ences of opinion between Lohse and the SS concerning the Jewish question. ”
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Apart from the conjured-up reference to “gas vans” which isn’t backed up by any
document, this is precisely the crux of the problem, as is further indicated by the
fact that Wetzel’s letter was “a reply sent to Lohse in Rosenberg’s name” (ibid.,
p. 227). Rosenberg’s role in this matter is too often forgotten. At the time, the
Reich Ministry for the Occupied Territories in the East was still speaking of ex-
pelling the European Jews beyond the Urals, and little more than one month be-
fore, he had, together with Hans Frank, discussed the eventuality of deporting
Jews into the Eastern territories:%°
“The General Governor then began to speak of the possibility of deporting the
Jewish population of the General Government into the Eastern territories. Reich
Minister Rosenberg remarked that similar wishes on the part of the military ad-
ministration in Paris had already come to his attention. For the moment, however,
he cannot see any possibility to put such resettlement plans into action. In the fu-
ture, however, he declared himself prepared to encourage Jewish emigration to
the East, since the intention exists anyway of deporting the asocial elements with-
in the territory of the old Reich into the thinly populated Eastern territory.”
Otto Bréautigam, in his letter dated 18 November, did not claim that these direc-
tives had been changed, but limited himself to stating that, according to the regu-
lation in question, one did not need to concern oneself with economic interests.
The meaning of this indication appears in the “Guidelines on the Treatment of the
Jewish Question” (“Richtlinien Uber die Behandlung der Judenfrage”), which
contained the necessary corrections consequent to the Fiihrer decision to carry out
the evacuation of the Jews to the East during the war, sent by Himmler to Rosen-
berg on 29 January 1942. This decision was reflected, first of all, in the first para-
graph of the document (T/298). | underscored the changed words, while the
words in the first version (see p. 114) are placed in square brackets:
“All measures regarding to the Jewish question in the occupied territories in the
East are to [must] be taken from the point of view that the Jewish question will be
solved in a general way for the whole of Europe [after the war]. In so doing, such
measures in the eastern territories as are helpful in bringing about the final solu-
tion of the Jewish question and therefore the expulsion of Jewry, must in no way
be hindered. Precisely in the Eastern territories, a rather speedy solution to the
Jewish question must be striven for.””

Another version, undated but dating back to the same period, of these “Guide-
lines” contains subsequent variations on the same text (here underlined; PS-212.
IMT, Vol. 25, p. 302):

“All measures relating to the Jewish question in the occupied eastern territories
must be taken based on the point of view that the Jewish question will be general-
ly solved for all of Europe after the war at the latest. They are therefore to be de-
vised as preparatory partial measures requiring coordination with the other deci-
sions taken in this area. This applies most urgently to the creation of at least tem-
porary housing possibilities for Jews from the territory of the old Reich.”

169 Berenstein et al., p. 252. The date of the talk indicated here was 13 October 1941.
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Paragraph 2 (Bevolkerungsstand) of the text of 29 January 1942 also mentions the
deportation of Reich Jews to the East, which at that time had already started two
months earlier:

“To these Jews come now the German Jews who are being transported out of the

Reich into the occupied eastern territories and who lose their German citizenship

with the relocation of their main residence into the occupied eastern territories

according to § 2 of the 11th provision of the Reich Citizenship Law dated 25 Nov.

1941 — Reich Law Gazette, Part I, p. 722.”

A distinction was maintained between the millions of Jews who had lived in
Byelorussia and the Ukraine for generations on the one hand, and those who had
spilled over into western Poland and the adjacent regions following the advance
of the Red Army in 1939-1940 on the other hand. The next sentence says:

“The still existing [instead of: the remaining residential] Jewish population must

first be recorded by way of introducing compulsory registration. All Jews will be

marked by visible badges (yellow star).”
The phrase “still existing” implies that some of the Jews were no longer present,
which can be explained by shootings, Soviet evacuations, or more or less coerced
flight, as may be seen from the Einsatzgruppen reports. In the next chapter, we
will see that the executions also intended to encourage the flight of large numbers
of Jews to (as yet) unoccupied territories.

Regarding economic activity, the “Guidelines” prescribed that “the measures
intended to bring about the expulsion of Jewry are to be carried out without re-
gard to economic considerations.” Until further decisions had been made, these
guidelines simply excluded “Jewish activity in public professions [as public serv-
ants] and trade.” Apart from that, the Jews were to continue their labor activities
(T/298):

“The Jews are to be used under supervision for productive, largely physical, la-

bor (road, railway and canal construction, agriculture, etc.). Jewish factory

workers, craftsmen and home workers may continue to practice their trades; in so
doing, efforts should be made, however, to pool them in purely Jewish enterprises
under supervision by the civilian administration. Where Jewish agricultural un-
dertakings (for example, collective farms) exist, they have to continue their work
under close supervision.”
In conclusion, Wetzel’s letter of 25 October 1941 is extremely dubious as to its
authenticity, and from a historiographical point of view inconsistent with the ex-
tant documentation. In addition, the assertion that Rosenberg actively supported
the alleged extermination of the Jews, or was at least privy to a general plan for
such an extermination, cannot be supported by documentary evidence.
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2.11. Himmler’s Orders in 1942

On 18 May 1942, SS Gruppenfuhrer Heinrich Muller is said to have sent Stand-
artenfuhrer Jager the following radio message:*"
“Riga, radio message No. 1533.
Secret.
To the commander of Security Police and Security Service, Lithuania,
SS Standartenfuehrer Jaeger.
On behalf of the commander of the Security Police and Security Service | wish to
inform you of the following telex:
Secret Reich Matter
Subject: Final Solution to the Jewish Question.
Following notification by the High Command of the Army, Jews employed at the
Army Motor Pool 630 in Minsk as skilled craftsmen were recently subjected to
special treatment despite promise to the contrary, thereby allegedly considerably
impairing the potential performance of this agency. If that is the case, I request, in
execution of a general order by the Reich Fuehrer SS and German Police Leader,
that able-bodied Jews and Jewesses aged 16 to 32 years be exempted from special
measures in the future, pending further instructions. These Jews are to be as-
signed to closed labor deployment. Concentration camp or labor camp.
Signed, Mueller, SS Gruppenfuehrer, by proxy.”
The sense of the document is that Himmler had recently issued an order exempt-
ing able-bodied Jews aged 16 to 32 from killing, in countermand of a preceding
order of total Jewish extermination, which therefore included able-bodied Jews.
But when was this order issued? Arad writes (Arad 2009, p. 119):
“Forced labor, which was imposed on male as well as female Jews, was one of
the worst nightmares in those days before the onset of the final, full-scale physical
annihilation. The military administration ordered all Jewish males between 14
and 60 and all Jewish females between 16 and 50 to perform immediate forced
labor. Rosenberg ordered on August 16, 1941, that all Jews, male and female ag-
es 14 to 60, were subject to forced labor and that anyone who eluded labor would
be imprisoned and in severe cases of evasion punished by death. ”
The Wannsee Conference, as is well known, prescribed the labor deployment of
able-bodied European Jews as follows (NG-2586-G, p. 7):
“In the course of the final solution, the Jews are now to be deployed for labor in
the East under appropriate supervision and in an appropriate manner.”
The “Guidelines on the Treatment of the Jewish Question” transmitted by Himm-
ler to Rosenberg on 29 January 1942, as | have shown above, prescribed that “the
measures intended to bring about the expulsion of Jewry are to be carried out
without regard to economic considerations,” and “until such measures were tak-
en,” only “Jewish activity in public professions and trade” was to be prohibited.
Apart from that, the Jews were to continue their labor activities.

170 RGVA, 500-1-25, p. 379.
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As early as 12 October 1941, Sonderkommando 1 of Einsatzgruppe A report-
ed that it had issued the following orders in Estonia:*™

“1. Arrest of all male Jews over 16 years of age,

2. Arrest of all Jewesses fit for labor 16 to 60 years of age, residing in Tallinn and

surrounding area, who were put to work cutting peat, ”

The men, with the exception of physicians and the Jewish elders, were executed
“by Estonian vigilantes under the supervision of the Sonderkommando.”*’* The
women were not harmed.

These orders were obviously in effect in January 1942,

A telex of Department Ild (Labor Policies and Social Administration of the
Reich Commissariat East) to the Generalkommissar in Minsk dated 17 January
1942 already contemplated the conservation of skilled Jewish manpower (Scheff-
ler/Schulle, Vol. I, p. 6):

“On order of the Economic Leadership Staff East, Jewish skilled workers from

industry and crafts upon whose work especial value must be placed in individual

cases in the interests of the war economy, must be preserved for labor deploy-

ment. This preservation must be secured through negotiations with local agencies

of the Reich Fihrer SS.”
It is moreover known that one of the most important documents on the com-
mencement of the so-called “Aktion Reinhardt,” the letter by Fritz Reuter, advi-
sor at the governor’s office of the Lublin district, Department of Population Is-
sues and Welfare, dated 17 March 1942, also provided for the selection of able-
bodied Jews for labor and their utilization in a rational manner (Berenstein et al.,
p. 269):

“It would be expedient to divide the Jewish transports arriving in the Lublin dis-

trict already at their railway station of departure into Jews fit and unfit for labor

deployment. [...]

Hauptsturmfiihrer Hofle is at work building a large camp in which the deployable

Jews can be registered by profession in card files and can be requested from

there.”

The letter furthermore states that “Piaski is being freed of Polish Jews and will
become the collection point for Jews coming from the Reich.” The non-deploy-
able Jews, by contrast, were to be sent to Betzec, “the outermost border station in
Zamosc County,” at a rate of four to five transports per day, at 1,000 persons
each. Their fate is described as follows:

“These Jews would cross the border and never return to the General Govern-

ment.”

According to orthodox Holocaust historiography, this last sentence is said to have
meant that the Jews in question were murdered at Belzec, but this interpretation is
already refuted by the definition of the camp as “the outermost border station in
Zamosc County,” in addition to which it obviously extended “over the border,”

11 Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 672, EM No. 111 of 12 Oct. 1941.
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outside the General Government,'’? which would make no sense in reference to
an “extermination camp.”

Wolf Gruner informs us that “by April 20 [1942], the Lvov labor office had
distributed 50,000 to 70,000 new identification documents for a total population
of 86,000 Jews” (Gruner, p. 258).

Up to April 1942, it is therefore known that one National-Socialist policy con-
sisted of the utilization of Jewish labor, which appears irreconcilable with the
presumed Himmler order mentioned in the radio message of 18 May.

Peter Longerich hazards an explanation (Longerich 2004, p. 141):

“At the end of April or the beginning of May [1942], the decision was seemingly

taken to murder any Jews indiscriminately and with immediate effect. Apparently,

at the end of April or in May 1942, the Nazi regime decided to extend the murder
of the Jews of Lublin and Galicia to the entire General Government. At the same
time, the decision must have been taken to murder en masse the Jews of Upper Si-
lesia; in May and June, thousands were deported to Auschwitz and Killed there
immediately. The systematic mass murder of Jews in the General Government be-
gan in June, but then was broken off for a few weeks because of the transport
hold-up.”
According to this, the decision to kill the Jews indiscriminately (therefore includ-
ing those fit for labor) was taken at the end of April or the beginning of May
1942 (by whom?), yet only a few weeks after this Himmler is said to have ex-
empted deployable Jews aged 16 to 32!

It goes without saying that the claimed order to indiscriminately mass murder
the Jews is not supported by any document, and is furthermore refuted by the
facts: between the 7th and 30th of June 1942, hence a month after the beginning
of May, four transports carrying 4,696 Jews arrived at Auschwitz from France
and one from Slovakia. All these Jews were registered, hence not murdered at all
(cf. the dates in Czech 1990). After that date, moreover, many Jewish transports
from Slovakia, from Vienna, Theresienstadt, Prague and the Old Reich continued
to arrive at localities in the district of Lublin, while only very small numbers were
sent to the (alleged) extermination camp of Sobibdr. Of the 41 transports rolling
between 5 May and 15 July, only 11 were sent directly to this camp; the others
were sent to various other localities, such as Lubartéw, Chetm, Izbica, Deblin,
Rejowiec, Putawy, Ujazdow and others (Mattogno/Graf, pp. 243f.).

Longerich then invokes a presumed reconsideration on the part of the SS au-
thorities of the “complex of Jewish forced labor in the General Government” with
the result of a “control of the prisoners who had been first excluded from annihi-
lation as being ‘capable of work’” (Longerich 2004, p. 142) that is, that even
able-bodied Jews were to be killed, too, and adds:

172 The document considers the eastern borders of the General Government to coincide with the border of
the Galicia District, although Galicia had already formed part of the General Government since 1 Au-
gust 1941.
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“At about the same time as this fundamental decision about the Jews of the Gen-
eral Government, and in any case before the middle of May, the major decisions
on radicalising the entire murder programme must have been taken.” (Ibid.)

In support of this conjecture, he cites the document in question here:

“One significant indication of Himmler’s order in May 1942 to extend the mur-

ders has been obtained. In the middle of May 1942, Gestapo chief Miiller told the

commander of the security police in Riga, Jager, that, in accordance with a ‘gen-
eral order of the Reichsfiihrer SS and chief of the German police,” any ‘Jews and

Jewesses fit for work aged between 16 and 32 are to be excluded from the ‘special

measures’ until further notice. These Jews are to be assigned to use as closed la-

bour. Concentration camp or labour camp.”

This exclusion rule contains an implicit indication of what treatment the older

prisoners, the younger ones unfit for work, and children under 16 could normally

expect within the concentration camp system: they were subjected to ‘special

measures.””
It should be noted first of all that Longerich’s pretense of deducing the existence
of a Himmler order for the general extermination of the Jews from the radio mes-
sage of 18 May relating to the General Government and dating back to the be-
ginning of May is quite dishonest: the most that one could deduce from all this is
the existence of a preceding, but chronologically indeterminate, total-extermina-
tion order.

Longerich also claims that the presumed Himmler order “is not available in its
original form” (ibid.), but never stops to wonder why an order of such importance
would never have produced the merest echo in contemporaneous German docu-
ments, except in an obscure radio message in which it was, moreover, mentioned
only in passing.

From a formal point of view, the radio message in question exhibits peculiari-
ties which must be stressed appropriately. It refers to an event having occurred at
Minsk, in the General Commissariat of Byelorussia, but is addressed to SS Stan-
dartenfuhrer Jéger, who was commander of the Security Police of the General
Commissariat of Lithuania. That these persons would also have been informed of
a possible Himmler order is obvious, but the form of the radio message is unusu-
al, to say the least. As presented, the text should have been addressed to the
commander of the Security Police of the General Commissariat of Byelorussia,
SS Obersturmbannfihrer Eduard Strauch, inspired precisely by the event at
Minsk. But why repeat this event in a radio message addressed to Jager? The sec-
ond part of the text would have been more than enough:

“in execution of a general order by the Reich Fuehrer SS and German Police

Leader, that able-bodied Jews and Jewesses aged 16 to 32 years be exempted

from special measures in the future, pending further instructions. These Jews are

to be assigned to closed labor deployment. Concentration camp or labor camp.”
The reference to the killings at Minsk is all the more out of place since the able-
bodied Jews remaining in Lithuania were housed in the ghettos at Kaunas, Vilni-
us and Siauliai. It would have made more sense to inform Jager that those aged
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between 16 and 32 were not to be killed. But then, how does one justify these age
limits? As we have seen above, Jews in good health were considered able to work
if they were between the ages of 15 and 65.

Longerich’s comment on the “older prisoners™ in the concentration camp is
clearly mischievous: he is, in fact, pretending not to know that — albeit only a few
— inmates under the age of 16 and a vast number of inmates older than 32 were
admitted to the concentration camps. For example, the statistics in the Auschwitz
Starkebuch drawn up by Judge Jan Sehn shows that, between 19 January and 19
August 1942, of 20,696 registered inmates, 13,286, i.e., 64.2%, were aged 32 or
over (13,286 inmates aged 33 to 90) while 72 were under 16 (from 8 to 15).17

No matter how you look at it, Himmler’s presumed total-extermination order,
with immediate exemption for able-bodied Jews aged 16 to 32, appears historio-
graphically nonsensical. In the General Government, precisely within the frame-
work of “Aktion Reinhardt,” still in March, and again, of course, on 20 April
1942, German National-Socialist policy was still based on the conservation and
utilization of Jewish manpower, so that over a period of only a couple of weeks,
Himmler is said to have issued his total-extermination order, and then, immedi-
ately afterwards, an order exempting all Jews able to work!

It is true that Himmler’s phantom order was “confirmed” with the well-known
statement by ex-SS Hauptsturmfiihrer Dieter Wisliceny (IMT. Vol. 4, p. 358):

“The Fihrer had ordered the final solution of the Jewish question; the chief of the

Security Police and the SD and the inspector of concentration camps were en-

trusted with carrying out this so-called final solution. All Jewish men and women

who were able to work were to be temporarily exempted from the so-called final
solution and used for work in the concentration camps. This letter was signed by

Himmler himself. I could not possibly be mistaken since Himmler’s signature was

well known to me.”

Wisliceny stated that the order dated back to April 1942.17* In realty, this is not a
confirmation, but a contradiction, because Wisliceny was speaking of a presumed
general Fihrer order of extermination relating to the “Final Solution” dating back
to April 1942, from which able-bodied Jews were temporarily exempted, without
age limit; Longerich, by contrast, is referring to a Himmler order from May 1942,
which extended a general Hitler order to the General Government, but with tem-
porary exemption for able-bodied Jews aged 16 to 32.

Current mainstream historiography, as we have seen, places the presumed
Fihrer decision in December 1941 (Gerlach 1998, p. 760). It follows that, from
the orthodox Holocaust point of view, the Hitler extermination order from the be-
ginning of December 1941 provided, at least temporarily, for the exemption of
able-bodied Jews from the “Final Solution,” which concerned “the liquidation of
all Jews living in Europe” (ibid.), hence including those from the General Gov-
ernment. Therefore, the presumed Himmler order of May 1942 makes no sense,

173 Hgss Trial, Vol. 10. NTN, 92, pp. 100-103.
174 SNA, 36/48, p. 142, Wisliceny’s statement dated 6 and 7 May 1946.
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because both the extermination order, and the order of exemption, were (alleged-
ly) already issued by Hitler in December 1941 for the General Government as
well. Regarding Jews unable to work, the Himmler order presupposes a Hitler to-
tal Jewish-extermination order, able-bodied included, subsequent to that of De-
cember 1941 (which allegedly exempted able-bodied Jews from the extermina-
tion action), later modified by the Reichsfiihrer SS in the sense of the exemption,
specifically, of able-bodied Jews.

Regarding able-bodied Jews, by contrast, the Himmler order implied a total-
extermination order which was rapidly amended, in the sense of exempting able-
bodied Jews between the ages of 16 and 32, in a time slot of a couple of weeks,
between 21 April and the beginning of May 1942.

There is not the slightest documentary trace for any of this, so that, even for
the radio message of 18 May 1942, one may truly say that it causes more prob-
lems than it solves.

On 26 October 1942, Himmler intervened before the Main Office SS Court for
the decision to punish Jews by shooting them without orders:'"

“For shootings of Jews without order and authority, motivation will be decisive in

deciding whether or not a punishment should be inflicted, and if so, which pun-

ishment.

1) In case of purely political motives, no punishment will be inflicted unless the

maintenance of order requires it. [...]

2) In case of sadistic and/or sexual motives, legal punishment ensues, even for

murder or manslaughter, as the case may be.”

From the above, it may be concluded that individual shootings required an appro-
priate “order and authority,” in the absence of which killings may or may not
have been permitted based on the motive of the subject. This applied in the east-
ern territories in the struggle against “Judeo-Bolshevism,” but even here the con-
crete applications of Himmler’s decision shows various interpretations. The ver-
dict against SS Untersturmfiihrer Max Téaubner, section leader of the First SS
Brigade, is a perfect example. The SS and Police Supreme Court of Munich sen-
tenced him to 5 years’ imprisonment for the arbitrary Kkilling of several hundred
Jews, with the extenuating circumstance “that the defendant was motivated, not
by pure sadism, but rather, by a real hatred of Jews” (Klee/DrefRen/RieR3 1988, p.
187). According to the court,

“The defendant is not be punished for the Jewish action as such. The Jews must

be exterminated; none of the dead Jews is any great loss. ” (ibid., p. 189)

The Field Verdict of the Headquarters Court of the District of Proskurov dated 12
March 1943 against Schachtmeister (excavation specialist) Johann Meisslein, by
contrast, takes a different tack. The defendant, who belonged to the Organization
Todt’s outpost Proskurov and was employed in the construction of Thoroughfare
IV, was accused of ordering the killing of two Jews from a Jewish camp and re-
ceived a very lenient sentence: 3 months’ imprisonment for abuse of authority,

15 YVA, 0.53-171,p. 7.
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because he was not authorized to issue such an order (Hoppe, Doc. 246, pp. 586-
590):

“The shooting of Jews is, however, exclusively a police and SS matter. Under no

circumstances are OT members authorized to make decisions in this regard.”
These provisions did not apply to the concentration camps, starting with Ausch-
witz, where all inmates, Jews included, were subject to a different set of regula-
tions:17®

“l am aware that only the Fuhrer may decide upon the life and death of an enemy

of the state. I may not physically harm or kill any opponent of the state (inmate).

Any killing of an inmate in a concentration camp requires the personal authoriza-

tion of the Reichsfiihrer SS [Himmler].”
A message dated 1 September 1942 intercepted and decrypted by the British fully
confirms the above directive. This is an order from SS Brigadefiihrer Richard
Glucks, Head of Office Group D of the SS WVHA (concentration camps) to the
concentration camp commanders:t’’

“Camp commanders:

Executions may only be carried out by order of the Reich Security Main Office.

Signed GLUECKS, SS Brigadefiihrer and Major General of the Waffen SS.”
Hence, the discussed alleged Himmler order has nothing to do with the presumed
“Final Solution.”

176 GARF, 7021-107-11, p. 30. Cf. Mattogno 2016a, p. 24, and Doc. 3, p. 303.
7 TNA, HW 16-21. German Police Decodes Nr. 3, Traffic: 1 Sept. 42. ZIP/GPDD 223b/16.8.42.
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3. Jews in Incident Reports and Reports from the Occupied
Eastern Territories

Contrary to the staged U.S. trial paradigm, the Einsatzgruppen did not concern
themselves exclusively with Jews, and when they did deal with Jews, it was not
just to shoot them. As for the executions, most of the time, as | have mentioned,
the reasons for the killings are set forth in detail, which would make no sense if a
general order had been received to exterminate the Jews as such. It is however
important to observe the general context in which the killings were carried out.
This will permit us to explore the entire complex of the Einsatzgruppen’s anti-
Jewish activities and to better understand the processes that led to the various
executions.

In the reports, the various actions of the Einsatzgruppen are interwoven in an
almost inextricable manner. It is therefore helpful to divide them into basic
themes.

3.1. The Great Flight

The first reports, up until the end of June 1941, speak of the flight of Jews before
German troops:

EM No. 4 dated 25 June 1941:
“The Polish population in the occupied Soviet Russian territory have partially
welcomed German troops in a friendly manner. In contrast to that, large numbers
of Soviet Russians and in particular Jews have fled.” (Mallmann 2011 et al., p.
49)

The theme of the flight of the Jewish population before the advance of the Ger-

man troops recurs in many other reports. Here some examples:

EM No. 11 dated 3 July 1941, EG A:
“Siauliai: 35,000 residents (12-15,000 Jews). Approximately 2,000 Jews still pre-
sent. The others have taken flight. Prison empty. For now, the Wehrmacht cannot
do without the still-remaining able-bodied Jews for the purpose of maintaining
military enterprises and activities vital to the population.” (ibid., p. 70)

EM No. 26 dated 18 July 1941, EG A:

“The greater part of the Jews fled to Russia or the surrounding forests upon the
[German] invasion of Russia. ” (ibid., p. 140)

“The City of Zwiahel is almost completely empty due to the flight of Jews and
communists. ” (ibid., p. 141)
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EM No. 37 dated 29 July 1941, EG C:
“In Zhitomir there were approximately 30,000 Jews, i.e., a bit more than 30% of

the total population. The great majority of them fled prior to the occupation by
German troops. ” (ibid., p. 200)

EM No. 73 dated 4 September 1941, EG B:

This report expressed satisfaction at the circulation of rumors that the Germans
were exterminating all the Jews:
“The rumor that all the Jews would be shot dead by the Germans is advantageous
to us. This may be the primary reason that the Einsatzkommandos encounter few-
er and fewer Jews. Thus, we now observe that 70-90% of the Jews originally pre-
sent have fled. Contrary to what happened earlier, this does not just concern Jews
who formerly occupied high offices. ” (ibid., p. 441)

EM No. 81 dated 12 September 1941, EG C:

The same satisfaction at the phenomenon of fleeing Jews was also expressed in
this report:
“While considerable numbers of Jews were present in the first few weeks, it was
noted that in the territories of the central and eastern Ukraine in many cases 70-
90% of the Jewish population, in some cases 100% had fled. This can be consid-
ered an indirect success of the Security Police’s work, since the no-cost deporta-
tion of hundreds of thousands of Jews — by all accounts in most cases beyond the
Ural Mountains — is a considerable contribution to the solution of the Jewish
question in Europe. ” (ibid., p. 452)
If the Einsatzgruppen had received an order to systematically kill the Jews, they
hardly would have welcomed their mass flight to the East. Against the back-
ground of the National-Socialist documents and speeches speaking of a “final so-
lution” of the Jewish question by means of evacuation the Jews beyond the Urals,
the satisfaction of the Einsatzgruppen about the “no-cost deportation” of hun-
dreds of thousands, “in most cases beyond the Ural Mountains,” makes perfect
sense.
However, there are also passages in the Einsatzgruppen reports that seem to
contradict the completely unambiguous reports just quoted:

EM No. 31 dated 23 July 1941.:
Browning cites this report as follows (Browning 2002, p. 139):

“Nebe reported that one and a half million Jews resided in the Byelorussian area.
‘A solution of the Jewish question during the war seems impossible in this area
because of the tremendous number of Jews. It could only be achieved through de-
portations.’

If expulsion of the Jews was still being considered as the long-term solution, as
Burrin and Mayer argue, and the Einsatzgruppe leaders had not yet received any
indication of the final goal of extermination, Nebe’s comment is puzzling. What
was the intended solution made impossible by the large number of Byelorussian
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Jews? Why and to what [end] was deportation posed as the only possible alterna-
tive? The comment makes perfect sense, however, if Nebe knew he was ultimately
responsible for killing these one and a half million Jews but despaired of achiev-
ing that goal with a meager force of 600—700 men scattered all over Byelorussia
and including a Vorkommando that was expected to go all the way to Moscow. ”
To understand the significance of Nebe’s statement, we must first of all read the
related text in full:
“The Jewish liquidations undertaken by the Einsatzgruppe have brought about a
rapid change in the outward situation in this regard. The Jew nevertheless re-
mains a hostile element in this area, not without danger. Due to his education and
tradition, he is quite able and in most cases also willing to act also as an active
wrecker.
A solution to the Jewish question during the war does not appear feasible in this
area, since it can only be achieved by means of resettlement in the overwhelming
majority of cases.” (Mallmann 2011 et al., pp. 166f.)
In the first part, Nebe notes that the shootings carried out up to that time had pro-
duced a “change” in the arrogant attitude of the “Soviet Jews” — as shown by the
passage immediately preceding, which | cited already in Chapter 2 (see p. 35),
but notwithstanding that fact, Jews were continuing to act in an actively harmful
manner. These considerations form part of a context aimed at the activities of
Jews, not at their racial essence. If they were to be exterminated as Jews, their ac-
tions would always have been subordinated to their existence as Jews. Here, by
contrast, expression is given to a contrary conception: their execution was deter-
mined primarily by their attitudes and their anti-German behavior as “Soviet
Jews.”

EM No. 107 dated 7 October 1941:
In this regard we may add the case of Zhitomir to the cases just discussed:

“In this regard, a conference with the field headquarters was therefore held on 18

Sept. 41, at which the decision was made to liquidate the Jews of Zhitomir once

and for all, since all previous warnings and special measures had produced no

perceptible relief.”
As a result, 3,145 Jews were shot on 19 September (ibid., p. 641).

The second part of Nebe’s text does not necessarily mean, as claimed by
Browning, that the “solution to the Jewish question” consisted of the total exter-
mination of the Russian Jews, but rather that this could not be effected during the
war due to their enormous numbers, so that the only recourse was “resettlement”;
the meaning could, on the contrary, be that the “solution to the Jewish Question”
consisted precisely of “resettlement,” but this could not be effected “during the
war” because of the enormous numbers of Jews. In the light of Stahlecker’s draft
of provisional guidelines for the treatment of Jews dated 6 August 1941 (see Sub-
chapter 2.2.), the phrase in question could only mean that it would not be possible
to create temporary “Jewish reservations” and that the solution to the Jewish




CARLO MATTOGNO - THE EINSATZGRUPPEN, PART 1 169

problem would have to wait until after the war, followed by a “relocation into a
non-European Jewish reservation.”

The correctness of this interpretation is confirmed precisely by Nebe’s obser-
vation of 12 September 1941 cited above, where he expresses satisfaction that the
Jews were themselves contributing to this “resettlement” by deporting themselves
beyond the Urals.

If we were to follow Browning’s logic, since Nebe was unable to kill all the
Jews in Byelorussia due to their huge numbers, he should at least have issued or-
ders to kill the greatest possible number of them. Instead, Nebe’s thoughts con-
tinue as follows:

“But to create a tenable basis for the near future, the following measures were

taken by Einsatzgruppe B wherever they have commenced their work: in every

town, an acting president of a Jewish council was appointed and charged with the
formation of an acting Jewish council consisting of three to ten persons. The Jew-
ish council in its entirety is held responsible for the attitude of the Jewish popula-
tion. They furthermore had to begin immediately with the registration of all Jews
residing in the given town. In addition to this, the Jewish council has to form la-
bor units out of all male Jews between 15 and 55 years of age, who have to per-
form clearing-up work and other tasks for the German authorities and the armed
forces. A few labor units of women of the same age range are also to be formed.”

(ibid., p. 167)

All Jews over 10 years of age had to wear the yellow Jewish badge on the chest
and back.

“Housing them in the ghetto must be seen as urgent and particularly difficult due

to the large numbers of Jews. The implementation of this task is underway; the

city districts suitable for this have already been selected in collaboration with the
field and town headquarters.” (ibid.)

EM No. 66 dated 28 August 1941:

The Einsatzgruppen not only expressed satisfaction when large masses of Jews
took refuge in flight (that is, allegedly fleeing from execution), but also rejected
masses of Jews expelled eastward by Romanian and Hungarian Forces into Ger-
man-occupied territory, as shown by this EM, where Einsatzgruppe for special
deployment Lvov reports:
“Members of the 10th Hungarian Infantry Battalion expelled over one thousand
Hungarian Jews into Galicia across the Dniester River; they were promptly re-
expelled by the E. Troop Tarnopol.” (ibid., pp. 364f.)
In Subchapter 5.2. of Part Two, | shall discuss these re-expulsions in greater de-
tail; they are obviously no indication of a policy of total extermination.
The already-mentioned EM No. 1, dated as early as 23 June 1941, noted in
this regard:
“1,000 Jewish refugees were shipped over the border at Jarostaw from the Rus-
sian side through the German armed forces.” (ibid., p. 40)
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Felix Ruhl, who had belonged to Sonderkommando 10b of Einsatzgruppe D until
October 1941, described the atmosphere and difficulties in which these rejections
took place. During a trip from Czernowitz to Mogilev, he encountered a column
of evacuees escorted by Romanian soldiers:"®

“Upon my arrival in Mogilev-Podolsk, | was told that this column consisted of
Jews, and that these people originally came from Bessarabia and Bukovina, had
been driven from their homes, and were to be left to their fate across the border. |
tried to concentrate these people near Mogilev-Podolsk, to bring them back to-
gether. On this matter | had talks with the head of Einsatzgruppe D, Otto Ohlen-
dorf, and it was decided to take this column back to Romanian territory. On the
bridge that had been chosen to cross the river, however, there were Romanian
forces with their commanding officer, a Romanian colonel, who told us that, if
this column was taken to the bridge, he would open fire and kill the people.

I went to Ohlendorf for another talk, and returned the next day with Ohlendorf’s
decision to lead the people downriver into the territory of Einsatzkommando 12,
because in this territory there was a German bridge. In the morning, after my re-
turn, the column was assembled according to the order given to me by Ohlendorf,
and I instructed the local commander of the partial unit, Obersturmfiihrer Lip-
pert, to lead the column to the border of the neighboring Kommando 12 and to
hand over the column to Einsatzkommando 12. He already had orders to take
these people back to their homeland across the German bridge. In my opinion,
this column consisted of about 12,000 to 15,000 persons.”

Worth mentioning in this context is also a report by the Chief of the Security

Group East of the Field-Police Group within the Reich Security Service (Reichs-

sicherheitsdienst), signed by a certain Schmidt and sent to the head of the Reich

Security Service Johann Rattenhuber (Hoppe, Doc. 56, p. 190):

“Another danger is that the Romanian government has gathered 60000 Jews on
its border, which is only 35 km south of Vinnitsa. These Jews are housed in a
small district bordering the district of Vinnitsa. According to the Romanian au-
thorities, they are employed there as collective farm workers; but the fact is that
the Romanian government is abandoning the Jews there to starve, as they shrink
back from shootings following the German pattern. Because of the hunger and the
poor housing, epidemics have broken out there, especially typhus. Some of the
sick Jews were taken to German-occupied territories in order to be treated there.
However, in order to prevent the outbreak of epidemics, they were and are being
bumped off by the security police.

Major Pomme further explains that it cannot be denied that under the given cir-
cumstances a large number of Jews are fleeing daily to the Ukraine, especially to
nearby Vinnitsa, in order to escape starvation. These Jews are not only the best
forces of enemy espionage and sabotage, but also the spreaders of epidemics and
contagious diseases. In order to keep this danger away from Vinnitsa and its sur-
roundings, the border must be better occupied or the Romanian government must

178 Affidavit by Felix Riihl dated 25 June 1947. NO-4149. Editor’s remark: Since the author could no

longer find his copy of the German original, this quote has been translated from the Italian translation.
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be asked to solve the Jewish question as it is done in the occupied East (by shoot-

ing), or else to remove the Jews from the border.”

The document states at the beginning that Major Pomme had been very con-
cerned about the Jewish question, since the military installation being built there
(the Fihrer headquarters “Wehrwolf”) had been endangered by the presence of
Jews (ibid., p. 189). Thus, the killings were not carried out on the basis of racial
criteria, but for security reasons as well as due to the sanitary considerations.

Who was this Schmidt who had signed the document? Wendy Lower refers to
him as an SS Sturmbannfiihrer (Lower, p. 151) and gives his first name as Frie-
drich in her index of names. How did this officer know that the “German pattern”
of shooting applied in all German-occupied territories of the east? In a sense, the
report itself refutes this claim, explicitly stating that there were about 5,000 Jews
living in Vinnitsa at the time (Hoppe, p. 190).

On January 12, 1942, Schmidt wrote in another report (Lower, p. 152):

“In the village of Strishawka there were 227 Jewish residents. The large number

of Jews is explained by the fact that a GPU camp was in that village. Since the

Jews were a big danger for the site [Flhrer headquarters], | made a request to

the Gebietskommissar to have the Jews evacuated. Because of special circum-

stances, an evacuation was not possible.”
Therefore, these Jews were shot. This case confirms that the German “pattern”
applied only in special situations such as the one described above.

It is also worth pointing out that the Jews concentrated by the Romanians fled
to the territory controlled by the Germans to escape starvation, and that the Jews
suffering from typhus were deported (apparently by the Romanians) to the Ger-
man occupation zone so that they could be treated there. Had German policy been
based on a “pattern” of racially motivated extermination, the Germans would
simply have killed the Jews coming into their sphere of influence without excep-
tion. In reality, however, the Germans limited themselves to driving back into the
Romanian occupation zone those Jews whom the Romanians wanted to get rid of
and whom the Germans should have gotten rid of according to the extermination
thesis.

EM No. 40 dated 1 August 1941, EG A:
Let us return to Browning. The fallacy of his interpretation, according to which
Nebe could not carry out the presumed extermination of all the Jews in Byelorus-
sia due to their huge numbers, is categorically refuted in the case of Estonia.
EM No. 40 of 1 August 1941 contains a phrase from Einsatzgruppe A which
contradicts Browning’s assumptions:
“Since there are relatively few Jews in Estonia, solving the Jewish problem here
will be no problem.” (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 217)
It would therefore have been easy to exterminate them all, but this was not done:
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EM No. 111 dated 12 October 1941, EG A:

With regard to Einsatzgruppe A, the already-mentioned EM No. 111 of 12 Octo-
ber 1941 reports:

“After occupying the country, there may have been still some 2,000 Jews in the

country. [...] From here, the following orders were issued:

1. Arrest of all male Jews over 16 years of age,

2. Arrest of all Jewesses fit for labor 16 to 60 years of age, residing in Tallinn and

surrounding area, who were put to work cutting peat,

3. Closed billeting of all Jewesses in Tartu and the surrounding area in the syna-

gogue and a dwelling house in Tartu,

4. Arrest of all Jews and Jewesses fit for labor in Parnu and surrounding area,

5. Registration of all Jews by age, sex and ability to work for the purpose of hous-

ing them in a camp now under preparation.

The male Jews over the age of 16, with the exception of physicians and the ap-

pointed Jewish elders, were executed by Estonian vigilantes under the supervision

of the Sonderkommando. [...] The total number of Jews shot in Estonia amounts

to 440 so far. Following the conclusion of this measure, approximately 500 to 600

Jewesses and children will still be alive. The rural communities are free of Jews

already now. A camp is currently being prepared for the Jews residing in Tallinn

and surrounding areas in Harku (district of Tallinn), which is to be expanded fol-

lowing the accommodation of the Jews from Tallinn and which is to house all the

Jews in Estonia. All Jewesses fit for labor are employed in agricultural work and

peat cutting on the grounds of the nearby penitentiary, which also solves the is-

sues of nourishment and financial support.” (ibid., p. 672)
If we are to believe the execution figures in the Incident Reports, 2,000 persons
could easily have been shot in a single day; instead, however, only 440 persons
had been reported shot in Estonia by 12 October. The second Stahlecker Report
confirms that, upon the entry of German troops into Estonia, there were approxi-
mately 2,000 Jews in the country, while by 31 January 1942 there was not a sin-
gle Jew left in Estonia, but the total number of Jews reported shot amounted to
merely 963.17°

EM No. 86 dated 17 September 1941, EG C:

In favor of the existence of a presumed extermination order, a proposal by Ein-
satzgruppe C contained in this EM is often cited (I quoted the preceding passage
of this report already in Subchapter 2.6.):

“In the western and central Ukraine, Jewry is almost identical with the urban
workers, craftsmen, and trading class. If we are to refrain completely from using
Jewish manpower, then the economic reconstruction of the Ukrainian and urban
administrative centers will be almost impossible. There is only one possibility,
which the German administration in the General Government has long failed to
recognize: solution of the Jewish problem through comprehensive labor deploy-
ment of the Jews. This would result in a gradual liquidation of Jewry = a devel-

179 RGVA, 550-4-93, pp. 57 and 184.
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opment corresponding to the economic circumstances of the country.” (Ibid., pp.

478f.)

From the preceding passage, it may be seen very clearly that the “main task” of
the Einsatzgruppen was “destroying the Communist apparatus™; the Jewish popu-
lation was not identical to that apparatus, which was obvious, but, as Einsatz-
gruppe C wrote in the report dated 1 August 1941, the Jews were seen as the
“main carriers” of that apparatus at any rate, and as such were subject to execu-
tion — in the majority of cases for membership in Bolshevik institutions or for
specific pro-Bolshevik anti-German actions.

The last sentence of the document is commonly understood in the sense of
what is called “annihilation by labor,” but that is not the only interpretation pos-
sible, and far from the most-coherent.

At that time, the common practice of the Einsatzgruppen consisted, apart from
the executions carried out according to precisely defined criteria, of the creation
of ghettos and using the labor of able-bodied Jews, but without any intention of
“annihilation by labor” (see Chapter 5).

EM No. 32 dated 24 July 1941:

That the Germans aimed at concentrating the Jews in ghettos and putting them to
work appears clearly in the report titled “The Jewish Question in the Byelorussian
Settlement Area” annexed to this EM, in which Nebe’s observations, set forth the
day before, were reproposed in this form:

“Summing up, it must be stated: at least one and a half million Jews live in the

Byelorussian settlement area; their sociological structure in the former Polish

and former Soviet areas is not uniform. Immediate measures were implemented to

solve the Jewish problem through the appointment of Jewish councils, the mark-
ing of all Jews over the age of 10, the creation of labor units of all Jews aged
from 15 to 55, and the creation of ghettos largely prepared and already partially

carried out.” (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 178)

Here as well, we have a “Solution of the Jewish question” consisting essentially
of “labor units” and “the creation of ghettos.” At that time, there was no prece-
dent for “annihilation by labor”; the concept only appeared — indirectly — months
later, at the Wannsee Conference, but here the “natural reduction” was considered
the eventual fate (not the principal objective to be pursued) of “a large part,” but
not of all Jews (NG-2586-G, p. 7).

Angrick asserts that “annihilation by labor” presumably proven by the text
quoted above was not immediately adopted in the central Ukraine, “however,
Fritz Katzmann, the SS and Police leader in District Galicia, had been charged
with applying the idea on the stretch of Thoroughfare IV (Durchgangsstrasse 1V;
DG 1V) under his purview, starting in October 1941.” In Galicia, he adopted “the
policy of using Jews for hard labor, thus complying in part with the strategy
called for by Einsatzgruppe C.” For Katzmann, “killing his Jewish workers was
more important than their work,” and he is said to have implemented this plan
precisely through the construction of Thoroughfare 1V. Angrick nevertheless rec-
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ords Katzmann’s statement that he had “only employed 20,000 Jews” in this pro-

ject, with whose labor he had built 160 km of road. The number of Jews em-

ployed was therefore extremely small compared to the number of Jews present in

Galicia; when the Germans entered the region, there were over 455,000 Jews;

starting on 15 October 1941, when work began in preparation for Thoroughfare

IV, Katzmann first built seven labor camps with 4,000 Jews, then 15 with 20,000

Jews, who, as has already been stated, built 160 km of road.#

Hence, Angrick’s conjecture does not hold water, and he himself proceeds to
demolish it entirely by writing that “by spring 1942, there were 50,000 POWs,
50,000 civilians, and 10,000 Jews working on DG 1V’ (Angrick, pp. 194f., 201).

A more-careful reading of the Katzmann report shows that Angrick’s claims
are mutually contradictory. On 17 October 1942, Katzmann and the commander
of the Armament Commando Lvov signed an agreement on the use of Jewish la-
bor, whose guiding principle was expressed this way:

“The SS and Police Leaders in Galicia and Armaments Commando Lvov agree

that it is necessary to keep the Jewish workers fit to work, which absolutely re-

quires proper housing, clothing and medical care.”

The first point dealt with adequate housing, the second with “nourishment”:
“Feeding of the Jewish workers is the responsibility of the factories. It has to take
place exclusively in the factory. Apart from the main meal, breakfast and dinner
are also to be provided. Full provisioning is to be ascertained even in case of
sickness. ” (Emph. added)

Point 4 concerned clothing. Jewish workers were granted permission to bring

“sufficient clothing, particularly winter clothing” with them to the camp (IMT,

Vol. 37, pp. 398-400).

Wendy Lower also addresses this issue in a quite convoluted paragraph
(““Vernichtung durch Arbeit’. Jewish Laborers on DG IV and Nazi Headquar-
ters”) but without providing a shred of evidence for this “extermination.” She
concludes her presentation with historically unsubstantiated estimates. She con-
cedes that “[t]here are extremely few accounts and records about DG IV camp
conditions and the experiences of Jews who labored on the road, though a few
historians have begun to explore this emerging topic” (Lower, p. 146).

Wendy Lower’s estimates are not based on documents and are probably great-
ly exaggerated, but even if her figures were correct, the mass killings and mass
deaths in labor camps have by no means reached the scale claimed in orthodox
Holocaust literature (ibid., p. 150):

“Upon the liquidation of the DG IV camps in late 1943-early 1944, the German

SD, Order Police, and non-German auxiliaries had killed, according to one

scholar’s estimate, as many as 25,000 Jewish laborers in Ukraine. At the DG IV

labor camps in Haisyn, about 7,000 Jews were worked to death and killed when

the camps were liquidated. Thousands were killed in June 1943 and October 1943

180 Report of SS Gruppenfiihrer Katzmann dated 30 June 1943. L-22. IMT, Vol. 37, p. 401.
181 1hid., p. 393.
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at the former Khmil 'nyk ghetto. A recent quantitative analysis of the Holocaust in
Vinnytsia estimates that 10,000 Jews died in the labor camps during 1942-43.”

If we follow orthodox Holocaust historiography, “annihilation by labor” is said to
have originated months later (Wagner, p. 720):
“The concept of ‘annihilation by labor’ probably originated in the year 1942. In
the sources known so far, the expression appears in two file memos from Septem-
ber of that year, reproducing talks between the only recently appointed Reich
Minister of Justice Thierack with Goebbels and Himmler. According to this, the
thought of ‘annihilation by labor’ originated with Goebbels, with whom Thierack
discussed, on 14 September 1942, the transfer of prisoners from prison to the SS
and their subsequent extermination. ”
It follows that the “gradual liquidation of Jewry” as a result of “labor deploy-
ment” could not signify physical liquidation, but rather the elimination of the role
which Jewry had played so far, in exactly the same way as Hitler’s “prophecies”
on “the destruction of the Jewish race in Europe!® consisted of the fact that
“Jewry as a whole will have come to an end playing its role in Europe.”*8
By way of ghettoization and consequent “labor deployment,” Eastern Jewry
during the war (the essential context in which the statements of the Einsatzgrup-
pen commanders were made should be kept in mind) would have come to an end
playing its role in the East.

EM No. 52 date 14 August 1941, EG C:

A similar perspective is made obvious by a remark of Einsatzgruppe C contained
in this EM (Mallmann 2011 et al., p. 290; unless and until noted otherwise, all
subsequent page numbers are from this):
“Since the Ukrainians as a whole are to be regarded as more intelligent and more
gifted than the Rumanians, the solution of the Jewish question is no doubt in
worse hands with the Rumanians. Since the percentage of Jews is very high, it is a
problem requiring the most careful examination, including from an economic
point of view. Pending a final solution of the Jewish question for the entire conti-
nent, the problem can only be approached within a German-Ukrainian frame-
work. The surplus Jewish masses can be used and used up splendidly, namely by
cultivating the great Pripyat Swamps as well as the swamps on the northern
Dnieper as well as the Volga. ”
The “final solution of the Jewish question for the entire continent” was to come
after the war; until that time, the enormous Jewish masses could be employed in
large-scale public irrigation projects.
The “Situation Report of Field Headquarters 240, Detachment VII. Reporting
period: 15 Sept. 41 to 15 Oct. 41,” dated 19 October, refers to this matter as fol-
lows: 184

182 Domarus, Vol. Il, 1st half-volume, p. 1058. Speech before the Reichstag, 30 January 1939.
183 Ibid., 2nd half-volume, p. 1663, speech of 30 January 1941.
184 YVA, 0.53-6, p. 15.
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“The Jewish question can be considered solved, at least as far as the City of Dne-
propetrovsk is concerned. At the beginning of the occupation, some 35,000 Jews
were still present. Approximately 15,000 were affected by measures of the SD,
approximately another 15,000 fled due to these measures, and approximately
5,000 are still present.”

It is not possible to believe that 15,000 Jews fled without the consent of the Ger-
mans; after all, their flight, too, was a contribution to the “solution of the Jewish
problem.”

EM No. 111 dated 12 October 1941, EG A:

The flight of many Jews was also observed at Kremenchug and Poltava according
to this EM:

“The city has approximately 89,000 residents, about 40% of them Jews. All per-
sons of interest have fled, as usual, about 40% of them Jews. [...]

Also, in the region of Poltava, the Jews have mostly fled; a certain reflux of Jews
and other persons of interest is expected only after a certain period of time.” (p.
673)

EM No. 135 dated 19 November 1941

This EM states that there were 100,000 Jews at Dnepropetrovsk to start with,
70,000 of whom fled before the arrival of the Germans. Of the remaining 30,000,
approximately 10,000 were shot on 13 October by a squad of the Higher SS and
Police leader, after which another 1,000 were shot by Einsatzkommando 6. The
others were left alive “because of the considerable lack of skilled workers of Jew-
ish craftsmen” (p. 818).

Later reports often returned to the topic of the flight of Jews:

EM No. 90 dated 21 September 1941, EG B:

“Particularly remarkable is the fact that in these cities, of which in particular
Gomel and Chernigov previously had considerable Jewish populations — in Go-
mel, for example, of 100,000 inhabitants, 50% were Jews — hardly a Jew can be
found. As could be established, during the evacuation that had begun weeks ago,
the Jews were evacuated on a preferential basis, with Communist propaganda
stressing that all Jews would be shot immediately after the occupation of the city
by the Germans.” (p. 517)

EM No. 92 dated 23 September 1941, EG B:

“It’s the same story with the Jews, who were always evacuated in a timely man-
ner. In particular the already-mentioned announcement of the Moscow radio
broadcasting station that the Germans would shoot all Jews caused, according to
credible sources, many Jews who intended to remain in the cities to follow the
evacuation order and flee.” (p. 541)
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EM No. 94 dated 25 September 1941, EG A:

“In the old Soviet areas only a few isolated Jews turned up in the cities. The vast
majority of resident Jews has fled.” (p. 555)

EM No. 111 dated 12 October 1941, EG A, Estonia:

“With the advance of German troops onto Estonian soil, approximately half the
Jews made preparations to flee, and, since these Jews had cooperated with the
Soviet authorities, they left the country with them in an easterly direction.” (p.
672)

EM No. 123 dated 24 October 1941, EG B:

“The refugee movement and planned evacuation of the Jews to the East is obvi-
ously growing steadily in magnitude. Thus, the VKM, advancing towards Mos-
cow, reported that all the localities occupied so far were free of Jews, because the
Jews had all been evacuated by the Bolsheviks.” (p. 727)

EM No. 133 dated 14 November 1941, EG B:

“The refugee movement of the Jews to the East, as could be observed in this re-
porting period, continues unabated. Thus, EK 9 [Einsatzkommando 9], on its ad-
vance towards Moscow, reported that in the City of Yartsevo, where approximate-
ly 3,000 Jews used to live, not a single one was left. Similar at Vyazma, Gzhatsk,
Moshaysk, Yukhnov and Bryansk.” (p. 786)

EM No. 144 dated 10 December 1941, EG B:

“The Jewish population has fled to the last man. The Jewish proportion of the
population in these regions was very low anyway.” (p. 868)

EM No. 146 dated 15 December 1941, EG B:
“Jews: During the current reporting period as well, it could be seen that the refu-
gee movement of the Jews to the East continues. For example, when our comman-
dos arrived in the cities of Orel, Medyn and Maloyaroslavets, they were free of
Jews.” (p. 881)

EM No. 156 dated 16 January 1942, EG C:
“While communist elements appear to be present in considerable numbers, we got
the general impression that most of the Jews had fled before the arrival of the
commando.” (Mallmann 2014 et al., p. 100)
In this context, one may well wonder whether the more-fanatical commanders of
the Einsatzgruppen and Police units may have invented executions of Jews who
had already fled, or exaggerated the numbers of victims, in order to accelerate the
Jews’ fright and thus their flight.

3.2. Pogroms

Starting with the first few days of Operation Barbarossa, a number of pogroms
were observed, some spontaneous, others instigated by the Einsatzgruppen. The
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spontaneous pogroms were a reaction against the sufferings inflicted upon the
population by the Soviet system:

EM No. 8 dated 30 June 1941, EG A, EK 1b:

Kaunas: “At night, heavy shootout between Lithuanian partisans, Jews and irreg-
ulars... several thousand Jews already shot [by] Lithuanian partisan groups in
the past 3 days. ” (p. 55)

EM No. 10 dated 2 July 1941, EG B:

“AOK 17 [Army Supreme Command 17] has suggested, first to use the resident
anti-Jewish and anti-Communist Poles for self-purging actions in the newly occu-
pied territories. The leader of the Security Police and the SD gave the following
order to all Einsatzgruppen on 1 July 41: ‘Order No. 2. Poles residing in the new-
ly occupied territories, particularly in the former Polish territories, will be both
anti-Communist and anti-Jewish due to their experiences. It goes without saying
that the purging actions are to encompass primarily Bolsheviks and Jews.”” (p.
64)

EM No. 13 dated 5 July 1941, EG C, EK 9, Grodno:
“Pogroms initiated.” (p. 83)

EM No. 15 dated 7 July 1941, EG A, Riga:

“Apart from these auxiliary police troops, 2 other independent groups formed to
carry out pogroms. All synagogues destroyed, so far 400 Jews liquidated.” (p. 90)

EM No. 19 dated 11 July 1941:

“The Higher SS and Police leader before the commander-in-chief of the Rear
Army Area North, SS Gruppenflhrer... Pritzmann reports: [...]

Following the withdrawal of the Red Army, the population in Kaunas rose in a
spontaneous uprising. Another large number of Jews were shot by police auxilia-
ry forces.

Einsatzgruppe A: Location Riga.

1) A total of 7,800 Jews have now been finished off in Kaunas, some by pogrom
and some by shooting by Lithuanian commandos. All corpses have been disposed
of. Further mass shootings are no longer possible; hence, a Jewish committee was
summoned, and it was explained to them that so far we had had no reason to in-
tervene in domestic conflicts between Lithuanians and Jews.” (p. 103)

EM No. 24 dated 16 July 1941, EK 2, Riga:

“600 Communists and 2,000 Jews are currently in prison. 400 Jews perished in
Riga as a result of pogroms, while 2,300 were Kkilled by Latvian auxiliary police
and some by our own forces since the arrival of EK 2. The prisons will be com-
pletely cleared out in the next few days. Another 1,600 Jews were finished off by
EK 2 in Latvia outside Riga.” (pp. 129f.)
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Einsatzgruppe C:

“The Ukrainian population engaged in welcome anti-Jewish activity since the
first hours after the withdrawal of the Soviets. Thus, in Dobromil, the synagogues
were set on fire. In Sambor, 50 Jews were beaten to death by outraged mobs. In
Lvov, the population drove approximately 1,000 Jews together while mistreating
them and delivered them to the GPU prison, which is occupied by the German
army.” (p. 132)

EM No. 40 dated 1 August 1941, EG A:

“In Lithuania, we very quickly succeeded in encouraging Lithuanian groups to a
self-purge, resulting in the complete elimination of the Jews from public life. Pog-
roms occurred in every town.”
Latvia:

“Even though Jews have been entirely eliminated from public life, they can still
be seen on the streets of Latvian cities. The shamelessness of the Jews has con-
tributed to increased self-purging activities, so that pogroms, the destruction of
synagogues and the liquidation of Jews and Communists were step by step occur-
ring in all towns. In Jelgava and the surrounding district, the 1,556 Jews still pre-
sent there were done away with to the last man by the local populace. The self-
purges in Latvia are currently still under way.” (p. 216)

EM No. 43 dated 5 Auqust 1941, EG A:

“Staging pogroms against the Jews has been nearly impossible due to the passivi-
ty and political stupor of the Byelorussians. ” (p. 237)

EM No. 47 dated 9 August 1941, EG C, Zhitomir:

“Former attempts carefully to inspire pogroms against Jews unfortunately did not
show the desired success. Only in Tarnopol and Khorostkov did they succeed in
finishing off 600 and 110 Jews, respectively. The lack of success might be at-
tributed, first of all, to the fact that the Ukrainian population is still too much in-
timidated by the former power of the Jews and still fears a possible return of the
Russians.” (p. 264)

3.3. Soviet Atrocities and Reprisals

Starting with EM No. 11 dated 3 July 1941, mention began to be made of atroci-
ties by the fleeing Soviets against the populations previously occupied by them,
followed by acts of revenge by the local populations in the form of pogroms, and
of German reprisals directed primarily against Communist-party officials and the
Jewish intelligentsia:

EM No. 11 dated 3 July 1941, EG B, Lemberg:
“According to reliable reports from Russians prior to their withdrawal, approxi-
mately 30,000 inhabitants were shot. The corpses piled up in GPU prisons exhib-
ited terrible mutilations. Excitement among the population; 1,000 Jews have al-
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ready been driven together. EK 6 reports the shooting of 133 Jews on 2 July
1941.” (p. 70)

EM No. 13 dated 5 July 1941, EG B, Lvov:

“EK 4a: Location Lutsk.... 2,000 shootings in reprisal for murder of Ukraini-
ans... EK 4b: Location Tarnopol. 5,000 Ukrainians kidnapped, 2,000 murdered.
As a counter-measure, campaign of arrests initiated against Jewish intelligentsia,
who were co-responsible for the murders and also acted as informants for the
NKVD. Number [of victims] estimated at some 1,000. On 5 July, approximately
70 Jews driven together by the Ukrainians and killed with satchel charges. Anoth-
er 20 Jews slain in the streets by soldiers and Ukrainians, as a reaction for the
murder of three soldiers who were found tied up in the prison with their tongues
cut out and their eyes gouged out. Wehrmacht pleasantly good attitude towards
the Jews.” (p. 86)

EM No. 15 dated 7 July 1941, EG A:

“In this context, it also turned out that one German soldier remaining unharmed
after this execution was beaten to death by a Jew from Riga; hence, 100 Jews
were shot on the same spot on 4 July 1941 by a squad from the Security Police
and SD.” (p. 90)

EM No. 19 dated 11 July 1941, EG C:
“Einsatzgruppe C: location Rovno.
EK 4a still in Rovno, where there were 240 executions of Bolsheviks, most Jewish
officials, agents, etc. [...]
EK 4b has ended its activity in Tarnopol. 127 executions. In addition, in the
course of the persecution of the Jews inspired by the Einsatzkommando, liquida-
tion of 600 Jews. In Zborov, 600 Jews liquidated by the Waffen-SS in reprisal for
Soviet atrocities. ” (p. 104)

EM No. 20 dated 12 July 1941, EG B, Minsk:

“The houses were apparently set on fire by Jews, because the Jews were supposed
to vacate their houses for the benefit of returning Byelorussian refugees. The pop-
ulation is now in the mood for pogroms. Their rage against the Jews has triggered
certain actions. A number of Jews were liquidated for this deed.” (p. 109)

Einsatzgruppe C, Rovno:

“On 5 July 41, 15 Jews were executed in Rudki in reprisal for the bestial murder
of the Ukrainian nationalist leader Dr. Kirnyczny. The synagogue and Jewish
houses were set on fire by the Ukrainian population. In Stryi, 150 Ukrainians
were found murdered. Initiated investigations succeeded in the arrest of 12 Com-
munists co-responsible for the murder of the Ukrainians. They consisted of 11
Jews and 1 Ukrainian, who were shot with the participation of the entire popula-
tion of Stryi.” (p. 109)
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EM No. 24 dated 16 July 1941, EG A, Daugavpils:

This EM reports that Daugavpils was taken on 26 June; violent fires broke out
over the 2-3 following days.

“The Jews were significantly involved in the arson itself. 5 Jews were caught in
the act the first 3 days, and immediately shot. The Latvians jailed 1,125 Jews, 32
political prisoners, 85 Russian workers and 2 criminal women by 7 July, most of
them only during the last few days, however. [...] The actions against the Jews
continue increasingly. Upon suggestion of the EK, all houses still standing are be-
ing cleared of Jews by the auxiliary police service, and the dwellings are assigned
to the non-Jewish population. Jewish families are being driven out of the city by
Latvians, while the men are being arrested. The food supply is difficult, since the
supplies have been almost completely destroyed by fire. The arrested male Jews
are being summarily shot and buried in already prepared graves. So far, 1,150
Jews have been shot in Daugavpils by EK 1b.” (p. 129)

This report also contains a detailed description of Soviet atrocities in the region
of Lvov by Einsatzgruppe C, where approximately 20,000 Ukrainians disap-
peared, 80% of them from the intellectual class. The prisons were full of Ukraini-
an bodies, 3,000 to 4,000 according to a conservative estimate. 82 bodies were
found in the prison of Dobromil, among them those of four Jewish informants. In
the vicinity of the city, a salt mine was found, 80 meters deep, full of bodies.
Nearby was a mass grave measuring 5 m x 15 m. The number of people mur-
dered in the district of Dobromil was estimated at several hundred. At Sambor,
the Soviets shot 400 Ukrainians. 120 persons were shot on 27 June.

“During the murders, the Russians and Jews acted with extreme cruelty. Bestial
mutilations were routine. Women’s breasts were cut off, men were castrated.
Shootings were committed by a shot to the back of the neck. Hand grenades were
often used to murder people, too. In Dobromil, women and men were killed by hit-
ting them on the body with the bolt guns used to slaughter cattle. In very many
cases, the prisoners must have been tortured to horrible extremes by breaking
their bones, etc. In Sambor, the prisoners were gagged to prevent them from cry-
ing out during the torture. The Jews, who next to their economical predominance
also occupied the public positions and made up the entire Bolshevik militia, were
always involved in these atrocities.” (pp. 131f.)

“Approximately 7,000 Jews were driven together and shot by the Security Police
in reprisal for the inhuman atrocities. [...] Primarily all Jews between the ages of
20 and 40 were arrested, while craftsmen and specialist workers were exempted
as needed. In addition to these executions in Lvov, reprisals were carried out in
other localities as well; among others, 132 Jews were shot in Dobromil. In Ya-
vorov, 32 Ukrainians were murdered, and 15 Jews were shot in reprisal.” (p.
132)

The City of Lutsk was largely destroyed by fires after the occupation:

“according to information from the local commanders, only Jews could have been
responsible for the arson. According to the testimony of 19 Ukrainians who had
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survived the butchery with injuries of varying seriousness, the Jews, once again,
were predominantly responsible for the arrests and shootings. ” (ibid.)

Jewish and Communist arsonists and looters were shot.

The Soviets locked up 4,000 Ukrainians in the local prison and shot 2,800 of
them before retreating; the Jews were “once again predominantly” involved in the
arrests and shootings (ibid.).

On 30 June, 300 Jews responsible for arson and 20 looters were shot.

At Zolochev, before retreating, the Soviets killed 700 Ukrainians, including all
the intellectuals.

“At the request of the Wehrmacht, the militia arrested several hundred Jews, who
were shot in reprisal for this. Between three and five hundred Jews were liquidat-
ed.” (p. 133)

EM No. 26 dated 18 July 1941, EG A:

“The arsons in the city [of Rezekne] were mostly the work of the Jews. Approxi-
mately 60 leading Latvians were found horribly mutilated upon the arrival of the
German troops. 80 Jews were liquidated as a result.” (p. 140)

EM No. 28 dated 20 July 1941, EG A, Pskov:

“The population is of the opinion that the Jews must be held primarily responsible
for the atrocities committed everywhere. [...]

It is assumed that approximately 100 important Ukrainian personalities were
murdered in the last days before the Russian withdrawal. In Kremenets, between
109 and 150 Ukrainians were murdered by the Russians. Some of these Ukraini-
ans are said to have been thrown into a cauldron with boiling water; an indica-
tion that this is so is the fact that the bodies were found to be without their skin
when exhumed. By way of self-justice, the Ukrainians slew 130 Jews with trun-
cheons. In Dubno, where the actions are largely over, there were a total of 100
executions.” (p. 150)

“Before their withdrawal, the Russians carried out a horrid bloodbath in Dubno
just the way they did in Lvov. In Tarnopol, a total of 127 executions were carried
out. There as well, before their withdrawal, the Russians committed atrocities in
the same manner as in Lvov and Dubno. A total of 10 bodies of German soldiers
were found during the exhumations. Almost all of them had their hands tied be-
hind their backs with wire, while the bodies showed signs of the most horrible mu-
tilations; e.g., their eyes were put out, tongues cut out and limbs cut off from the
torso. The number of Ukrainians killed by the Russians, among them also women
and children, is ultimately estimated at approximately 600. Jews and Poles were
spared by the Russians. The total number of their victims since the occupation of
the Ukraine is estimated at 2,000 by the Ukrainians. The deliberate deportation
and kidnapping of the Ukrainians began as early as 1939. There is hardly a fami-
ly in Tarnopol in which one or more members of the family have not disappeared.
In the city, which has approximately 40,000 residents, among them 12,000
Ukrainians, 18,000 Jews and 10,000 Poles, 10,000 Ukrainians are simply miss-
ing. [...] Torture chambers were discovered in the basement rooms of the court-
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house building, just as was also the case in Lvov. Here as well, boiling-hot and
ice-cold shower baths were evidently used for purposes of torture. Several corps-
es were found completely naked whose skin had burst and had torn off in many
places. [...] Troops marching through the district who had an opportunity to view
these horrible sights, particularly the corpses of murdered German soldiers, slew
approximately 600 Jews and set their houses on fire.” (pp. 150f.)

This report has as Appendix Il a “Report on the Soviet-Russian State Prison at
Dubno and the Blood Bath of 24 and 25 June 1941” (pp. 154-158).

EM No. 127 dated 31 October 1941, EG C:

This report also deals with these Soviet atrocities:
“Over 10,000 interrogations were conducted by the Communists over the course
of these four months, during which it always turned out that precisely the Jews
worked for the Soviets, if not themselves in responsible positions, then at least as
agents, collaborators or informants. The huge number of mass graves did not
even in one single case contain the body of a Jew. It is a fact, however, that pre-
cisely the Jews are co-responsible for the slaughter of the Ukrainian population.
For the Security Police, this resulted in the need for special measures against
Jewry.” (p. 741)

In 1941, the German Auswartige Amt (Foreign Office) published a sort of “Black
Book” titled Bolschewistische Verbrechen gegen Kriegsrecht und Menschlichkeit.
Dokumente Zusammengestellt vom Auswartigen Amt (Bolshevist Crimes against
the Laws of War and Humaneness: Documents Compiled by the Foreign Office)
containing 159 documents. The principal criticism was that of waging war in vio-
lation of all international conventions (Auswartiges Amt, p. 3):
“On orders of the rulers in the Kremlin, the war is conducted with the greatest
cruelty and in complete disregard of all the principles of international law.”
The Soviets later turned these accusations around and deployed them against the
Germans.

3.4. Executions of Party Officials, Intellectuals and Activists

Among the first victims of the Einsatzgruppen were Party officials and Jewish
intellectuals, as well as Jews suspected of being arsonists, saboteurs, looters,
spreaders of false news, etc. These categories of victims appear as early as 3 July
1941:

EM No. 11 dated 3 July 1941, EG C:
“Komsomol officials and Jewish Communist Party officials liquidated. ” (p. 70)

EM No. 13 dated 5 July 1941, EG C, EK 9, Grodno:

“Party officials have fled, leaders of the Jewish intelligentsia (especially teachers,
lawyers, Soviet officials) liquidated.” (p. 83)
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EM No. 19 dated 11 July 1941.:
“Einsatzgruppe C: Location Rovno.
EK 4a still in Rovno, where 240 Bolsheviks were executed, mostly Jewish offi-
cials, agents, etc.” (p. 104)

EM No. 21 dated 13 July 1941:
“In Bialystok, 215 Jewish and Bolshevik officials were shot, in addition to 35
NKVD agents. [...] In Grodno and Lida, 96 Jews were initially executed during
the first few days. | gave orders to intensify this considerably.” (p. 115)

EM No. 22 dated 14 July, EG D:

This report describes one of the first shootings of Jewish intellectuals:
“In Khotin, tasks accomplished by Xb. Leading intellectual personalities from the
Soviet party and political life, Jewish agitators, teachers, lawyers, rabbis arrested
and treated accordingly after a series of raids with the help of Ukrainian confi-
dential informants. Jewish doctors were released to provide medical care for the
residents” (p. 118)

EM No. 24 dated 16 July 1941, EG A, Daugavpils:
As mentioned before (see p. 181), fires broke out after this town had been taken,
leading to massive reprisals, but in addition to that:

“Finally, on 30 June, 183 Jewish Communists were arrested and liquidated with
the help of reliable local Ukrainians.” (p. 129)

EM No. 28 dated 20 July 1941, EG D:

“In Rovno, all in all 240 executions have been carried out so far. The victims
were mostly Jewish Bolshevik agents and NKVD informants.” (p. 150)

EM No. 32 dated 24 July 1941, EG B:

“Thus, in Baranovichi, another 381 persons were liquidated. These were mostly
Jewish activists, officials and looters.” (p. 171)

This report then returns to the killing of intellectuals:

“In Minsk, the entire Jewish intelligentsia (teachers, professors, lawyers, etc.,
with the exception of physicians) has now been liquidated.” (p. 172)

EM No. 37 dated 29 July 1941

This report, in part already quoted on p. 167, explains why the Einsatzgruppen
considered Jewish intellectuals enemies to be killed:

“According to careful estimates, there are still 5,000 Jews (9% of the population)
in Zhitomir. Many Jews, particularly the intellectual classes, are mostly active as
informants for the NKVD. The Soviet agencies treated them quite preferentially.
They employed them primarily as administrative officials, managers of ware-
houses, kolkhozes and sovkhozes (80% of the Soviet officials in the Zhitomir dis-
trict were Jews). In the practice of their religion, the Soviet authorities hardly
gave them any trouble. In contrast to the Orthodox churches, their synagogues
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were always available to them for the practice of their religious rituals. Among
the Jews, the hope still prevails that the Bolsheviks will return very soon. Due to
the behavior of the Jewish population under Bolshevik rule, the population, with a
few exceptions, is overtly anti-Semitic.” (p. 201)

EM No. 38 dated 30 July 1941.:

The commander of the Security Police and SD in Cracow reports:
“During the reporting period, another 416 persons, mostly Jews, were shot for
Communist activities as political commissars in the Red Army, as murderers of
nationalistic Ukrainians, or as NKVD agents.” (p. 205)

EM No. 39 dated 31 July 1941:

With reference to the commander of the Security Police and the SD in Cracow,
this report contains the following remark:
“A more loyal attitude is shown toward Jewish scholars, unless they were sympa-
thetic to Bolshevism and hostile to the Ukrainians during the Soviet period.” (p.
210)
This indicates that one could well argue that the shooting of Jewish intellectuals
mentioned in other reports was due to the fact that they were considered com-
promised by Bolshevism or its supporters.

EM No. 43 dated 5 August 1941, EG B, Grodno:
“A large number of Jews who had worked for the NKVD under Soviet rule and
who had stirred up the population to resist the German armed forces after the ar-
rival of German troops were taken out.” (p. 239)

Vilnius:
“The Latvian security force substantially participated in rendering harmless Jew-
ish-Bolshevik officials and agents. ” (p. 240)

EM No. 47 dated 9 August 1941:

This report mentions many executions carried out by Einsatzgruppe B. 400 Jews
were eliminated at Zhitomir in the past few days, “including mostly saboteurs and
political officials” (p. 265).
“In Korostyshev, 40 Jews were eliminated for sabotage, spying and looting, for it
has also become known that returning Jews tyrannized the population and main-
tained very close contact with armed bands in the region around Korostyshev.”
(ibid.)
At Berdichev:
“148 Jews were executed for looting and Communist activity. ” (ibid.)
“24 Jews shot in Miropol for refusing to work or for assisting the partisans.”
(ibid.)
“In Vinnitsa, where 30 buried murdered victims were found, 146 Jews were dis-
patched. ” (ibid.)
In the territory of Shepetovka-Rovno:
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“370 Russians and 1,643 Jews shot as instigators and accomplices” (p. 266)

EM No. 73 dated 4 September 1941:

Shootings of individual Jews or in small groups are also recorded in the para-
graphs of this report dedicated to the anti-partisan struggle. For example, the per-
sons shot included “a Jew who had destroyed German military cable installations
near Minsk” (p. 403); a group of partisans in the district of Borisov who were
“predominantly Jewish activists” (ibid.); 74 Jews “in reprisal for arsons commit-
ted by Jews in Nevel” (p. 404); another 20 were shot “for having been active in a
communist sense” (ibid.); still others were shot for “anti-German whispering
propaganda,” “as NKVD informants and political officials,” as saboteurs of
Wehrmacht measures, for accomplices in the murder of three German soldiers at
Vitebsk, or as arsonists and troublemakers in the Smolensk Ghetto (p. 405).

The paragraph “Combing through a Civilian Prison Camp” speaks of the liqui-
dation of 733 civilians with this clarification:

“In all cases, the persons shot were thoroughly inferior elements, with predomi-

nantly Asian elements.”
Immediately afterwards, the text adds:

“While combing through the civilian prison camp in Vitebsk, 397 Jews were

handed over by the Wehrmacht who had committed sabotage and had caused

raids against German troops.” (p. 406)

It therefore appears that the criterion of elimination on racial grounds applied to
Asian “inferior elements” rather than to the Jews.

The reasons for the killing of mental patients are not explained; one may well
imagine a mix of theories relating to euthanasia combined with the theory of
“useless eaters,” which must have seemed particularly urgent in the Eastern terri-
tories due to the food shortage, aggravated by looting and fires caused by the
fleeing Soviets. But perhaps the Germans were also taking account of the hazards
constituted by these persons, since EM No. 94 dated 25 September 1941 and No.
108 dated 9 October mentions lunatics armed by the Soviets (pp. 554, 663).

EM No. 80 dated 11 September 1941.:
This report deals with Jews supporting the partisans:

“As already reported, Jews play an important role in supplying these residual
groups with provisions and in conveying information.” (p. 440)

EM No. 88 dated 19 September 1941, EG C:

This report mentions a shooting motivated by a sort of euthanasia combined with
health concerns:

“On 6 Sept. 41, Commando 4a carried out a Jewish operation in Radomyshl.
Jews had come together there from all over the region. All Jewish dwellings were
therefore overcrowded. 15 persons in one room. The sanitary conditions had be-
come intolerable as a result. Several Jewish corpses had to be removed from the
houses every day. Feeding the Jews, including their children, was not possible.
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The result was an increasingly great danger of epidemics. To eliminate these con-
ditions, 1,107 adult Jews were shot by Commando 4a, and 561 youthful Jews
were shot by the Ukrainian militia.” (p. 496)

The same Einsatzgruppe C report describes an absurdly disproportionate reprisal:
“Inflammatory pamphlets and leaflets were distributed in Berdichev on 1 and 2
Sept. 41. Since the guilty parties could not be established, 1,303 Jews, including
876 Jewesses over the age of 12, were executed by a Commando of the Higher SS
and Police leader.” (ibid.)

EM No. 94 dated 25 September 1941, EG A:

Shootings for health reasons are also mentioned in this report:

“As already mentioned, the actions taken against the Jews must differ depending
on their population density in the individual sections. Particularly in the northern
section of Einsatzgruppe C, very large numbers of fleeing Jews have shown up
again in the villages, and are now a heavy burden on the food supply. The popula-
tion does neither feed nor house them. They live partly in earth burrows or
crammed together in old huts. This greatly increases the danger of epidemics,
thus already for this reason necessitating the total cleansing of the localities con-
cerned.” (p. 558)

This report also “explains” the reasons for the execution of Jews in Lithuania:
“Increased pro-Bolshevik propaganda activity by the Jewish population was ob-
served at several villages by Einsatzkommandos 2 and 3 in the area of the civilian
administration. Where such propaganda appears, the toughest measures are im-
plemented, and all such villages are completely purged of Jews insofar as possi-
ble. Since this Jewish propaganda activity occurred especially in Lithuania, the
number of persons liquidated in the area of EK 2 has risen to some 75,000.” (p.
554)

Communists were not necessarily doomed to die; rather, the position occupied by

each person was carefully examined. Thus, EM No. 155 dated 14 January 1942,

Einsatzgruppe A reported that up to 15,500 Communists had been arrested in Es-

tonia so far, 1,000 of whom were shot, while 6,377 were held in detention and

3,785 were released because the accusations against them were considered to be

relatively trivial (Mallmann 2014 et al., p. 75).

EM No. 51 dated 13 August 1941:
The “extermination battalions™ subordinated to the NKVD constituted a separate
case. EM No. 51 dated 13 August 1941 says in this regard (ibid., p. 283):
“It is indicative that there are many Jews among the members of the extermina-
tion battalions. [...] Just as everywhere else in the Soviet Union, the Jews play an
important role here as well. ”
The Germans stumbled across these Soviet units starting in July 1941. A file
memo of an SS Oberscharfiihrer (the signature is illegible) dated 28 July 1941
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bearing the subject “Extermination battalions in the Latvian and Estonian SSR”¢°
says that the Wehrmacht captured 260 members of one of these units in the dis-
trict of Kallaste on 26-27 July. The interrogator’s description of the event is as
follows:

“The Battalions were for the most part formed immediately after the outbreak of
the war. The members of these ‘extermination battalions’ are recruited mainly
from former members of the militia, workers’ guards, volunteers from the working
class and conscripts. The conscripts were selected from previously prepared lists
and for the most part assigned to labor battalions. The conscripts were, however,
90% members of Communist organizations, since they had to be particularly
trustworthy persons. Tellingly, there are many Jews among the members of the
extermination battalions. [...] Most of the commissars were Jews. During interro-
gation, the Jews naturally claimed to have been merely nurses, bakers, typists or
something of the like. By way of cross-examination and mutual snitching, howev-
er, the opposite could be established. [...] The extermination battalions’ task was
the same everywhere. Their job was to destroy everything which the Red Army
had been unable to destroy due to the lack of time.”
There were at least four of these extermination battalions operating in Riga, one
in Jelgava and another five in Liepaja and Ventspils. Their strength was approxi-
mately 300 persons each. In Estonia there were at least eight such battalions, with
altogether 2,900 men. 1%
In the light of this information, the shootings of Jews by the Einsatzgruppen
for sabotage, considered by many to be a mere pretext, are explicable in quite a
different sense.

3.5. Ghettoization

In parallel with the executions, the Einsatzgruppen undertook the task of creating
ghettos and concentration camps at Kaunas starting at the end of July 1941.

EM No. 14 dated 6 July 1941, EK 1b, Kaunas:

“Two companies of them were subordinated to the Einsatzkommando. One of
these companies guards the Jewish concentration camp established in the mean-
time at Kaunas Fort 7, and carries out the executions. [...] Fort VII in Kaunas is
being set up as a Jewish concentration camp with 2 divisions: 1) male Jews; 2)
female Jews and children. Approximately 1,500 Jews are being housed in the fort
at the present time. The watch is carried out by Lithuanian guards. The Central
Prison houses the following inmates at the present time: 1,869 Jews, 214 Lithua-
nians, 134 Russians, 1 Latvian, 16 Poles. There are plans for the construction of
another concentration camp for Jews in Fort 1X in Kaunas.” (p. 86)

185 SSR = Socialist Soviet Republic
18 ERA, R 819-1-17, pp. 2f.
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EM No. 19 dated 11 July 1941:

This report describes the “Prerequisites for a New Order” as follows:
“The construction of a Jewish ghetto, the marking of all Jews by a yellow Star of
David measuring 8 x 10 cm in diameter on the left side of the chest, and the hous-
ing of women and children by a Jewish aid committee in the new ghetto, in case
they are released by the Lithuanians on our orders. The City of Vilijampole has
been selected to serve as the ghetto. The resettlement must be completed in 4
weeks. The prisons are now being combed once again; Jews, insofar as special
reasons exist, are being arrested and shot. We are speaking of executions of
smaller numbers in these cases, from 50 to 100 people. To prevent a backflow of
Jews to Kaunas, an agreement was made with the Higher SS and Police leader
that the ordinary police set up a guard belt around Kaunas and refuse entry to
any Jew.” (pp. 103f.)

EM No. 21 dated 13 July 1941, EG B:
At Minsk, executions and the creation of ghettos proceeded at the same pace:

“First, 1,050 Jews were liquidated. Others were executed on a daily basis. With
regard to the non-Jews still remaining in the camp, the liquidation of the crimi-
nals, functionaries, Asiatics, and so on was initiated. Moreover, a Jewish council
was also formed, a ghetto was created, and the marking of all Jews was arranged
for.” (pp. 113f)

EM No. 32 dated 24 July 1941:
This report supplies additional information as to Minsk:

“A Jewish security service was formed to maintain order in the newly formed
Jewish residential district. The Jewish security service is at the disposal of the
council of Jewish elders to support the implementation of directives issued by the
German agencies and the city administration of Minsk. To prevent the outbreak of
epidemics, a Jewish health office was formed, subordinate to the city ’s health au-
thority ” (p. 172)
The same report also contains some information on Einsatzgruppe B in Orsha:

“Together with the field and local headquarters, the creation of Jewish councils,

the registration and residential concentration of the Jews as well as the recompi-
lation of residential registration lists were carried out.” (p. 171)

EM No. 34 dated 26 July 1941, EG B:
This report mentions activities that unfolded at Vitebsk:

“The established Jewish council has registered approximately 3,000 Jews so far.
Jewish marking introduced. Currently they are deployed in clearance operations.
As a deterrent, 27 Jews publicly shot in the streets of the city for failure to show
up for work. Approval from Byelorussian population. Comprehensive executions
of Jews follows subsequently.” (p. 188)
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EM No. 36 dated 28 July 1941, EG B:
This report also refers to its activity at Shklov:
“First measures have already been taken: 1) Evacuation of Jews from inhabited

houses and resettlement in a ghetto (cases of leprosy among Jews discovered in
the process) ” (p. 197)

EM No. 43 dated 5 Auqust 1941:

Einsatzgruppe B continued the task of ghettoization while advancing into Byelo-
russia as well.
“In general, the population has feelings of hatred and rage towards the Jews and
approves the German measures (construction of ghettos, formation of labor units,
security-police measures, etc.) but is unable to take the initiative in handling the
Jews themselves. ” (p. 233)
“With the approval of the responsible local and field headquarters, ghettos were
established, Jewish councils of elders were formed, the external marking of the
Jews was carried out, labor units were formed, etc., wherever necessary and pos-
sible. To maintain order in the newly established residential districts, Jewish se-
curity services were formed. To prevent the outbreak of epidemics, it was neces-
sary to create Jewish health offices in the Jewish residential districts.” (p. 237)

EM No. 54 dated 16 August 1941.:

In the meantime; Einsatzgruppe A was proceeding in the same manner at Kaunas.
“The ghettoization of the approximately 25,000 Kaunas Jews is proceeding rapid-
ly. A total of nearly 10,000 Jews have been resettled so far. Under German super-
vision, the address office (official office of the Lithuanian security police) has
completed a card index comprising all the Jews in Kaunas.” (p. 307)

EM No. 63 dated 25 August 1941, Novoukrainka:

A similar activity was also being carried out by Einsatzgruppe C.
“The solution to the Jewish question, as one of the most important problems, is
already being tackled, too, even if hesitatingly. In Kishinev there were approxi-
mately 60-80,000 Jews before the war. A large proportion of them moved out with
the withdrawal of the Russians. When the city was occupied, only some 4,000
Jews were present, whose numbers were increased by influx. At the initiative of
the Einsatzkommando, the Rumanian town major created a Jewish ghetto in the
old city. The ghetto currently contains about 9,000 Jews. The Jews are being
grouped into labor units and are being made available to the various German and
Rumanian agencies for clearance work and other jobs.” (p. 350)

EM No. 64 dated 26 August 1941:

“Situation in the Khotin-Mogilev region. 1. Jewish question. In the City of Mogi-
lev there are currently some 4,000 Jews who are residents of the city. In the im-
mediate vicinity of M. there are some 7,000 Jews, who had been deported to the
region by the time the Rumanians took over official business. A Jewish transport
with a strength of some 6,000 persons was deported into the far side of the Dnie-
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ster region despite considerable objections by the Rumanian bridge commandant.
As a result of backward migration into the city, the number of Jewish residents is
increasing daily. It is intended to concentrate the Jewish residents in one Jewish
district. The Jews deported here by the Rumanians are concentrated in 3 collec-
tion camps. Jews fit for labor have been deployed at clearance work in the city as
well as during the harvest.” (p. 356)

EM No. 73 dated 4 September 1941:

Ghettoization activity is commonly described in many other reports, as for in-
stance in this one:

“Formation of labor units, Jewish councils, ghettos, etc.: In Nevel as well, as in
the other cities so far, Jews picked up on routine patrols were pressed into labor
units deployed to clean the city. A Jewish council was formed from the more intel-
ligent ones. As their first job they were ordered to register all Jews of both sexes
as well as to mark them with a yellow circle.” (p. 406)

EM No. 91 dated 22 September 1941:

This report outlines the plan to make Pruzhany a completely Jewish city:
“Locking up the Jews of Bialystok has been carried out. The preparations for
locking them up in the other city is to be considered completed. According to an
agreement between the district presidents of Bialystok, the Einsatzkommandos,
the Security Police and the Police presidents, it is planned to resettle the Jews of
Bialystok to Pruzhany, except for 3,000 of them, who are needed as craftsmen.
The resettlement of 20,000 Jews is to begin already this month. The intention is to
turn Pruzhany into a purely Jewish city.” (p. 524)

EM No. 122 dated 23 October 1941:
This report returns to the question in these terms:

“The evacuation of the Jews out of Bialystok to Pruzhany is progressing. Due to
transport problems, only 9,000 Jews could be hauled away so far. According to a
talk with the district president, an improvement of the transport possibilities is to
be expected in the near future.” (p. 722)
The intention of the Germans was to make Pruzhany a “Judenstadt” — “Jewish
city,” filling it in part with the 40,000 Jews from Biatystok, which in this manner
would have become “free of Jews.” The project proved unfeasible and was aban-
doned at the end of October/beginning of December 1941 (Gerlach 1999, p. 535).

EM No. 93 dated 24 September 1941:
This report presents a recap of the activities of Einsatzgruppe A in the East:

“The Jewish question in the Eastern territories: The initial measures against the
Jews in the Reich Commissariat of the East were carried out by the Security Po-
lice, also on the level of police administration. Following the takeover by the ci-
vilian administration, the Einsatzkommandos transferred the police administra-
tive measures against Jews to the agencies of the civilian administration. The cre-
ation of ghettos had been prepared for throughout and is being carried on by the
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civilian administration. Only in Vilnius, which was later taken over by Einsatz-
gruppe A, no preparations had been made to house the 60,000 Jews present there
in a ghetto. EK 3 has now suggested the formation of a ghetto, and will now sim-
ultaneously carry out pacification measures still required to combat Jewish polit-
ical activity. In Riga, even before the takeover by the civilian administration, the
so-called Moscow district had already been put aside as a ghetto, and Jewish
council of elders had been formed. The relocation of the Jews in the ghetto is pro-
gressing. The Jews in the cities are being used as a source of free labor by all
German agencies. [...] In the old Soviet areas, Jews have been encountered only
in singular cases in the cities. The majority of the Jews formerly residing there
have fled.” (p. 555)

EM No. 107 dated 8 October 1941, EG D, Nikolayev:

This report describes “the first steps towards the solution of the Jewish question”
as follows:

“The first part of the Jewish question has already been solved. As early as 23
Aug. 41, the Jews were ordered by proclamation to wear the Jewish star and to
register. By order of the Kommando, the registration was carried out by the coun-
cil of elders, which had been set up for this purpose. Following the initial marking
and a survey of the Jews, they were herded together in several streets for easier
supervision, and those streets were cordoned off. Due to the registration, the
armed forces’ need for Jewish labor units could be met from the 2nd day onward.
Jewish labor units of all types were made available on a daily basis; their
strength increased from 120 at the start to three thousand in the last few days.”
(pp. 652f.)

EM No. 125 dated 26 October 1941. EG B:
This report returned to the topic of ghettoization at Mogilev:

“EK 8 has finished setting up the Mogilev Ghetto. For its support, the Jewish
council was required to set up a Jewish security force inside the ghetto with a
strength of 15 men. It was furthermore ordered to fence off the ghetto from the
rest of the district with barbed wire. The number of Jews still remaining in the
ghetto amounts to barely 1,000 persons, including women and children. ” (p. 733)

3.6. Judeo-Bolshevism and German Propaganda

In addition to those already mentioned above, other reports dwell on the close re-
lationship between Judaism and Bolshevism.

EM No. 52 dated 14 Augqust 1941, EG C:

“The Bolshevik apparatus rests upon the Jews and certain classes of officials and
employees in the city; in the countryside, Bolshevik rule was propped up by a rel-
atively small number of political operatives by means of the harshest terror me-
thods.” (p. 287)
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EM No. 78 dated 9 September 1941, EG B:

This report contains, among other things, a long evaluation on the “Soviet school
system” and the “Position of the Jews within the Soviet Regime.” The analysis it
contains is not in complete conformity with the related National-Socialist propa-
ganda:
“Following the outbreak of the Revolution, almost all important offices and posi-
tions were systematically filled with Jews under Lenin. Under Stalin, a struggle
against Jewish preponderance set in. As a result, the Jews began to camouflage
themselves and to partly withdraw from key positions.” (p. 427)
The Jews nonetheless maintained an excess of power in the Soviet apparatus, the
report continues. In economic life, they held 90% of all powerful positions. For
example, at Mogilev, of 120 warehouses of foodstuffs and basic necessities, 108
were directed by Jews; another 50 different types of warehouses were directed by
Jews, and all the factories were directed by Jews. The proportion of Jews in the
Party exceeded 50%, and at Minsk reached 90%. In the NKVD, the Jews held an
average of 70-80% of all positions. In scientific research, they held 50-60% of all
positions, while in medicine, they amounted to 75-80%. 35% of all personnel in
opera and the theater were Jewish, and Jews held 65-75% of all positions in the
orchestras. Against a background of a general closure of churches, the syna-
gogues were also closed, but the Jews were permitted to continue their religious
life with certain restrictions. In contrast to Orthodox Christians, the rabbis were
not persecuted (pp. 428f.).

EM No. 85 dated 16 September 1941, EG C:

This report deals with agriculture in great detail as well as with the harvest in
German-occupied Ukraine, agricultural conditions under the Soviet regime, and
the settlements of ethnic Germans in the area around Krivoy Rog (pp. 464-469).
The following comments are made in this regard:
“The Jews have imposed a regime of outright terror, exploiting the working
strength of the [ethnic] German peasantry to the utmost. Anti-Jewish hatred is
correspondingly massive here.” (pp. 468f.)

EM No. 80 & 81 dated 11 & 12 September 1941:

Even with regard to the ethnic Germans, the Einsatzgruppen demonstrated a cer-

tain independence of action. For example, contrary to the propaganda dictates, it

is asserted “that perceptions present in Germany relating to the extermination or

decimation of the ethnic German population were exaggerated” (p. 454; EM No.

81), and drastic measures against some ethnic Germans are also mentioned:
“Popular trust in the work of the EKs is further reinforced by the fact that, if need
be, the severest measures are taken against ethnic Germans as well. Thus, in 2
cases, ethnic Germans proven to be vicious Bolshevik agitators were shot.” (p.
444; EM No. 80)
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This should indicate the need for greater caution in the interpretation of claims of
Jewish power in the Soviet Union as pure propaganda, such as the following, as
already quoted:
“Experience to date confirms the earlier allegation that the Soviet state was a
Jewish state through and through.” (p. 451; EM No. 81)

EM No. 133 dated 14 November 1941, EG B:

Even when the reports speak of the “total extirpation of the Jews,” the context is
always that of the struggle against Bolshevism. Thus, in this report we read:

“That Communist machinations were most warmly supported by the Jews need
not be stressed particularly. Under the prevailing circumstances, the only way of
putting an end to the machinations of the Jews in Volhynia and thus to deprive
Bolshevism of its most fertile breeding ground is through the complete extirpation
of the Jews, who are certainly less of a boon as workers than they are a bane as
‘germ carriers’ of Communism.” (p. 792)

EM No. 129 dated 5 November 1941, EG C:

Although in less detail, this report deals with the “Influence of Jewry on the So-

viet-Russian living sphere” (pp. 750-753):
“a) General: Einsatzgruppe C found the role of Jewry in the USSR, in politics, the
economy and culture to be even more dominant than assumed. There may be no
other country that is so much subjected to the absolute rule of an ethnically for-
eign class of oppressors and exploiters than the Soviet Union. The rule of the
Jews in the USSR extends to all areas of life without exception. There is nothing
that is not influenced or controlled by the Jews. In politics, economics, art and
spiritual life, insofar as there can be any talk of spiritual life at all, even in the
private lives of Soviet citizens, relationships to Judaism and its influences played,
not just a role, but were of decisive significance. [...]
b) The Jews in the Communist Party and other Communist organizations.
It is well-known that the actual leadership of the Soviet Union is Jewish. It has
turned out that the citizens of the USSR not only accept this fact with Slavic stoi-
cism, but rather, that rejection of the Jews has increased to a definite but unor-
ganized anti-Semitism, which is universally perceptible. (This anti-Semitism is by
no means race-based, but is, rather, the result of Jewish economic advantages on
the one hand, and the obviously Jewish leadership of Bolshevism, with its result-
ing oppression and terrorism). Therefore, it was necessary to litter the Party and
its organs with Jews — not just in order to keep governmental power in Jewish
hands, but to shore up Jewish dominion as such.”

The report then says that “at least 80% of all leading Party positions and their re-

lated bodies, as well as the various commissariats (NKVD) were occupied by

Jews” and that “already [mentioning] the word ‘Jew’ was considered anti-Semi-

tism and punished by lengthy terms of imprisonment.”

Under point c), “The Jew in Economics,” the report notes that, among 400 “Em-

ployees in the Upper Salary Ranks,” 90% of them were Jews.
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“Commaodity speculation was, however, prohibited and strictly punished — when
committed by non-Jews. For Jews, there was no danger, since all the supervisory
officials were Jews. The judges were Jews and, in quite critical cases, the mem-
bers of the highest responsible Party offices were Jews. [...]
d) The Jew in arts and sciences.
In the Soviet Union, arts and sciences exclusively serve Bolshevik ideology. Art is
a vehicle of propaganda. Science has practically only one single task: to shore up
the ‘discoveries’ of Marxism and Leninism. It is no accident that Soviet artists, in-
sofar as they have a [famous] name, are all Party members. It is also no accident
that allegedly 90% of them were Jews. [...] Jewish influence is very strong in phi-
losophy, law, history, and partly even in medicine, particularly where university
teachers are concerned. The influence in theater and film is perceptible not only
through Jewish actors and actresses, but rather through its almost exclusively
Jewish-Bolshevik bias.”
Point e), “The Jew in Popular and Youth Education,” says that the principal Bol-
shevik organizations involved in youth education and training, the Komsomol
(Leninist Young Communist League) and schooling “were both, for the most
part, in the hands of Jews and members of the Communist Party.” While the
churches of other religions were closed and destroyed, “the majority of syna-
gogues were spared, and the rabbis could continue to preach undisturbed.” Final-
ly, regarding the press, it was “also directed approximately 90% by Jews.”

EM No. 141 dated 3 December 1941:

Regarding churches and synagogues, this report states:
“17 churches existed in the Taganrog district. Of the 12 Greek Orthodox church-
es, 9 were closed in the years 1922-1938, some destroyed, and some converted in-
to grain warehouses. [...] The Soviet administrative authorities converted the
Jewish synagogue into a technical school for aviation.” (p. 853)

EM No. 134 dated 17 November 1941, EG D:

The same theme can be found in this report:
“In the Ukraine (probably also in the rest of Russia) the People’s Commissariats
for Culture were predominantly staffed by Jews. This explains why, although the
synagogues were burdened by heavy taxes and closed as well, no rabbi was ar-
rested or deported. Furthermore, in every city, there were normally 1-2 syna-
gogues which were not closed.” (p. 808)

EM No. 144 dated 20 December 1941, EG A:

This report notes the resurgence of a typhus epidemic in Minsk and other locali-

ties. Among the population, the suspicion arose that this was the result of Soviet

bacteriological warfare against German troops. This would have been a very nice

propaganda topic to use against the enemy, but the Einsatzgruppe reports:
“Investigations in this regard carried out by the Einsatzgruppen since then have
failed to produce any lead in support of this suspicion.” (pp. 864f.)
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EM No. 141 dated 3 December 1941, EG D:

Another example of observations contrary to National-Socialist propaganda dic-
tates appears in this report, in which Einsatzgruppe D admits the irrelevance of
the Jewish presence in the scholastic and journalistic apparatus of the district of
Mariupol:
“It is striking that only a very small percentage of the teaching staff and only 2
directors were Jewish. [...]
The editorial staff of the city newspaper consisted of 1 director, 1 sub-director
and 6 editors; especially remarkable is the fact that there was not a single Jew
among them. Even among factory newspapers, the number of Jews involved was
very low.” (p. 851)

EM No. 31 dated 23 July 1941, EG A:
Even before the above, Einsatzgruppe A had already noted the following with
reference to Borisov:

“Jews were relatively without influence here.” (p. 165)

No. 3 of the “Reports from the Occupied Eastern Territories,” dated 15 May
1942, contains a report titled “General Situation and Atmosphere on the Crimean
Peninsula” which deals with the ethnic groups of the Crimea (Russians, Ukraini-
ans, Tatars, Germans, Jews, Krymchaks, Greeks, Bulgarians and Armenians)
from 1897 to 1939, discussing each ethnic group in detail. After explaining the
difference between the Karaites (a Jewish sect that rejects the Talmud and was
also distinguished by other aspects of Judaism, and that sided with the Loyalist
Forces during the Revolution) and the Krymchaks (who were considered, and
who considered themselves, genuine Jews), the report deals with the Jews:*8”

“The settlement of Jews on the Crimean Peninsula was strongly supported by the

Bolsheviks. Here, as well, though, it proved impossible to turn the Jews into a

people of peasants. In 1939, of the 65,000 Jews in Crimea (5.8% [of the popula-

tion]), 44,000 lived in the 6 largest cities. As everywhere else in the Soviet Union,

the Jews in the Soviet Union occupied the most important positions in economy,

cultural life and the Party and governmental administrations. The following list is

indicative of the influence exerted by the Jews in the governmental administra-

tions of Crimea:

In the Supreme Soviet of Crimea 50% Jews

" People’s Commissariat of Crimea 40% Jews

" " " for Education  of Crimea 80% Jews

" " " " Health "o 80% Jews
" " " " the Economy ” " 80% Jews
" " " " Trade "o 60% Jews
" " " " Finance " " 25% Jews
" " " " Justice "o 30% Jews
" " " " NKVD "o some 45% Jews. ”

187 NARA, T-175/235, 2724401f., pp. 10f.
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