— P T ST ———

Hitler’s Willing

- Executioners

-~ Ordinary Germans and
- the Holocaust

- DANIEL JONAH
GOLDHAGEN

| Vintage Books

A DIVISION OF RANDOM HOUSE, INC.

NEW YORK




CONTENTS

Introduction: Reconceiving Central Aspects of the Holocaust

PART I: UNDERSTANDING GERMAN ANTISEMITISM:

THE ELIMINATIONIST MIND-SET

Chapter 1: Recasting the View of Antisemitism: A Framework
for Analysis :

Chapter 2: The Evolution of Eliminationist Antisemitism
in Modern Germany,

Chapter 3: Eliminationist Antisemitism: The “Common Sense”
of German Society During the Nazi Period

27

49

8o

PART II: THE ELIMINATIONIST PROGRAM AND INSTITUTIONS

Chapter 4: The Nazis’ Assault on the Jews: Its Characte;
and Evolution '
Chapter 5: The Agents and Machinery of Destruction

PART III: POLICE BATTALIONS!:
42RDINARY GERMANS, WILLING KILLERS

Chapter 6: Police Battalions: Agents of Genocide
Chapter 7: Police Battalion 101: The Men’s Deeds

131
164

181
203




Chapter 8: Police Battalion 1o1: Assessing the Men’s Motives
Chapter g: Police Battalions: Lives, Killings, and Motives

PART IV: JEWISH “WORK” IS ANNIHILATION

* Chapter 10: The Sources and Pattern of Jewish “Work”
During the Nazi Period

Chapter 11: Life in the “Work” Camps

'Chapter 12: Work and Death

PART V: DEATH MARCHES: TO THE FINAL DAYS

Chapter 13: The Deadly Way
Chapter 14: Marching to What End?

~ PART VI: ELIMINATIONIST ANTISEMITISM, ORDINARY
GERMANS, WILLING EXECUTIONERS

Chapter 15: Explaining the Perpetrators’ .A}ctions:
Assessing the Competing Explanations
Chapter 16: Eliminationist Antisemitism as Genocidal Motivatio

Epilogue: The Nazi German Revolution

Afterword to the Vintage Edition

Appendix 1: A Note on Method

Appendix 2: Schematization of the Dominant Beliefs in Germany
about Jews, the Mentally Ill, and Slavs

Appendix 3: Foreword to the German Edition

Pseudonyms
Abbreviations
Notes
Acknowledgments
Index

Photographic credits

Maps may be found on pages 159, 205,
329, 347, 366, 367, 368, and 413.

239
263

283
293
317

327
355

375

416

455

463

467

473
477
484

485

487
615
617

633

Hitler’s Willing

Executioners




Introduction

RECONCEIVING CENTRAL
ASPECTS OF THE HOLOCAUST

APTAIN WOLFGANG HOFFMANN was a zealous executioner of

Jews. As the commander of one of the three companies of Police Bat-

talion 101, he and his fellow officers led their men, who were not SS
men but ordinary Germans, in the deportation and gruesome slaughter in
Poland of tens of thousands of Jewish men, women, and children. Yet this
same man, in the midst of his genocidal activities, once stridently disobeyed
a superior order that he deemed morally objectionable.

The order commanded that members of his company sign a declaration
that had been sent to them. Hoffmann began his written refusal by saying that
upon reading it, he had thought that an error had been made, “because it ap-
peared to me a piece of impertinence to demand of a decent German soldier
to sign a declaration in which he obligates himself not to steal, not to plun-
der, and not to buy without paying. . . .” He continued by describing how un-
necessary such a demand was, since his men, of proper ideological conviction,
were fully aware that such activities were punishable offenses. He also pro-
nounced to his superiors his judgment of his men’s character and actions, in-
cluding, presumably, their slaughtering of Jews. He wrote that his men’s
adherence to German norms of morality and conduct “derives from their
own free will and is not caused by a craving for advantages or fear of punish-
ment.” Hoffmann then declared defiantly: “As an officer I regret, however,
that I must set my view against that of the battalion commander and am not
able to carry out the order, since I feel injured in my sense of honor. I must
decline to sign a general declaration.”"
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Hoffmann’s letter is astonishing and instructive for a number of reasons. .
Here is an officer who had already led his men in the genocidal slaughter of
tens of thousands of Jews, yet who deemed it an effrontery that anyone might
suppose that he and his men would steal food from Poles! The genocidal
killer’s honor was wounded, and wounded doubly, for he was both a soldier
and a German. His conception of the obligations that Germans owed the
“subhuman” Poles must have been immeasurably greater than those owed
Jews. Hoffmann also understood his parent institution to be so tolerant that
he was willing to refuse a direct order and even to record his brazen insubor-
dination in writing. His judgment of his men—a judgment based, no doubt,
on the compass of their activities, including their genocidal ones—was that
they acted not out of fear of punishment, but with willing assent; they acted
from conviction, according to their inner beliefs.

Hoffmann’s written refusal sets in sharp relief important, neglected as-
pects of the Holocaust—such as the laxness of many of the institutions of
killing, the capacity of the perpetrators to refuse orders (even orders to kill),
and, not least of all, their moral autonomy—and provides insight into the un-
usual mind-set of the perpetrators, including their motivation for killing. It
should force us to ask long-ignored questions about the sort of worldview and
the institutional context that could produce such a letter which, though on a
tangential subject and seemingly bizarre, reveals a host of typical features of
the Germans’ perpetration of the Holocaust. Understanding the actions and
mind-set of the tens of thousands of ordinary Germans who, like Captain
Hoffmann, became genocidal killers is the subject of this book.

DuriNG THE HoLocAUST, Germans extinguished the lives of six million
Jews and, had Germany not been defeated, would have annihilated millions
more. The Holocaust was also the defining feature of German politics and
political culture during the Nazi period, the most shocking event of the twen-
tieth century, and the most difficult event to understand in all of German his-
tory. The Germans’ persecution of the Jews culminating in the Holocaust is
thus the central feature of Germany during the Nazi period. It is so not be-
cause we are retrospectively shocked by the most shocking event of the cen-
tury, but because of what it meant to Germans at the time and why so many
of them contributed to it. It marked their departure from the community of
“civilized peoples.”* This departure needs to be explained.

Explaining the Holocaust is the central intellectual problem for under-
standing Germany during the Nazi period. All the other problems combined
are comparatively simple. How the Nazis came to power, how they sup-
pressed the left, how they revived the economy, how the state was structured
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and functioned, how they made and waged war are all more or less ordinary,
“normal” events, easily enough understood. But the Holocaust and the
change in sensibilities that it involved “defies” explanation. There is no com-
parable event in the twentieth century, indeed in modern European history.
Whatever the remaining debates, every other major event of nineteenth- and
twentieth-century German history and political development is, in compari-
son to the Holocaust, transparently clear in its genesis. Explaining how the
Holocaust happened is a daunting task empirically and even more so theoret-
ically, so much so that some have argued, in my view erroneously, that it is
“inexplicable.” The theoretical difficulty is shown by its utterly new nature,
by the inability of social theory (or what passed for common sense) preced-
ing it to provide a hint not only that it would happen but also that it was even
possible. Retrospective theory has not done much better, shedding but mod-
est light in the darkness.

The overall objective of this book is to explain why the Holocaust oc-
curred, to explain how it could occur. The success of this enterprise depends
upon a number of subsidiary tasks, which consist fundamentally of reconceiv-
ing three subjects: the perpetrators of the Holocaust, German antisemitism,
and the nature of German society during the Nazi period.

FOREMOST AMONG the three subjects that must be reconceived are the per-
petrators of the Holocaust. Few readers of this book will have failed to give
some thought to the question of what impelled the perpetrators of the Holo-
caust to kill. Few have neglected to provide for themselves an answer to the
question, an answer that necessarily derives usually not from any intimate
knowledge of the perpetrators and their deeds, but greatly from the individ-
ual’s conception of human nature and social life. Few would probably dis-
agree with the notion that the perpetrators should be studied.

Yet until now the perpetrators, the most important group of people re-
sponsible for the slaughter of European Jewry, excepting the Nazi leadership
itself, have received little concerted attention in the literature that describes
the events and purports to explain them. Surprisingly, the vast literature on
the Holocaust contains little on the people who were its executors. Little is
known of who the perpetrators were, the details of their actions, the circum-
stances of many of their deeds, let alone their motivations. A decent estimate
of how many people contributed to the genocide, of how many perpetrators
there were, has never been made. Certain institutions of killing and the peo-
ple who manned them have been hardly treated or not at all. As a consequence
of this general lack of knowledge, all kinds of misunderstandings and myths
about the perpetrators abound. These misconceptions, moreover, have
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broader implications for the way in which the Holocaust and Germany dur-
ing the Nazi period are conceived and understood.

We must therefore refocus our attention, our intellectual energy, which
has overwhelmingly been devoted elsewhere, onto the perpetrators, namely
the men and women who in some intimate way knowingly contributed to the
slaughter of Jews.* We must investigate their deeds in detail and explain their
actions. It is not sufficient to treat the institutions of killing collectively or
singly as internally uncomplicated instruments of the Nazi leadership’s will,
as well-lubricated machines that the regime activated, as if by the flick of a
switch, to do its bidding, whatever it might have been. The study of the men
and women who collectively gave life to the inert institutional forms, who
peopled the institutions of genocidal killing must be set at the focus of schol-
arship on the Holocaust and become as central to investigations-of the geno-
cide as they were to its commission. :

These people were overwhelmingly and most importantly Germans.
While members of other national groups aided the Germans in their slaugh-
ter of Jews, the commission of the Holocaust was primarily a German un-
dertaking. Non-Germans were not essential to the perpetration of the
genocide, and they did not supply the drive and initiative that pushed it for-
ward. To be sure, had the Germans not found European (especially, eastern
European) helpers, then the Holocaust would have unfolded somewhat dif-
ferently, and the Germans would likely not have succeeded in killing as many
Jews. Still, this was above all 2 German enterprise; the decisions, plans, orga-
nizational resources, and the majority of its executors were German. Com-
prehension and explanation of the perpetration of the Holocaust therefore
requires an explanation of the Germans’ drive to kill Jews. Because what can
be said about the Germans cannot be said about any other nationality or about
all of the other nationalities combined—namely no Germans, no Holo-
caust—the focus here is appropriately on the German perpetrators.

The first task in restoring the perpetrators to the center of our under-
standing of the Holocaust is to restore to them their identities, grammatically
by using not the passive but the active voice in order to ensure that they, the
actors, are not absent from their own deeds (as in, “five hundred Jews were
killed in city X on date Y”),* and by eschewing convenient, yet often inap-
propriate and obfuscating labels, like “Nazis” and “SS men,” and calling
them what they were, “Germans.” The most appropriate, indeed the only ap-
propriate general proper name for the Germans who perpetrated the Holo-
caust is “Germans.”” They were Germans acting in the name of Germany
and its highly popular leader, Adolf Hitler. Some were “Nazis,” either by rea-
son of Nazi Party membership or according to ideological conviction; some
were not. Some were SS men; some were not. The perpetrators killed and
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made their other genocidal contributions under the auspices of many institu-
tions other than the SS. Their chief common denominator was that they were
all Germans pursuing German national political goals—in this case, the
genocidal killing of Jews.® To be sure, it is sometimes appropriate to use in-
stitutional or occupational names or roles and the generic terms “perpetra-
tors” or “killers” to describe the perpetrators, yet this must be done only in
the understood context that these men and women were Germans first, and
SS men, policemen, or camp guards second.

A second and related task is to reveal something of the perpetrators’
backgrounds, to convey the character and quality of their lives as genocidal
killers, to bring to life their Lebenswelt. What exactly did they do when they
were killing? What did they do during their time as members of institutions
of killing, while they were not undertaking killing operations? Until a great
deal is known about the details of their actions and lives, neither they nor the
perpetration of their crimes can be understood. The unearthing of the per-
petrators’ lives, the presentation of a “thick,” rather than the customary
paper-thin, description of their actions, as important and necessary as it is for
its own sake, lays the foundation for the main task of this book’s considera-
tion of them, namely to explain their actions.”

It is my contention that this cannot be done unless such an analysis is em-
bedded in an understanding of German society before and during its Nazi
period, particularly of the political culture that produced the perpetrators
and their actions. This has been notably absent from attempts to explain the
perpetrators’ actions, and has doomed these attempts to providing situational
explanations, ones that focus almost exclusively on institutional and immedi-
ate social psychological influences, often conceived of as irresistible pres-
sures. The men and women who became the Holocaust’s perpetrators were
shaped by and operated in a particular social and historical setting. They
brought with them prior elaborate conceptions of the world, ones that were
common to their society, the investigation of which is necessary for explain-
ing their actions. This entails, most fundamentally, a reexamination of the
character and development of antisemitism in Germany during its Nazi pe-
riod and before, which in turn requires a theoretical reconsideration of the
character of antisemitism itself.

Studies of the Holocaust have been marred by a poor understanding
and an under-theorizing of antisemitism. Antisemitism is a broad, typically
imprecisely used term, encompassing a wide variety of phenomena. This
naturally poses enormous obstacles for explaining the perpetration of the
Holocaust because a central task of any such attempt is to evaluate whether
and how antisemitism produced and influenced its many aspects. In my view,
our understanding of antisemitism and of the relationship of antisemitism to
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the (mal)treatment of Jews is deficient. We must begin considering these sub-
jects anew and develop a conceptual apparatus that is descriptively powerful
and analytically useful for addressing the ideational causes of social action.
The first chapter is devoted to initiating such a theoretical reconsideration.
The study of the perpetrators further demands a reconsideration, indeed
areconceiving, of the character of German society during its Nazi period and
before. The Holocaust was the defining aspect of Nazism, but not only of
Nazism. It was also the defining feature of German society during its Nazi
period. No significant aspect of German society was untouched by anti-
Jewish policy; from the economy, to society, to politics, to culture, from cat-
tle farmers, to merchants, to the organization of small towns, to lawyers,
doctors, physicists, and professors. No analysis of (German society, no under-
standing or characterization of it, can be made without placing the persecu-
tion and extermination of the Jews at its center. The program’s first parts,
namely the systematic exclusion of Jews from German economic and social
life, were carried out in the open, under approving eyes, and with the com-
plicity of virtually all sectors of German society, from the legal, medical, and
teaching professions, to the churches, both Catholic and Protestant, to the
gamut of economic, social, and cultural groups and associations.® Hundreds
of thousands of Germans contributed to the genocide and the still larger sys-
tem of subjugation that was the vast concentration camp system, Despite the
regime’s half-hearted attempts to keep the genocide beyond the view of most
Germans, millions knew of the mass slaughters.? Hitler announced many
times, emphatically, that the war would end in the extermination of the
Jews.™ The killings met with general understanding, if not approval. No
other policy (of similar or greater scope) was carried out with more persis-
tence and zeal, and with fewer difficulties, than the genocide, except perhaps
the war itself. The Holocaust defines not only the history of Jews during the
middle of the twentieth century but also the history of Germans. While the
Holocaust changed Jewry and Jews irrevocably, its commission was possible,
I argue, because Germans had already been changed. The fate of the Jews
may have been a direct, which does not, however, mean an inexorable, out-
growth of a worldview shared by the vast majority of the German people.
Each of these reconceivings—of the perpetrators, of German anti-
semitism, and of German society during the Nazi period—is complex, re-
quires difficult theoretical work and the marshaling of considerable empirical
material, and, ultimately, is deserving of a separate book in its own right.
While the undertaking of each one is justifiable on its own theoretical and em-
pirical grounds, each, in my view, is also strengthened by the others, for they
are interrelated tasks. Together the three suggest that we must substantially
rethink important aspects of German history, the nature of Germany during
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the Nazi period, and the perpetration of the Holocaust. This rethinking re-
quires, on a2 number of subjects, the turning of conventional wisdom on its
head, and the adoption of a new and substantially different view of essential
aspects of this period, aspects which have generally been considered settled.
Explaining why the Holocaust occurred requires a radical revision of what
has until now been written. This book is that revision.

This revision calls for us to acknowledge what has for so long been gen-
erally denied or obscured by academic and non-academic interpreters alike:
Germans’ antisemitic beliefs about Jews were the central causal agent of the
Holocaust. They were the central causal agent not only of Hitler’s decision to
annihilate European Jewry (which is accepted by many) but also of the per-
petrators’ willingness to kill and to brutalize Jews. The conclusion of this
book is that antisemitism moved many thousands of “ordinary” Germans—
and would have moved millions more, had they been appropriately posi-
tioned—to slaughter Jews. Not economic hardship, not the coercive means of
a totalitarian state, not social psychological pressure, not invariable psycho-
logical propensities, but ideas about Jews that were pervasive in Germany,
and had been for decades, induced ordinary Germans to kill unarmed, de-
fenseless Jewish men, women, and children by the thousands, systematically
and without pity.

For wWHAT developments would a comprehensive explanation of the Holo-
caust have to account? For the extermination of the Jews to occur, four prin-
cipal things were necessary:

1. The Nazis—that is, the leadership, specifically Hitler—had to decide to
undertake the extermination."

2. They had to gain control over the Jews, namely over the territory in which
they resided.™

3. They had to organize the extermination and devote to it sufficient
resources.”

4. They had to induce a large number of people to carry out the killings.

The vast literature on Nazism and the Holocaust treats in great depth the first
three elements, as well as others, such as the origins and character of Hitler’s
genocidal beliefs, and the Nazis’ ascendancy to power.** Yet, as I have already
indicated, it has treated the last element, the focus of this book, perfunctorily
and mainly by assumption. It is therefore important to discuss here some an-
alytical and interpretive issues that are central to studying the perpetrators.
Owing to the neglect of the perpetrators in the study of the Holocaust, it
is no surprise that the existing interpretations of them have been generally
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produced in a near empirical vacuum. Until recently, virtually no research
has been done on the perpetrators, save on the leaders of the Nazi regime. In
the last few years, some publications have appeared that treat one group or
another, yet the state of our knowledge about the perpetrators remains defi-
cient.”s We know little about many of the institutions of killing, little about
many aspects of the perpetration of the genocide, and still less about the per-
petrators themselves. As a consequence, popular and scholarly myths and
misconceptions about the perpetrators abound, including the following. It is
commonly believed that the Germans slaughtered Jews by and large in the
gas chambers,'® and that without gas chambers, modern means of trans-
portation, and efficient bureaucracies, the Germans would have been unable
to kill millions of Jews. The belief persists that somehow only technology
made horror on this scale possible.”” “Assembly-line killing” is one of the
stock phrases in discussions of the event. It is generally believed that gas
chambers, because of their efficiency (which is itself greatly overstated), were
a necessary instrument for the genocidal slaughter, and that the Germans
chose to construct the gas chambers in the first place because they needed
more efficient means of killing the Jews.™ It has been generally believed by
scholars (at least until very recently) and non-scholars alike that the perpe-
trators were primarily, overwhelmingly SS men, the most devoted and brutal
Nazis." It has been an unquestioned truism (again until recently) that had a
German refused to kill Jews, then he himself would have been killed, sent to
a concentration camp, or severely punished.* All of these views, views that
fundamentally shape people’s understanding of the Holocaust, have been
held unquestioningly as though they were self-evident truths. They have
been virtual articles of faith (derived from sources other than historical in-
quiry), have substituted for knowledge, and have distorted the way in which
this period is understood.

The absence of attention devoted to the perpetrators is surprising for a
host of reasons, only one of which is the existence of a now over-ten-year-
long debate about the genesis of the snitiation of the Holocaust, which has
come to be called by the misnomer the “intentionalist-functionalist” debate.*
For better or worse, this debate has become the organizing debate for much
of the scholarship on the Holocaust. Although it has improved our under-
standing of the exact chronology of the Germans’ persecution and mass mur-
der of the Jews, it has also, because of the terms in which it has been cast,
confused the analysis of the causes of the Germans’ policies (this is taken up
in Chapter 4), and it has done next to nothing to increase our knowledge of
the perpetrators. Of those who defined this debate and made its central early
contributions, only one saw fit to ask the question, Why, once the killing
began (however it did), did those receiving the orders to kill do so?* It ap-
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pears that for one reason or another, all the participants in the debate assumed
that executing such orders was unproblematic for the actors, and unproblem-
atic for historians and social scientists. The limited character of our knowl-
edge, and therefore our understanding, of this period is highlighted by the
simple fact that (however the category of “perpetrator” is defined) the num-
ber of people who were perpetrators is unknown. No good estimate, virtually
no estimate of any kind, exists of the number of people who knowingly con-
tributed to the genocidal killing in some intimate way. Scholars who discuss
them, inexplicably, neither attempt such an estimate nor point out that this, a
topic of such great significance, is an important gap in our knowledge.* If ten
thousand Germans were perpetrators, then the perpetration of the Holo-
caust, perhaps the Holocaust itself; is a phenomenon of one kind, perhaps the
deed of a select, unrepresentative group. If five hundred thousand or one mil-
lion Germans were perpetrators, then it is a phenomenon of another kind,
perhaps best conceived as a German national project. Depending on the
number and identity of the Germans who contributed to the genocidal
slaughter, different sorts of questions, inquiries, and bodies of theory might
be appropriate or necessary in order to explain it.

This dearth of knowledge, not only about the perpetrators but also about
the functioning of their host institutions has not stopped some interpreters
from making assertions about them—although the most striking fact remains
how few even bother to address the subject, let alone take it up at length. Still,
from the literature a number of conjectured explanations can be distilled,
even if they are not always clearly specified or elaborated upon in a sustained
manner. (In fact, strands of different explanations are frequently intermin-
gled without great coherence.) Some of them have been proposed to explain
the actions of the German people generally and, by extension, they would
apply to the perpetrators as well. Rather than laying out what each interpreter
has posited about the perpetrators, an analytical account is provided here of
the major arguments, with references to leading exemplars of each one. The
most important of them can be classified into five categories:

One explanation argues for external compulsion: the perpetrators were
coerced. They were left, by the threat of punishment, with no choice but to
follow orders. After all, they were part of military or police-like institutions,
institutions with a strict chain of command, demanding subordinate compli-
ance to orders, which should have punished insubordination severely, per-
haps with death. Put a gun to anyone’s head, so goes the thinking, and he will
shoot others to save himself.*

A second explanation conceives of the perpetrators as having been blind
followers of orders. A number of proposals have been made for the source or
sources of this alleged propensity to obey: Hitler’s charisma (the perpetrators
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were, so to speak, caught in his spell),* a general human tendency to obey au-
thority,*® a peculiarly German reverence for and propensity to obey author-
ity,*” or a totalitarian society’s blunting of the individual’s moral sense and its
conditioning of him or her to accept all tasks as necessary.”® So a common
proposition exists, namely that people obey authority, with a variety of ac-
counts of why this is so. Obviously, the notion that authority, particularly
state authority, tends to elicit obedience merits consideration.

A third explanation holds the perpetrators to have been subject to
tremendous social psychological pressure, placed upon each one by his com-~
rades and/or by the expectations that accompany the institutional roles that
individuals occupy. It is, so goes the argument, extremely difficult for indi-
viduals to resist pressures to conform, pressures which can lead individuals
to participate in acts which they on their own would not do, indeed would
abhor. And a variety of psychological mechanisms are available for such peo-
ple to rationalize their actions.*

A fourth explanation ‘sees the perpetrators as having been petty bureau-
crats, or soulless technocrats, who pursued their self-interest or their techno-
cratic goals and tasks with callous disregard for the victims. It can hold for
administrators in Berlin as well as for concentration camp personnel. They
all had careers to make, and because of the psychological propensity among
those who are but cogs in a machine to attribute responsibility to others for
overall policy, they could callously pursue their own careers or their own in-
stitutional or material interests.* The deadening effects of institutions upon
the sense of individual responsibility, on the one hand, and the frequent will-
ingness of people to put their interests before those of others, on the other,
need hardly be belabored.

A fifth explanation asserts that because tasks were so fragmented, the
perpetrators could not understand what the real nature of their actions was;
they could not comprehend that their small assignments were actually part of
a global extermination program. To the extent that they could, this line of
thinking continues, the fragmentation of tasks allowed them to deny the im-
portance of their own contributions and to displace responsibility for them
onto others.?' When engaged in unpleasant or morally dubious tasks, it is well
known that people have a tendency to shift blame to others.

The explanations can be reconceptualized in terms of their accounts of
the actors’ capacity for volition: The first explanation (namely coercion) says
that the killers could not say “no.” The second explanation (obedience) and
the third (situational pressure) maintain that Germans were psychologically
incapable of saying “no.” The fourth explanation (self-interest) contends that
Germans had sufficient personal incentives to kill in order not to want to say
“no.” The fifth explanation (bureaucratic myopia) claims that it never even



Reconcesving Central Aspects of the Holocaust 13

occurred to the perpetrators that they were engaged in an activity that might
make them responsible for saying “no.”

Each of these conventional explanations may sound plausible, and some
of them obviously contain some truth, so what is wrong with them? While
each suffers from particular defects, which are treated at length in Chapter
@they share a number of dubious common assumptions and features worth
TWientioning here.

The conventional explanations assume a neutral or condemnatory atti-
tude on the part of the perpetrators towards their actions. They therefore
premise their interpretations on the assumption that it must be shown how
people can be brought to commit acts to which they would not inwardly as-
sent, acts which they would not agree are necessary or just. They either ig-
nore, deny, or radically minimize the importance of Nazi and perhaps the
perpetrators’ ideology, moral values, and conception of the victims, for en-
gendering the perpetrators’ willingness to kill. Some of these conventional
explanations also caricature the perpetrators, and Germans in general. The
explanations treat them as if they had been people lacking 2 moral sense, lack-
ing the ability to make decisions and take stances. They do not conceive of the
actors as human agents, as people with wills, but as beings moved solely by
external forces or by transhistorical and invariant psychological propensities,
such as the slavish following of narrow “self-interest.” The conventional ex-
planations suffer from two other major conceptual failings. They do not suf-
ficiently recognize the extraordinary nature of the deed: the mass killing of
people. They assume and imply that inducing people to kill human beings is
fundamentally no different from getting them to do any other unwanted or
distasteful task. Also, none of the conventional explanations deems the iden-
tity of the victims to have mattered. The conventional explanations imply
that the perpetrators would have treated any other group of intended victims
in exactly the same way. That the victims were Jews—according to the logic
of these explanations—is irrelevant.

I maintain that any explanation that fails to acknowledge the actors’ ca-
pacity to know and to judge, namely to understand and. to have views about the
significance and the morality of their actions, that fails to hold the actors’ be-
liefs and values as central, that fails to emphasize the autonomous motivating

force of Nazi ideology, particularly its central compenent-of—antiscritisTm,

cannot possibly succeed in telling us much about why the perpetrators acted
as they did. Any explanation that ignores either the particular nature of the
perpetrators’ actions—the systematic, large-scale killing and brutalizing of
people—or the identity of the victims is inadequate for a host of reasons. All
explanations that adopt these positions, as do the conventional explanations,
suffer a mirrored, double failure of recognition of the human aspect of the

\
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Holocaust: the humanity of the perpetrators, namely their capacity to judge
and to choose to act inhumanely, and the humanity of the victims, that what
the perpetrators did, they did to these people with their specific identities, and
not to animals or things.

' My explanation—which is new to the scholarly literature on the perpe-
trators®*—is that the perpetrators, “ordinary Germans,” were animated by
antisemitism, by a particular type of antisemitism that led them to conclude
that the Jews ought to die.33 The perpetrators’ beliefs, their particular brand of
antisemitism, though obviously not the sole source, was, I maintain, a most
significant and indispensable source of the perpetrators’ actions and must be
at the center of any explanation of them. Simply put, the perpetrators, hav-
ing consulted their own convictions and morality and having judged the mass
annihilation of Jews to be right, did not want to say “no.”

BECAUSE STUDYING THE perpetration of the Holocaust is a difficult task in-
terpretively and methodologically, it is necessary to address a number of issues
openly and directly. Consequently, I lay out here central features of my ap-
proach to the subject, and specify clearly the gamut of perpetrators’ actions
that needs to be explained. The discussion continues in Appendix 1, where I
take up some related issues that might not interest the non-specialist—namely
the rationale for the choice of topics and cases that are presented in this study;
as well as some further items of interpretation and method.

Interpreters of this period make a grave error by refusing to believe that
people could slaughter whole populations—especially populations that are by
any objective evaluation not threatening—out of conviction. Why persist in
the belief that “ordinary” people could not possibly sanction, let alone par-
take in wholesale human slaughter? The historical record, from ancient times
to the present, amply testifies to the ease with which people can extinguish
the lives of others, and even take joy in their deaths.3

No reason exists to believe that modern, western, even Christian man is
incapable of holding notions which devalue human life, which call for its ex-
tinction, notions similar to those held by peoples of many religious, cultural,
and political dispensations throughout history, including the crusaders and
the inquisitors, to name but two relevant examples from twentieth-century
Christian Europe’s forebears.?® Who doubts that the Argentine or Chilean
murderers of people who opposed the recent authoritarian regimes thought
that their victims deserved to die? Who doubts that the Tutsis who slaugh-
tered Hutus in Burundi or the Hutus who slaughtered Tutsis in Rwanda, that
one Lebanese militia which slaughtered the civilian supporters of another,
that the Serbs who have killed Croats or Bosnian Muslims, did so out of con-
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viction in the justice of their actions? Why do we not believe the same for the
German perpetrators?

The manifold problems in writing about the Holocaust begin with the
choice of assumptions that are brought to the study of Germany. This sub-
ject is taken up at greater length in Chapter 1. Perhaps the most important is
whether or not it is assumed, as the rule has been for most interpreters of this
period, that Germany was more or less a2 “normal” society, operating accord-
ing to rules of “common sense” similar to our own. For people to be willing
to slaughter others, in this view, they must be moved by a cynical lust for
power or riches or they must be in the grip of a powerful ideology that is so
self-evidently false that only the disturbed few could actually succumb to it
(aside from those who cynically exploit it for power). The majority of mod-
ern people, simple and decent, may be pushed around by these few—but not
won over.

Alternatively, this period can be approached without such assumptions,
and instead with the critical eye of an anthropologist disembarking on un-
known shores, open to meeting a radically different culture and conscious of
the possibility that he might need to devise explanations not in keeping with,
perhaps even contravening his own common-sense notions, in order to ex-
plain the culture’s constitution, its idiosyncratic patterns of practice, and its
collective projects and products. This would admit the possibility that large
numbers of people, in this case Germans, might have killed or been willing to
kill others, in this case Jews, in good conscience. Such an approach would not
predetermine the task, as virtually all previous studies have done, to be the
explanation of what could have forced people to act against their will (or in-
dependent of any will, namely like automatons). Instead, it might be neces-
sary to explain how Germans came to be such potential willing mass killers
and how the Nazi regime tapped this disastrous potentiality. This approach,
which rejects the anthropologically and social-scientifically primitive notion
of the universality of our “common sense,”3® guides this inquiry.?

Central and generally unquestioned methodological and substantive as-
sumptions that have guided virtually all scholarship on the Holocaust and its
perpetrators are jettisoned here, because such assumptions are theoretically
and empirically unsustainable. In contrast to previous scholarship, this book
takes the actors’ cognition and values seriously and investigates the perpetra-
tors’ actions in light of a model of choice. This approach, particularly with
regard to the Holocaust, raises a set of social theoretical issues that, however
briefly, must be addressed.

The perpetrators were working within institutions that prescribed roles
for them and assigned them specific tasks, yet they individually and collec-
tively had latitude to make choices regarding their actions. Adopting a per-
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spective which acknowledges this requires that their choices, especially the
patterns of their choices, be discerned, analyzed, and incorporated into any
overall explanation or interpretation. Ideal data would answer the following
questions:

What did the perpetrators actually do?

What did they do in excess of what was “necessary”?

What did they refuse to do?

What could they have refused to do?

What would they not have done?®

What was the manner in which they carried out their tasks?

How smoothly did the overall operations proceed>
In examining the pattern of the perpetrators’ actions in light of the institu-
tional role requirements and incentive structure, two directions beyond the
simple act of killing must be explored. First, in their treatment of Jews (and
other victims), the Germans subjectéd them to a wide range of acts other than
the lethal blow. It is important to understand the gamut of their actions towards
Jews, if the genocidal slaughter is to be explicated. This is discussed in more
detail presently. Second, the perpetrators’ actions when they were not engaged
in genocidal activities also shed light on the killing; the insights that an analysis
of their non-killing activities offers into their general character and disposition
to action, as well as the general social psychological milieu in which they lived
might be crucial for understanding the patterns of their genocidal actions.

All of this points to a fundamental question: Which of the gamut of per-
petrators’ acts constitute the universe of the perpetrators’ actions that need
to be explained? Typically, the interpreters of the perpetrators have focused
on one facet of the Germans’ actions: the killing. This tunnel-vision per-
spective must be broadened. Imagine that the Germans had not undertaken
to exterminate the Jews but had still mistreated them in all the other ways that
they did, in concentration camps, in ghettos, as slaves. Imagine if; in our so-
ciety today, people perpetrated against Jews or Christians, Whites or Blacks
anything approaching one one-hundredth of the brutality and cruelty that
Germans, independent of the killing, inflicted on Jews. Everyone would rec-
ognize the need for an explanation. Had the Germans not perpetrated a geno-
cide, then the degree of privation and cruelty to which the Germans
subjected Jews would in itself have come into focus and have been deemed an
historic outrage, aberration, perversion that requires explanation. Yet these
same actions have been lost in the genocide’s shadow and neglected by previ-
ous attempts to explain the significant aspects of this event.*

The fixation on the mass killing to the exclusion of the other related ac-

- tions of the perpetrators has led to a radical misspecification of the explana-
tory task. The killing should be, for all the obvious reasons, at the center of
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scholarly attention. Yet it is not the only aspect of the Germans’ treatment of
the Jews that demands systematic scrutiny and explication. Not only the
killing but also how the Germans killed must be explained. The “how” fre-
quently provides great insight into the “why.” A killer can endeavor to render
the deaths of others—whether he thinks the killing is just or unjust—more
- or less painful, both physically and emotionally. The ways in which Germans,
collectively and individually, sought in their actions, or merely considered, to
alleviate or, intensify their victims’ suffering must be accounted for in any ex-
planation. An explanation that can seemingly make sense of (Germans
putting Jews to death, but not of the manner in which they did it, is a faulty
explanation.

If analytical clarity is to be achieved, then the actions that need to be ex-
plained must be stated clearly. A classificatory scheme that specifies four
types of actions can be mapped in two dimensions. One dimension denotes
whether or not a German’s action was a consequence of an order to perform
that action or was taken on his own initiative. The other dimension charac-
terizes whether a German perpetrated cruelty.*

THE PERPETRATORS’ ACTIONS

Ordered by Authority
Yes No
Organized “Excesses”
and Such as Torture
Yes “Structured”
Cruelty
Cruelty —
Killing “Acts of Initiative”
Operations Such as
No and Individually
Individual Initiated Killings
Killings

Acts committed under orders, such as rounding up, deporting, and killing
Jews, which were devoid of “excess” or “surplus” cruelty, are acts that in the
German context of the times were utilitarian in intent. They were the deeds
that the proverbial (mythical) good German who merely slavishly “followed
orders” is alleged to have committed. “Acts of initiative” and “excesses” are
really both acts of initiative, not done as the mere carrying out of superior or-
ders. Crucially, both are acts of voluntarism on the part of the individual per-
petrators. They differ in the dimension of cruelty—the “acts of initiative”
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having been the actions of the cool executioner, the “excesses” that of the
German who, presumably, took special pleasure in the suffering that he in-
flicted. The final category of action comprises those actions that Germans
undertook under orders, the sole purpose of which was to inflict suffering on
the Jews. Such actions are interesting, and some of them are discussed in the
case chapters, because they cast doubt on the perpetrators’ retrospective ra-
tionales for their actions which they have typically proffered after the war. Al-
though the sorts of sham reasons that were ordinarily offered to the men at
the time (and by them after the war) for killing Jews (for example, that the
Jews threatened Germany, that they were “partisans” and “bandits,” or that
they spread disease) could perhaps have been believed by a Nazified mind in
search of some utilitarian reason for the genocidal slaughter, orders to torture
victims should have cast doubt on the “legality” and “reasonableness” of the
alleged rationale for their overall treatment of the Jews.

The perpetrators’ treatment of Jews, even the act of killing, consisted of
different actions, or variables, each of which requires explanation. Any gen-
eral explanation of Germans’ contribution to genocidal slaughter must ac-
count for all of them. Large in number, the sorts of actions that need to be
explained include those specified by the two dimensions of actions done with
or without authoritative directive, and actions which were or were not cruel:

1. All perpetrator actions carried out under orders without surplus cruelty, the
most important of these having been those that contributed to genocidal
killing.

2. Perpetrator cruelties committed by dint of authority’s directives. Institu-
tional, structured cruelties are more important than those carried out on an
ad hoc basis by individuals or small groups.

3. Perpetrator actions that required initiative beyond what was strictly ordered
or required by authority, but which were not marked by “excessive” cruelty.

4. Perpetrator cruelties performed on the perpetrator’s own initiative.

This kind of aobjective characterization of the perpetrators’ actions, as useful
as it is, remains insufficient either for adequate description and classification,
or as the complete basis for explanation. Unless further qualified, this analyt-
ical scheme, like previous interpretations of the perpetrators, suggests that
“order following” is an unproblematic category. Yet it must be recognized
that other actions—such as an individual’s disobeyal of other orders, al-
though he carries out the lethal ones—may shed light on the meaning of
“order following” in this specific context. In other words, if Germans dis-
criminated among the orders that they chose to follow or in how well they
chose to execute them, then the mere obeying of orders, as well as the man-
ner of their execution, needs to be investigated and explained. This action
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classification also ignores the potential opportunities that perpetrators had to
extract themselves from situations or institutions where they were likely to
receive tasks that they deemed undesirable.*' In short, these naive character-
izations of “obeying orders” or of “acting under orders” shear the perpetra-
tors’ actions out of their broader social, political, and institutional context. It
is necessary to recapture this context if the actors’ willingness to obey orders
is to become intelligible.

In light of this discussion, the following must be considered: The first
category of action or variable, obeying orders, is not itself unproblematic.
German perpetrators had available to them the options of trying to avoid
killing duty or to lessen the suffering of the victims. Why did they exercise
these options as they did, not more and not less? Knowledge of the second
type of action, authoritative cruelties, should lead us to pose the question of
why large-scale institutions in the middle of twentieth-century Europe came
to be structured in a manner that would purposely promote, to whatever ex-
tent they did, enormous misery for their inhabitants. All the institutions
were, for their nature and functioning, dependent upon their personnel. The
third type of action, initiative or voluntarism, to the extent that it character-
ized German conduct, obviously needs to be explained, for it might be sup-
posed that those who opposed mass murder would have done no more than
the minimum required of them. The fourth type of action, individual cruelty,
must, it goes without saying, be explained.+*

An explanation must account for two more aspects of the perpetrators’
actions. The first is the manner in which the perpetrators carried out their as-
signments, whether half-heartedly or zealously. Even those acts that Ger-
mans undertook because of orders should be assessed for their zeal of
implementation. An actor can perform a job with various degrees of dedica-
tion, thoroughness, and accomplishment. When Germans were searching for
hidden Jews, they could have done their utmost to uncover them or could
have sought them out in a dilatory, half-hearted manner. The Germans’ zeal
of implementation both provides insight into their motivation and itself
needs to be explained. A second additional feature that requires explanation
relates to the horror of their deeds. Why did the horror, brutality, and fre-
quent gruesomeness of the killing operations fail to stay the perpetrators’
hands or at least substantially daunt them? The horrific nature of the opera-
tions was, of course, not a type of action on the part of the perpetrators, but
one of the conditions of their actions that might be thought to have been so
revolting and off-putting that its failure to have affected the perpetrators sig-
nificantly is itself in need of explanation.®

Even with these qualifications, this approach must be broadened beyond
being an objective categorization of actions to include an investigation of the
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motives of those Germans performing acts in a given category, particularly
among the “order followers.” No matter what category of action a person’s act
is properly classified as, the person’s attitude towards his act, and his motiva-
tion to undertake it, is still important, for it renders the act itself one thing or
another.# This “objective” categorization needs to be supplemented by a sub-
jective one of motivation. A variety of motives is compatible with acting under
orders, with showing initiative, with committing “excesses,” or with doing a
job well or badly. Mest important is the question of whether or not the perpe-
trators believed their treatment of the Jews to be just and, if so, why.*

The motivational dimension is the most crucial for explaining the perpe-
trators’ willingness to act, and to a great extent is a product of the social con-
struction of knowledge.* The types of actions that a person is willing to carry
out—whether only those directly ordered, those that take initiative, those
that are excessive, and those that are the product of zealousness—are derived
from a person’s motivation; but the person’s actions do not necessarily corre-
spond to his motivations, because his actions are influenced by the circum-
stances and opportunities for action. Obviously, without opportunity, a
person’s motivation to kill or to torture cannot be acted upon. But opportu-
nity alone does not a killer or torturer make.

To say that every (socially significant) action must be motivated does not
mean that all acts are merely the result of the actor’s prior beliefs about the
desirability and justice of the action. It simply means that a person must de-
cide to undertake the action and that some mental calculation (even if he does
not conceive of it in such terms) leads him to decide not to refrain from un-
dertaking the action. The mental calculation can include a desire to advance
one’s career, not to be ridiculed by comrades, or not to be shot for insubordi-
nation. A person might kill another without believing in the justice of the
death if, despite the understood injustice, he is sufficiently motivated to act
by other considerations, such as his own well-being. Wanting to protect one’s
life is a motive. As such, structures, incentives, or sanctions, formal or infor-
mal, can themselves never be motives; they only provide inducements to act
or not to act, which the actor might consider when deciding what he will do.#
Now, of course, certain situations are such that the vast majority of people
will act in the same manner, seemingly regardless of their prior beliefs and in-
tentions. Instances of this sort have tempted many to conclude, erroneously,
that “structures” cause action.® The structures, however, are always inter-
preted by the actors, who, if they share similar cognitions and values (pre-
serving one’s life is a value, as is wanting to live in a “racially pure” society, or
wanting to succeed in one’s career, or seeking monetary gain, or wanting to
be like others at all costs), will respond to them in a like manner. Not every
person will place his own well-being over principle; not every person will vi-
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olate deeply held moral positions because his comrades do not share them. If
people do, then the values—which are not universal values and certainly not
universal social psychological dispositions—that lead them to do so must be
seen as a crucial part of the explanation. Some people will risk their lives for
others, renounce the advancement of their careers, dissent in word and deed
from their comrades. Inanimate objects do not independently produce cogni-
tion and values; all new cognition and values depend upon a preexisting
framework of cognition and value that lends meaning to the material circum-
stances of people’s lives. And it is cognition and values, and only cognition
and values, that in the last instant move someone willfully to pick up his hand
and strike another.

Whatever the cognitive and value structures of individuals may be,
changing the incentive structure in which they operate might, and in many
cases will certainly, induce them to alter their actions, as they calculate the de-
sired course of action in light of what they know and value, and the possibil-
ities of realizing them in differing mixes. This, it must be emphasized, does
not mean that the incentive structure itself is causing people to act, but only
that it sn conjunction with the cognitive and value structures are together pro-
ducing the action.

Explaining the perpetrators’ actions demands, therefore, that the perpe-
trators’ phenomenological reality be taken seriously. We must attempt the dif-
ficult enterprise of imagining ourselves in their places, performing their
deeds, acting as they did, viewing what they beheld.® To do so we must always
bear in mind the essential nature of their actions as perpetrators: they were
killing defenseless men, women, and children, people who were obviously of
no martial threat to them, often emaciated and weak, in unmistakable physical
and emotional agony, and sometimes begging for their lives or those of their
children. Too many interpreters of this period, particularly when they are
psychologizing, discuss the Germans’ actions as if they were discussing the
commission of mundane acts, as if they need explain little more than how a
good man might occasionally shoplift.® They lose sight of the fundamentally
different, extraordinary, and trying character of these acts. The taboo in many
societies, including western ones, against killing defenseless people, against
killing children, is great. The psychological mechanisms that permit “good”
people to commit minor moral transgressions, or to turn a blind eye even to
major ones committed by others, particularly if they are far away, cannot be
applied to people’s perpetration of genocidal killing, to their slaughter of hun-
dreds of others before their own eyes—without careful consideration of such
mechanisms’ appropriateness for elucidating such actions.

Explaining this genocidal slaughter necessitates, therefore, that we keep
two things always in mind. When writing or reading about killing operations,
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it is too easy to become insensitive to the numbers on the page. Ten thousand
dead in one place, four hundred in another, fifteen in a third. Each of us
should pause and consider that ten thousand deaths meant that Germans
killed ten thousand individuals—unarmed men, women, and children, the
old, the young, and the sick—that Germans took a human life ten thousand
times. Each of us should ponder what that might have meant for the Germans
participating in the slaughter. When a person considers his or her own an-
guish, abhorrence, or revulsion, his or her own moral outrage at the murder
of one person, or of a contemporary “mass murder” of, say, twenty people—
whether by a serial killer, or by a semiautomatic-toting sociopath in a fast food
outlet—that person gains some perspective on the reality that these Germans
confronted. The Jewish victims were not the “statistics” that they appear to
us on paper. To the killers whom they faced, the Jews were people who were
breathing one moment and lying lifeless, often before them, the next. All of
this took place independent of military operations.

The second item to bear in mind, always, is the horror of what the Ger-
mans were doing. Anyone in a killing detail who himself shot or who wit-
nessed his comrades shoot Jews was immersed in scenes of unspeakable
horror. To present mere clinical descriptions of the killing operations is to
misrepresent the phenomenology of killing, to eviscerate the emotional com-
ponents of the acts, and to skew any understanding of them. The proper
description of the events under discussion, the re-creation of the phenome-
nological reality of the killers, is crucial for any explication. For this reason, I
eschew the clinical approach and try to convey the horror, the gruesomeness,
of the events for the perpetrators (which, of course, does not mean that they
were always horrified). Blood, bone, and brains were flying about, often land-
ing on the killers, smirching their faces and staining their clothes. Cries and
wails of people awaiting their imminent slaughter or consumed in death
throes reverberated in German ears. Such scenes—not the antiseptic de-
scriptions that mere reportage of a killing operation presents—constituted
the reality for many perpetrators. For us to comprehend the perpetrators’
phenomenological world, we should describe for ourselves every gruesome
image that they beheld, and every cry of anguish and pain that they heard.”
The discussion of any killing operation, of any single death, should be replete
with such descriptions. This, of course, cannot be done, because it would
make any study of the Holocaust unacceptably lengthy, and also because few
readers would be able to persevere in reading through the gruesome ac-
counts—such inability itself being a powerful commentary on the extraordi-
nary phenomenology of the perpetrators’ existence and the powerful
motivations that must have impelled Germans to silence such emotions so
that they could kill and torture Jews, including children, as they did.
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SINCE UNDERSTANDING THE BELIEFS and values common to German
culture, particularly the ones that shaped Germans’ attitudes towards Jews, is
the most essential task for explaining the perpetration of the Holocaust, it is
the first substantive topic taken up here and forms Part I of the book. The first
of its three chapters proposes a framework for analyzing antisemitism. It is fol-
lowed by two chapters devoted to a discussion of German antisemitism in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, respectively. These chapters demonstrate
the development in Germany well before the Nazis came to power of a viru-
lent and violent “eliminationist’” variant of antisemitism, which called for the
elimination of Jewish influence or of Jews themselves from German society.
When the Nazis did assume power, they found themselves the masters of a so-
ciety already imbued with notions about Jews that were ready to be mobilized
for the most extreme form of “elimination” imaginable.

Part II presents an overview of the measures that produced Jewish suf-
fering and death and of the institutions that implemented the decisions. The
first of its two chapters puts forward a new interpretation of the evolution of
the Germans’ assault on the Jews, and demonstrates that whatever the twists
and turns of the policy might have been, or seem to have been, the policy con-
formed to the precepts of German eliminationist antisemitism. Its second
chapter provides a sketch of the institutions of killing, the range of perpetra-
tors, and a treatment of the emblematic German institution of killing: the
“camp.” Together, these two chapters provide the broader context in which
to investigate and understand the core subjects of this study, the institutions
of killing and the perpetrators.

The chapters of Parts III through V present cases from each of three in-
stitutions of mass killing: police battalions, “work” camps, and death marches.
The actions of the members of each are examined in detail, as are the institu-
tional contexts of their actions. These investigations provide the intimate
knowledge of the perpetrators’ actions and of the immediate settings and in-
centive structures of the perpetrators’ lives as genocidal killers, upon which
any valid analysis and interpretation of the Holocaust must depend.

Part VI contains two chapters. The first one provides a systematic analy-
sis of the perpetrators’ actions, and it demonstrates the theoretical and empir-
ical inadequacy of the conventional explanations for the findings of the
empirical studies. It shows that the perpetrators’ eliminationist antisemitism
explains their actions, and that the explanation is also adequate to making
sense of the perpetrators’ actions in a variety of comparative perspectives.
The second chapter of Part VI explores further the character of elimination-
ist antisemitism’s capacity to move the Nazi leadership, the perpetrators of the



24 HITLER’S WILLING EXECUTIONERS

Holocaust, and the German people to assent and, in their respective ways, to
contribute to the eliminationist program. The book ends with a brief Epilogue
that draws upon the lessons derived from the study of the perpetrators. It pro-
poses that the nature of German society during the Nazi period must be re-
considered, and it suggests some features of such a revised understanding.

THIS BOOK FOCUSES on the perpetrators of the Holocaust. In explaining
their actions, it integrates analyses of the micro, meso, and macro levels, of
the individual, institutional, and societal. Previous studies, and almost all pre-
vious explanations of the perpetrators’ actions, have been generated either in
the laboratory, have been deduced purely from some philosophical or theo-
retical system, or have transferred conclusions (which themselves are often
erroneous) from the societal or institutional levels of analysis to the individ-
ual. As such, they underdetermine the sources of the perpetrators’ actions,
and they fail to account for, or even to specify,” the varieties and variations of
those actions. This is particularly the case with all non-cognitive “structural”
explanations. Few interpreters have concerned themselves with the micro-
physics of the Holocaust’s perpetration, which is where the investigation of
the perpetrators’ actions must begin.®* This book, therefore, lays bare the
perpetrators’ actions and makes sense of them by examining them in their in-
stitutional and societal contexts, and in light of their social psychological and
ideational settings.

People must be motivated to kill others, or else they would not do so.
What conditions of cognition and value made genocidal motivations plausi-
ble in this period of German history? What was the structure of beliefs and
values that made a genocidal onslaught against Jews intelligible and sensible
to the ordinary Germans who became perpetrators? Since any explanation
must account for the actions of tens of thousands of Germans of a wide va-
riety of backgrounds working in different types of institutions, and must also
account for a wide range of actions (and not merely the killing itself), a struc-
ture common to them must be found which is adequate to explaining the
compass of their actions. This structure of cognition and value was located
in and integral to German culture. Its nature and development form the sub-
ject of the next three chapters.
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Introduction

1. See letter of Jan. 30, 1943, StA Hamburg 147 Js 1957/62, pp. 523—524-

2. They departed from this admittedly vague standard, both in the ordinary lan-
guage sense of being civilized and in Norbert Elias’ social theoretical sense of im-
posing external and especially internal controls over emotional displays, including
outbursts of destructive violence. See The Civilizing Process, 2 vols., (New York: Pan-
theon, 1978).

3- Definitional and substantive issues pertaining to the category of “perpetra-
tors” are discussed in Chapter 5.

4. The literature’s neglect of the perpetrators takes more subtle form than a
mere failure to focus on them. Through conscious, half-conscious, and unconscious
linguistic usage, the perpetrators often, and for some authors, typically, disappear
from the page and from the deeds. The use of the passive voice removes the actors
from the scene of carnage, from their own acts. It betrays the authors’ understanding
of the events and forms the public’s comprehension of them, an understanding
robbed of human agency. See Martin Broszat and Saul Friedlinder, “A Controversy
about the Historicization of National Socialism,” in Peter Baldwin, ed., Reworking
the Past: Hitler, the Holocaust, and the Historians’ Debate (Boston: Beacon Press,
1990), pp. 102134, for a discussion of this tendency in the work of Martin Broszat,
one of the most influential interpreters of the Holocaust and of Germany during the
Nazi period.

5. We do not hesitate to refer to the citizens of the United States who fought in
Vietnam to achieve the aims of their government as “Americans,” and for good rea-
son. The reason is just as good in the case of Germans and the Holocaust. The per-
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petrators were Germans as much as the soldiers in Vietnam were Americans, even if
not all people in either country supported their nation’s efforts. Customary usage for
analogous cases, as well as descriptive accuracy and rectitude, not only permit but
also mandate the use of “Germans” as the term of choice. Moreover, the Jewish vic-
tims conceived of the German perpetrators and referred to them overwhelmingly not
as Nazis but as Germans. This usage does not mean that all Germans are included
when the term “Germans” is employed (just as the term “Americans” does not im-
plicate every single American), because some Germans opposed and resisted the
Nazis as well as the persecution of the Jews. That they did so does not alter the iden-
tity of those who were perpetrators, or what we should properly call them.

A real terminological problem exists when discussing “Germans,” because
“Germans,” particularly when contrasted to “Jews,” seems to imply that the Jews of
Germany were not also Germans. I have, with some misgivings, decided to call Ger-
mans simply “Germans” and not to use some cumbersome locution like “non-Jewish
Germans.” Thus, whenever German Jews are referred to as “Jews,” their German-
ness is implicit. .

6. Many non-Germans contributed to the genocidal slaying of Jews, particu-
larly various formations of eastern European auxiliaries who worked in conjunction
with Germans under German supervision. Perhaps the most notable of these were
the so-called Trawnikis, the mainly Ukrainian auxiliaries who contributed greatly to
the decimation of the Jews living in the Generalgowvernement, by being parties to de-
portations and mass shootings and working in the extermination centers of Tre-
blinka, Belzec, and Sobibor. The Germans found willing helpers in Lithuania,
Latvia, in the various regions of the conquered Soviet Union, in other countries of
eastern and central Europe, and in western Europe as well. Generally speaking, these
perpetrators have been neglected in the literature on this period. Their comparative
study should be undertaken (and is discussed briefly in Chapter 15), yet it is not an
integral part of this book, for two reasons. The first, already mentioned, is that the
Germans and not the non-Germans were the prime movers and executors of the
Holocaust. The second is a practical consideration. This book is already ambitious in
scope, so its purview had to be restricted so as to be manageable. The study of non-
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(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1993); for the contributions of the
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selves, see Judgment Against Karl Richard Streibel et al., Hamburg 147 Ks 1/72; for
the Soviet Union, see Richard Breitman, “Himmler’s Police Auxiliaries in the Occu-
pied Soviet Territories,” Simon Wiesenthal Annual 7 (1994): pp. 23—39.

7. See Clifford Geertz, “Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of
Culture,” in The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays (New York: Basic Books,

1973), pp- 3-30.
8. This is discussed in Chapter 3.
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(Marblehead, Mass.: Micah Publications, 1985), pp. 34—36.

11. This is the subject of the “intentionalist-functionalist” debate discussed
below. On the motivation for the decision to exterminate European Jewry, see Erich
Goldhagen, “Obsession and Realpolitik in the ‘Final Solution,” ” Patterns of Prejudice
12, no. 1 (1978): pp. 1—16; and Eberhard Jackel, Hitler’s World View: A Blueprint for
Power (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981).

12. This was a consequence of Germany’s military expansion.

13. This is a major focus of Raul Hilberg, The Destruction of the European Jews
(New York: New Viewpoints, 1973).

14. Naturally, it is the biographers of Hitler who wrestle most with this ques-
tion. See, for example, Allan Bullock, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny (Harmondsworth:
Penguin, 1974); Robert G. L. Waite, The Psychopathic God: Adolf Hitler (New York:
Signet Books, 1977); Joachim C. Fest, Hitler (New York: Vintage, 1975); see also
Hitler’s own account in Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1971).
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losung der Weimarer Republik (Villingen: Schwarzwald Ring Verlag, 1964); and
William Sheridan Allen, The Nazi Seizure of Power: The Experience of a Single Ger-
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15. These are discussed in Chapter 5.
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caust, with the exception of a fair amount of attention that has been devoted to the
Einsatzgruppen, justified the title of Wolfgang Scheffler’s article “The Forgotten Part
of the ‘Final Solution’: The Liquidatton of the Ghettos,” Simon Wiesenthal Center
Annual 2 (1985): pp. 31—51. _
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Destruction of the European Jews.
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Francois Furet, ed., Unanswered Questions: Nazi Germany and the Genocide of the
Jews (New York: Schocken Books, 1989), pp. 134—154. He opens the essay appro-
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19. This is demonstrated by the literature’s general, overwhelming failure to
discuss the perpetrators in a manner which indicates clearly that many were not SS
men,; had this been understood, then it would have been emphasized as an important
feature of the genocide.
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20. It is astonishing how readily available material on this has been ignored; it is
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22. Hans Mommsen, “The Realization of the Unthinkable: The ‘Final Solution
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(Olton: Walter-Verlag, 1967), that some percentage of the perpetrators acted out of
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fornia Press, 1984), and Saul Friedlinder’s introduction to the book; and Klaus
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cient answer, for we know [sic] that many of the officials involved in the
administration of mass murder did not come to their tasks displaying intense anti-
semitism. In some cases, indeed, they appear to have had no history of anti-Jewish
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hatred and to have been coldly uninvolved with their victims” (p. 47). Erich Goldha-
gen is an exception to this general consensus, and although he has not published on
the subject, he has emphasized in his course lectures and in our many conversations
precisely the point being made here. Thus, while my claim might not sound so novel
to some, it actually stands in contradiction to the existing literature.

34. For an overview of a number of cases from the recent and distant past, see
Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn, The History and Sociology of Genocide: Analyses
and Case Studies (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990).
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and Malise Ruthven, Torture: The Grand Conspsracy (L.ondon: Weidenfeld & Nicol-
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38. This is obviously hypothetical, yet thinking about it—particularly if the
conclusion drawn is that boundaries did exist which the perpetrators would not have
crossed—should lead to a consideration of the nature of the limits of their willing-
ness to act.

39. Primo Levi, The Drowned and the Saved (New York: Summit Books, 1986),
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(pp. 105—126).
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41. Jiger, Verbrechen unter totalstirer Herrschaft, is aware of these issues, the dis-
cussion of which he pioneered in the published literature. See pp. 76—160. For an-
other discussion of this issue, see Hans Buchheim, “Command and Compliance,” in
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Helmut Krausnick et al., Anatomy of the 88 State (London: Collins, 1968), pp.
303-396.

42. German cruelty towards Jews occurred not only during the killing opera-
tions. This is another reason why cruelty (and the other actions) are best conceptual-
ized as variables analytically distinct from the killing itself.

43- The horror is significant for still another reason. Since Hannah Arendt, a
dominant strand of interpretation has assumed or explicitly held that the perpetra-
tors were “affectively neutral,” devoid of emotion towards the Jews. All explanations
which deny the importance of the identity of the victims at least potentially imply
that the perpetrators’ views about the victims, whatever they were, were not causally
important. As if the wholesale killing of people alone were not sufficient to force the
perpetrators to examine their views of their actions, having to confront the horror of
their deeds would have made it virtually impossible for them to have no view of the
desirability of the slaughter. The notion that the perpetrators were totally neutral to-
wards the Jews is, I am willing to assert, a psychological impossibility. And if not neu-
tral, then what did they think of Jews, what emotions did they bring to the mass
slaughters? Whatever these cogitations and emotions were, how did they influence
the perpetrators’ actions? This line of thinking is meant merely to emphasize the
need to investigate as thoroughly as possible the cognitions of the perpetrators, in-
deed their shared cognitions; for once it is admitted that they could not have been
neutral towards their actions and the victims, then their thoughts and feelings must
be taken seriously as sources of their actions.

44- See Max Weber, Economy and Sociery, eds. Guenther Roth and Claus Wit-
tich (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), pp. 8—9.

45. Categorizing the killings and the killers is difficult. One question to ask in
thinking about them is: What would an enabling order such as “Do what you can to
kill Jews,” which carried no sanctions and promised no rewards, have spurred each
German to have done and why? Would he have sat immobile? Would he have worked
towards their deaths in a perfunctory manner? Killed with efficiency? Or zealously
pursued, with body and soul, the extermination of as many Jews as possible?

46. Obviously, in order to answer the questions guiding this inquiry, it is not
enough to explicate the motivations of those who set policy or of those who worked
at the pinnacle of the genocidal institutions. The elite’s motivations and actions are,
of course, important, so it is good that we know already a fair amount about many of
them. For a few examples, see Waite, The Psychopathic God; Richard Breitman, The
Architect of Genocide: Himmler and the Final Solution (New York: Alfred A. Knopf,
1991); Matthias Schmidt, Albert Speer: The End of a Myth (New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1984); and Ruth Bettina Birn, Die Hoheren 8S- und Polizeifihrer: Himmlers
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47- Anthony Giddens, The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory of Struc-
turation (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), writes: “Structural constraint
is not expressed in terms of the implacable causal forms which structural sociologists
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sons that agents have for what they do. They cannot be compared with the effect of] say,
an earthquake which destroys a town and its inhabitants without their in any way being
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able to do anything about it. The only moving objects in human social relations are in-
dividual agents, who employ resources to make things happen, intentionally or other-
wise. The structural properties of social systems do not act, or ‘act on’, anyone like
forces of nature to ‘compel’ him or her to behave in a particular way” (pp. 180-181).

48. For an example of this kind of reasoning, see Theda Skocpol, States and So-
cial Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of France, Russia, and China (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979).

49. This recommendation follows in the tradition of Weber’s demand for
achieving “Verstehen.”” See Weber, Economy and Society, pp. 4—24.

50. See Marrus, The Holocaust in History, p. 51.

51. Part of the reason that many have failed to understand the killers and the
moving forces behind the Holocaust is likely that they have systematically, if not self-
consciously, avoided coming to grips with the phenomenological horror of the geno-
cidal killings. Reading most of the “explanations” reveals few gruesome scenes; when
presented, they are typically followed by little analysis, the horror remaining unex-
plored, mute, as the discussion turns to other (often logistical) matters. When ghetto
roundups and deportations, mass slaughters, and gassings are mentioned, they are
frequently merely recorded as having happened. The horror of specific killing oper-
ations is not adequately conveyed, which makes it difficult to comprehend the com-
pass of the horror for the perpetrators, the frequency of their immersion in it, and
its cumulative toll on them.

Those who do take into account the horrors are the survivors and the scholars
who focus on them. These people, however, have as a rule not concerned themselves
with explaining the perpetrators’ acts, except impressionistically and in passing. An
interesting feature of scholarship on the Holocaust is how little overlap and intersec-
tion there has been between those who write about the perpetrators and those who
write about the victims. My work is not much of an exception in this respect.

52. Jager, Verbrechen unter totalitirer Herrschaft, is an obvious exception to this,
as is, to a lesser extent, Browning, Ordinary Men; Hermann Langbein, Menschen in
Auschwitz (Frankfurt/M: Ullstein, 1980), also takes cognizance of the varieties of the
perpetrators’ actions.

53. Those who, like Browning in Ordinary Men, have failed to integrate their in-
vestigations adequately with the two higher levels of analysis.
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Free Press, 1965); Jacques Soustelle, Daily Life of the Aztecs (L.ondon: Weidenfeld &
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(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1983).
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POLICE BATTALIONS:
AGENTS OF GENOCIDE

mission of the Holocaust as the Einsatzgruppen and the SS were. It

was composed of the Uniformed Police (Schutzpolizer), under which
police battalions operated, and the Gendarmerie (Rural Police)." Police battal-
ions were the branch of the Order Police most intimately involved in the
genocide. Their mobility made them, unlike other parts of the Order Police,
a flexible, general instrument for implementing genocidal policies. The char-
acter of these units and the deeds that they performed provide an unusually
clear window onto some of the central issues of the Holocaust.

An analysis of the role and significance of police battalions’ contribution
to the slaughter of Jews does not depend upon a thorough comprehension of
the institutional development of the Order Police or of police battalions dur-
ing the Nazi period. It requires only that three features of police battalions be
understood:

THE ORDER PoLICE (Ordnungspolizei) was as integral to the com-

1. A large percentage of the Germans who were their members were an in-
auspicious lot, not selected for them because of military or ideological fit-
ness. In fact, the men were often chosen for service in a haphazard manner
and were frequently the least desirable of the manpower pool, even consid-
ered unfit for military service. Moreover, no ideological screening to speak
of was performed on these men.

2. Once in police battalions, these unpromising men often received below par
training in weapons, logistics, and procedures, and the ideological training
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or indoctrination to which they were subjected was minimal, at times laugh-
ably perfunctory and ineffective. .

3. Police battalions were not “Nazi" institutions. Their men were not particu-
larly Nazified in any significant sense save that they were, loosely speaking,
representative of the Nazified German society.

The Order Police grew from a total of 131,000 officers and men on the
eve of the war* to 310,000 men and officers by the beginning of 1943, of
whom 132,000 (42 percent) were reservists.? It was a security organization of
considerable dimension and importance. With increased size and the new de-
mands of policing territories populated by “inferior races” came added du-
ties, such as fighting partisans, transferring populations, and, though
unmentioned in these organizational reports, killing civilians, especially and
overwhelmingly Jews. These developments produced an institution that by
1942 was radically different from its prewar incarnation. Although its insti-
tutional structure remained essentially unchanged, it had quadrupled in size
(since 1938) and had gone from being a relatively decentralized professional
police force whose men were stationed primarily in their hometowns or na-
tive regions, to an organization staffed ever more by non-professionals, de-
voted to colonial domination, with its men strewn about the European
landmass among hostile peoples of different languages, customs, and aspira-
tions. By 1942, the Order Police had become, compared to its character in
1938, unrecognizable in size, composition, activities, and ethos.

Police battalions and reserve police battalions were the organizational
home of a large number of Germans.* They were units averaging more than
five hundred men, performing a wide range of duties in the occupied areas
and in Germany itself. Initially, they were composed of four companies and a
battalion staff, led by a captain or a major. (They were subsequently reduced
to three companies.) Each company was subdivided into three platoons,
which were further subdivided into groups of ten to fifteen men. As they
were conceived of in 1939, they policed, garrisoned, regulated traffic flow,
guarded installations, and helped to transfer populations in occupied areas
such as the Poland of 1940.5 Also, owing to an agreement with the German
army, they were, in times of need, to fight in traditional military operations
(and to combat partisans behind the lines). Police battalions did participate in
the 1939 campaign against Poland, the 1940 campaign in the west, and the
battles in the Soviet Union during the German onslaught. Except possibly
for the fighting, these were the normal wartime duties of policemen in occu-
pied areas. The low priority given to their manpower needs, their light arma-
ments, and especially their often inadequate training reflected these modest
expectations of police “normality.” There is no indication from any record,
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utterance, or act that in 1939 any preparation was being made for the men of
the police battalions to take part in genocidal slaughter.

Police battalions were raised and trained in a haphazard manner, reflect-
ing the low status of the Order Police within the array of German security
and military forces® as well as its continuous manpower problems throughout
the war. The Order Police estimated in November 1941 that its manpower
shortage was approaching 100,000 men (its strength at the time was less than
300,000) and that it urgently needed an infusion of 43,000.7 Its ability to re-
cruit the most able men having been restricted, the Order Police had to rely
to a great extent on the drafting of men less soldierly in profile in order to
meet its increasing, and increasingly unmet, manpower needs,” including
many who were older than the normal military age and others who had failed
to meet the standard of physical qualification for police duty. Such compro-
mises were explained by “the current difficult personnel situation in the
Order Police.™ The Order Police, in scraping together anyone it could, was
depleting the last available reserves. Police Battalion 83, for example, had
completely exhausted the manpower of the eastern German city of Gleiwitz,
where it was raised, so it had to forgo filling one of its units completely.”

Not only was there little attempt on the part of the regime to stock the
Order Police and its police battalions with especially able men or with men
who had demonstrated fidelity to Nazism beyond that of any randomly se-
lected group of Germans, but also the training given these men indicated the
low expectations that the regime had of them.

The Order Police’s draftees were not auspicious recruits; most had had
no military training, many were marginal physical fodder, and their ages and
already established family and professional lives made them less pliable than
the youngsters whom military and police organizations typically seek. They

desire young men for good reason; the experience of millennia reaches thar

young people are more malleable, more easily turned into integrated bearers
of an institution’s ethos and practices. So, even with its low operational ex-
pectations, the Order Police faced a formidable training task, which was made
still more difficult by the paucity of training time, owing to the pressing need
to get the men into the field.

The Order Police’s training of its new inductees was nevertheless inat-
tentive, and perfunctory to the point of being negligent. Even when the men
of reserve police battalions received it in full (which many did not), the train-
ing lasted only about three months, an inadequate period for units of this
kind, which before the war had been allotted a year of training."* The overall
inadequacy of the actual training is borne out by an inspector’s conclusion
that almost six months after their creation, one-third of the reservists of Po-
lice Battalions 65 and 67 were not yet sufficiently trained.’”® The inattention
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to training is corroborated by the men of police battalions themselves, many
of whom mention its perfunctory nature.

During their training period, usually a paltry two hours a week were de-
voted to ideological training. The weeks covered different topics (with more
than one topic being treated each week), which were laid out in the educa-
tional guidelines. Many of Nazism’s staple ideological themes were included
(Versailles, “the preservation of the blood,” *“the leadership of the Reich”)
but were allotted insufficient time to allow for in-depth treatment." This su-
perficial ideological education, which actually did little more than familiarize
the new inductees with the laws that codified ideological principles, was un-
likely to have had much more of an effect upon them than did listening to a
couple of Hitler’s speeches, something that these men undoubtedly had al-
ready done. During the weeks of intensive and tiring training, the meager ses-
sions devoted to ideological pronouncements were probably more effective as
rest periods than as indoctrination sessions,"*

There was to be continuing ideological training during the war, with
planned daily, weekly, and monthly instruction of the men in police battal-
ions. The “daily instruction” (to take place at least every other day) in-
formed the men of political and military developments. The weekly
instruction was intended to shape their ideological views and build their
character, Once a month, the men were instructed in a designated theme
supplied by Himmler’s office, the purpose of which was to treat thoroughly
a topic of contemporary ideological importance. Although at first glance all
of this may seem to add up to considerable ideological inundation, it
amounted to little time each week and—even when carried out to the full
extent of the orders—likely had little effect on the men. The “daily instruc-
tion” was meant only to convey and interpret the news, and therefore prob-
ably focused on military fortunes. The weekly instruction was to present
material so that “the educational goals of National Socialism are clearly pre-
sented.” Three types of presentations were suggested as appropriate: (1) a
brief lecture about experiences in the war, or about the exploits of men of
the Order Police; (2) the reading of passages from an appropriate book, such
as Pflichten des deutschen Soldaten (“Duties of the German Soldier™); or (3)
discussing material from SS educational pamphlets. The impression of ca-
sualness that these instructions convey, and hence the sessions’ ineffective-
ness in indoctrinating the men, is further reinforced by the directive’s
declaration that no special preparation is necessary for conducting these ses-
sions. Moreover, all educational meetings were to be conducted by the ped-
agogically innocent officers of the police battalions themselves and not by
trained teachers. The once-a-week “weekly” instructional sessions, the cen-
tral forum of the continuing ideological education efforts, was to last an ane-
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mic thirty to forty-five minutes, and could be omitted if they “disturb[ed] or
hamper[ed] concentration and spiritual receptivity.”'s

THE ORDER POLICE, as a whole, and particularly the police reserve, which
stocked the police battalions, were not elite instirutions. The age profile was
highly unmilitary; the men were unusually old for military institutions. The
training was insufficient. A large proportion of the men that it chose had
managed to stave off more “military” military service (whether in the SS or
in the army), indicating certainly no grear disposition for military discipline
and activities, including killing. They were likely to have a large number of fa-
thers among them. They were as far away from eighteen-year-old youths,
with no life experience, easily molded to the needs of an army, as an effective
military institution is likely to be. They did not share the bravado of youth,
and they were used to thinking for themselves. By age, family situation, and
disposition, the Order Police, and especially the police reserve, were likely to
be composed of men who were more personally independent than whatever
the norm was in Germany during its Nazi incarnation.

The Order Police was also not a Nazi institution, in the sense of being
molded by the regime in its own image. Its officers were not especially Nazi-
fied by German standards of the day, and the rank and file even less so. It
made little effort to fill its ranks with people especially beholden to Nazism.
Except for mild regard paid to an officer’s ideology in promotion, ideological
stance was almost an absent criterion for the daily workings of the Order Po-
lice." The institution did not screen its enlisted men for their ideological
views, and the paltry ideological training it gave them was unlikely to have in-
tensified anyone’s existing Nazi views perceptibly, let alone to have converted
the unconvinced. Compared to the daily ideological fare of German society
itself, the institution’s ideological instruction was meager gruel. The Order
Police accepted into its ranks whomever it could get. Owing to the selection
process and the available pool of applicants, it got men who were less than
ideal as policemen and, if anything, were, as a group, less Nazified than aver-
age for German society. The Order Police was populated by neither martial
spirits nor Nazi supermen.

The men in police battalions could not have been expected to be partic-
ularly Nazified, and their institution had not prepared them in any purposive
way to become more Nazified, let alone genocidal killers. Yet the regime
would soon send them to kill, and would discover, as expected, that the ordi-
nary Germans who composed the Order Police, equipped with little more

than the cultural notions current in Germany, would easily become genocidal
executioners.




POLICE BATTALION 101:
THE MEN’S DEEDS

25, Police Battalion 101 engaged wholeheartedly in the German ex-

termination of European Jewry.' The barttalion had two lives. The
early one lasted until May 1941, when the battalion was rernade as its initial
personnel of professional policemen were replaced almost completely by raw
draftees. Before its first life came to a close, Police Battalion 1o1 participated
in lethal activities, but, in comparison to its later life, only sporadically. Its
second life lasted from that May until its dissolution, and was marked by the
overwhelming bulk of its killing activities. Because a personnel change de-
marcates the battalion’s two instantiations, its first life had little relevance for
the deeds that shaped the identity of the battalion’s second| life as a Vlker-
mordkohorte, or genocidal cohort.

Police Batrtalion 101’s pre-genocidal life course was essentially unevent-
ful.* Police Battalion 101 was established in September 1939 and was then
composed exclusively of active policemen (Polizeibeamter). Sent immediately
to Poland, it operated there until December 1939, securing conquered areas
and guarding POWSs and military installations. Upon returning to Hamburg,
it took part in general police duties. In May 1940, the battalion was sent again
to Poland, for the second of its three turns at “pacifying” and restructuring
the subjugated territory. Its most important activities were the forced evacu-
ation of Poles from the region around Posen, so that ethnic Germans from
the Baltics and the Soviet Union could be resettled there, and providing

l IKE POLICE BATTALION 65 and the other units of Police Regiment
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guards for the Lodz ghetto. There the men of Police Battalion 1o1 partici-
pated in the immiseration, brutalizing, and even killing of Jews. During this
stay in Poland, which lasted until April 1941, the battalion’s men occasionally
shot Polish “hostages.”™

Upon returning to its home base of Hamburg, Police Battalion 101 was
broken up when its men were distributed among three other recently estab-
lished police battalions from Hamburg, numbered 1oz, 103, and 1o4. Its
ranks were replenished with draftees, and like these three other police battal-
ions, it received the designation of being a reserve battalion, so its official
name became “Reserve Police Battalion 101.” Remaining for the time being
garrisoned in Hamburg, Police Battalion 101 engaged in activities that were
the normal, unremarkable duties of policemen. The exceptions to this were
the three separate deportations that its men conducted of Jews from Ham-
burg to conquered areas of the Soviet Union. The Jews were massacred there,
at least one time by some of the men of the battalion. Obviously, deporting
the Jews to their deaths was not opposed by many in the battalion, because, as
some men report, the deportation duty was coveted. One man testifies that
only a small circle of “favored comrades” got to go.*

In June 1942, the battalion’s third tour of duty began in Poland, which
lasted until the beginning of 1944. Stationed the entire time in the Lublin re-
gion, the battalion’s headquarters moved from Bilgoraj in June 1942, to Radzyn
the next month, to Eukéw in October, back to Radzyn in April 1943, and then
to Migdzyrzec at the beginning of 1944. Its companies and their platoons were
sometimes stationed in the city of the battalion headquarters, though they were
generally assigned to surrounding cities and towns.’ In February 1943, the
older members of the battalion (those born before 1900), like those of other po-
lice battalions, were transferred home, to be replaced by younger men. During
this period, Police Bartalion 101’s officers and men were principally and fully
engaged in Aktion Reinhard, undertaking numerous killing operations against
Jews, sometimes shooting the Jews themselves, even by the thousands, and at
other times deporting thousands more to the gas chambers,

Police Bartalion 101 was divided into a battalion staff and three compa-
nies, with a total strength, if a gradually changing membership, of about five
hundred men. The battalion was led by Major Wilhelm Trapp. Two of the
companies were commanded by captains, the third by a lieutenant. In addi-
tion to the small company staffs, each company was composed of three pla-
toons. Generally, two of the three platoons were led by lieutenants and the
third by a non-commissioned officer. The platoons were further divided into
groups of about ten men, with a non-commissioned officer in charge. The
battalion was lightly armed, having only four machine guns per company to
augment the rifles that its men carried. The battalion had its own transport,
which included trucks and, for conducting patrols, bicycles.®
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) Who were the men of Police Battalion 101> The biographical data that
exist on these men are scanty, so only a partial portrait of the battalion can be
drawn,” This turns out not to be a crucial problem, because enough of the rel-
evant data do exist to suffice for the primary task of drawing this portrait.
Since the men did not choose to join an institution known to be devoted to
mass slaughter, the purpose here is not to seek the elements of their back-
grounds that might explain their participation. Rather, assessing their back-
grounds allows us to gauge how representative the men of Police Battalion
101 were of other Germans, and whether or not the conclusions drawn about
them might also apply to their countrymen.
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Police Battalion 101 was manned overwhelmingly by reservists, by men
who were called to duty between 1939 and 1941, men who were not yet in any
military or security institution, the men least likely to be martial in spirit and
temperament. Of the 550 men who are known to have served in Police Bat-
talion 1o1 during its genocidal stay in Poland, the birthdays of 519 are
known.® Their age profile was extremely old for a military or police institu-
tion. Their mean age, when their genocidal killing began, was 36.5 years old.
Only 42 of them were younger than thirty, a measly 8.1 percent. One hundred
fifty-three of them, a shade under 30 percent, were older than forty. Nine of
them were over fifty. Fully 382 of them, or almost three-quarters (73.6 per-
cent) came from the birth cohorts of 19oo-1gog, the cohorts of men who
were generally deemed to be too old to be desirable for military service and
from which most reservists who served in police battalions were raised. That
they were older is significant. They were not the impressionable, malleable
eighteen-year-olds that armies love to mold according to the institution’s
specified needs. These were mature men who had life experience, who had
families and children. The overwhelming majority of them had reached
adulthood before the Nazis ascended to power. They had known other polit-
ical dispensations, had lived in other ideological climates. They were not
wide-eyed youngsters ready to believe whatever they were told.

Social class, according to occupation, can be determined for 291 (52.9
percent) of the members of Police Battalion ro1.? They were distributed
widely among all of the occupational groups in Germany, except for those
forming the elite. Following a variant of the standard occupational classifica-
tion system for Germany of this era, German society is divided according to
a tripartite scheme of lower class, lower middle class, and elite. The elite
formed a tiny upper crust in the society of less than 3 percent, with the over-
whelming bulk of the people being divided between the lower and lower mid-
dle classes. Each class is further subdivided into occupational subgroups. The
table below gives the occupational breakdown for Germany as a whole and for
Police Battalion 101."

CLASS
Occupational Subgroup Percent of Total
Police
Germany Battalion ro1
% M) %
LOWER
1. Unskilled workers 37.3 (64) 220
2. Skilled workers 17.3 (38) 131
Subtotal 54.6 (r0z)  35.1
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LOWER MIDDLE
3. Master craftsmen (independent) 9.6 (22) 7.6
4. Nonacademic professionals .8 (9) 3.1
5. Lower and intermediate employees 12.4 (66) 227
6. Lower and intermediate civil servants 5.2 (59) 203
7. Merchants (self-employed) 6.0 (22) 7.6
8. Farmers (self-employed) 7.7 (2) 0.7
Subtotal 42.6 (180) 619
ELITE
9. Managers 0.5 (1) 0.3
10. Higher civil servants 0.5 (1) 0.3
11. Academic professionals 1.0 (1) 0.3
12. Students (university and upper school) 0.5 (o) o
13. Entrepreneurs 0.3 (6) 2.1
Subtotal 2.8 (9) 31
Toral 100,0 (291)

100.0

Part of this graph is based on information from Michacl H. Kater's The Nazi Party.

Compared to the German population as a whole, the men of Police Bat-
talion 101 came more from the lower middle class and less from the lower
class. This imbalance was due mainly to the unit’s shortage, on the one hand,
of unskilled workers compared to the general population, and its overabun-
dance, on the other, of lower and intermediate employees from business and
the government. Within the lower middle strata, the battalion was particu-
larly lacking in farmers, which is not surprising, since the battalion was raised
primarily from an urban environment. Its representatives of the elite, all nine
of them, were in virtually identical proportion (3.1 percent) to that existing
in the general population. All in all, the differences between the occupational
profiles of Police Battalion ro1 and Germany as a whole were not of great sig-
nificance.”” A smaller percentage of blue-collar workers and farmers, and a
greater percentage of lower-level white-collar workers populated the battal-
ion than German society as a whole, but significant numbers of each nonethe-
less were to be found in its ranks.

The most important characteristic of the battalion’s men for assessing
their actions and the degree to which they were, as a group, representative of

German society—that is, ordinary Germans—is their degree of Nazification.

This can be appraised by looking at their institutional affiliation, which, if

imprecise, is the best indicator of Nazification beyond the degree to which

most Germans were generally Nazified (particularly on the independent di-
mension of antisemitism). In short, how many men in Police Battalion ro1
were members of the Nazi Party and of the SS? Of the 550 men, 179 were
Party members, composing 32.5 percent of the battalion, which was not
much greater than the national average. Seventeen of the Party members
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were also in the SS. An additional 4 were SS men who were not Party mem-
bers. So, in sum, only 21, but 3.8 percent of the men, mainly reservists, were
in the SS—a tiny percentage—which, though higher than the national aver-
age, is of no great significance for understanding this battalion’s actions.

The major issue here, anyway, is not the percentage of these men who
were Nazified according to institutional affiliation in comparison to the na-
tional average, and therefore how representative a sample these men form in
this respect. It is those who had no Nazi or SS affiliation who are analytically
the most significant people, because they (and the thousands like them in
other police battalions) provide insight into the likely conduct of other ordi-
nary Germans, had they too been asked to become genocidal killers. In this
battalion, 379 men had no affiliation whatseever with the major Nazi institutions,
And it cannot even be concluded that Nazi Party membership meant for each
person a higher degree of ideological Nazification than that which existed in
the general populace, because many non-ideological reasons induced people
to join the Party. Obviously, whether or not people were members of the Nazi
Party did differentiate Germans from each other. Still, the Party members
who were Nazified beyond the standard existing in Germany was a subset of
all Party members. Moreover, at the time of Police Battalion 101’s major
killings, about seven million Germans could boast of membership in the
Party, over 20 percent of the adult male German population. Being a mem-
ber of the Party was a rather ordinary distinction in Germany. Being a Nazi
was “ordinary” in Germany. Thus, the most remarkable and significant fact
is that g6 percent of these men were not in the SS, the association of the true
believers. As a group, the men of Police Battalion ro1 were not an unusually
Nazified lot for German society. Overwhelmingly, they consisted of ordinary
Germans—of both kinds—those who were in the Party and, especially, those:
who were not.

A comparison of the age and occupational profiles between Party and
non-Party members reveals that they were remarkably alike. Party mem-
bers were on average about one year older than non-Party members (37.1 to
36.2 years). The occupational breakdowns of the two groups are remarkably
parallel.

CLASS
Occupational Subgroup Percent of Total
Party Non-Party
LOWER
1. Unskilled workers 23.3
2, Skilled workers 10.2

Subtotal 335
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LOWER MIDDLE
3. Master craftsmen (independent) 5.8 9.2
4. Nonacademic professionals 4.7 1.4
5. Lower and intermediate employees 19.3 26.2
6. Lower and intermediate civil servants 22.7 17.7
7. Merchants (self-employed) 8.7 6.4
8. Farmers (self~employed) 0.7 0.7
Subtotal 61.8 61.7

ELITE

9. Managers 0.7 o
10. Higher civil servants 0.7 0
11. Academic professionals 0.7 o
12. Students (university and upper school) 0.0 o
13. Entrepreneurs 2.7 1.4
Subtotal 4.7 1.4
Total (150) 100.0 (141) 100.0

Part of this graph is based on information from Michacl H, Kater's The Naci Pariy.
The men of Police Battalion 101 came predominantly from Hamburg and
the surrounding region. A small contingent of around a dozen men from
Luxembourg was also in the battalion.” Since the Hamburg region of Ger-
many was overwhelmingly Evangelical Protestant, so too most of them must
have been. The smattering of data on their religious affiliation indicates that
some percentage of them had renounced the Church and declared them-
selves “gottgliubig,” the Nazi-approved term for havinga proper religious at-
titude without being a member of one of the traditional churches. Their
geographic origins and religious affiliations almost certainly had nothing to
do with their participation in genocidal slaughter, as police battalions and
other killing units were raised from all regions of Germany and drew on
Protestants, Catholics, and the gotigliubig alike.

The relatively advanced age of these men is of significance. Many of them
headed families and had children. Unfortunately, the data on their family sta-
tus are partial and difficult to interpret. There are data on the marital status of
only ninety-six of them. All but one, g9 percent, of them had wives. Almost
three-quarters of them, seventy-two of the ninety-eight for whom data exist,
‘had children at the time of the killings. It is safe to surmise that these per-
centages are higher than was true for the entire battalion. In their irregular bi-

- ographical self-reporting, those who were married and, particularly, those who

had children were probably more likely to offer these tidbits about themselves.
_-How much the existing sample overrepresents the contingent of husbands and
fathers among the battalion is impossible to say. It is safe, however, to assume

that many of the battalion’s men were married and had children, similar to a

large majority of Germans of their ages. Nothing about their histories sug-
gests that they would have been anomalous in these matters.
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The political views and previous political affiliations of these men cannot
be determined. Only the most paltry of evidence exists about them in the
available sources. Because they were mainly from Hamburg, a city that sup-
ported the Nazis somewhat less enthusiastically than the nation as a whole
and that was a traditional bastion of support for the left, it might be presumed
that among these men were more former Social Democrats and Communists
than in Germany as a whole. Also, that the men had not signed up for other
military institutions might suggest a certain coolness to Nazism, though they
might have kept themselves free because of family responsibilities. In any
case, as was discussed earlier, by the time of the battalion’s genocidal activity,
the enterprise of national aggrandizement was greatly popular among the
German people generally, whatever their previous politics had been. Thata
smaller percentage of lower-class men made up their ranks, from whom the
left drew its traditional strength, might have worked to counterbalance this
presumed relative coolness to Nazism that its Hamburg origins might have
bequeathed to the battalion. All of this, however, is educated guesswork.
What is safe to assume is that within the battalion were men who had been
and were political supporters of the regime (as were most Germans), and
some who were not. Much more on this subject cannot be said.

In forming this battalion, the Order Police drew on an ordinary popula-
tion, distinguished chiefly by its advanced age and its status of not being en-
rolled in military service. Some of the men had been previously declared unfit
for duty because of age or physical infirmities.” In so doing, the regime was
employing men who were among the least fit able-bodied men that it could
find (both physically and by disposition) for staffing its roving police battal-
ion. The men’s advanced age brought with it longer histories of personal in-
dependence as adults, knowledge of other political orders, and the experience
derived from having and heading families. Their Nazi Party and SS mem-
bership was somewhat higher than the national average, though the large ma-
jority among them were free of Nazi institutional affiliation. These men form
anything but the portrait of hand-selected Weltanschauungskrieger, of men
that would have been selected had a search been conducted to find the “right”
men to carry out an apocalyptic deed like the wholesale mass slaughter of
civilians.

The Order Police filled out Police Battalion o1 with an inauspicious
group. It nevertheless made little effort to hone these men, through physical
or ideological training, into men bearing a more soldierly and Nazi attitude,
In chorus, the men testify to the perfunctory nature of their training. Some
men were drafted but weeks or days ahead of the beginning of the battalion's
killing life, and were thrown directly into the genocidal fray. One such man
was a dairy farmer until April 1942. He was called up, given brief training
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prior to being sent to Police Battalion o1, and, before he knew it, found him-
self engaged in genocidal slaughter." Nothing whatsoever indicates that any
attempt was made to examine the “fitness” of these men for their future
genocidal activities by investigating their views on crucial ideological sub-
jects, particularly the Jews. Although no reason exists to believe that the
Order Police was aware of it, some of the men in this police battalion had pre-
viously shown hostility to the regime. One had been déclared untrustworthy
by the Gestapo, and others had been active opponents of Nazi rule in the
SPD or trade unions.’s This simply did not matter. The manpower shortage
dictated that the Order Police would take anyone it could find—and it had to
pick from the leftovers.

ON JuNE 20, 1942 Police Battalion o1 received the order to embark on its
third tour of duty in Poland. Setting out for Poland were 11 officers, 5 ad-
ministrators, and 486 men.'® They traveled by truck over five hundred miles,
arriving a few days later in Bilgoraj, a city to the south of Lublin. At this time,
its men had not received word that they would soon be committing genocidal
slaughter. Yet perhaps some, especially the officers, suspected what might
have lain before them. After all, the battalion had already escorted Jews from
Hamburg to their deaths; its officers, during the battalion’s second tour in
Poland, had been in the thick of executing the anti-Jewish policy of the time;
and many, if not most, undoubtedly knew of their brethren’s mass killing of
the Jews in the Soviet Union and Poland.

The first order to kill Jews was communicated to the battalion’s comman-
der, Major Trapp, some short time before the operation’s designated day. The
day before the foray, he gathered his officers for a briefing and divulged to
them their orders.'” Presumably, the company commanders were not supposed
to inform their men of the anticipated event. Some evidence suggests that not
all of them kept quiet. Captain Julius Wohlauf, the commander of First Com-
pany, who was to become an enthusiastic killer of Jews, apparently could not
keep his anticipation to himself. One of his men remembers Wohlauf having
characterized their upcoming mission in Jozefow as an “extremely interesting
task” (hochinteressante Aufgabe).® Without stating explicitly whether he then
learned of the upcoming massacre, another man recounts having learned of an
aspect of the preparations that presaged the character of their entire stay. “I
can still remember clearly that on the evening before the killing [Aktion)] in
Jozefow whips were handed out. I personally did not witness it because I was
in town making purchases. I learned it, however, from my comrades after my
return to our quarters. In the meantime, we got wind of what kind of opera-
tion lay ahead of us the next day. The whips were to be used in driving the Jews
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out of their homes. The whips were made of genuine ox hide.”** The men thus
outfitted for the upcoming massacre were those assigned to drive the Jews out
from their homes and to the assembly point. Exactly which companies they
were from, he says he cannot remember.

The battalion’s companies rode in trucks to Jozefow, which was less than
twenty miles away. They departed after midnight and rode for about two
hours. Those among them who had learned of the nature of their operation,
had time, as the trucks jolted them up and down over the bumpy roads, to
contemplate their tasks’ meaning and appeal. The others were to discover
only moments before the Dantesque production would commence that they
had been chosen to help bring about their Fihrer's dream, frequently articu-
lated by him and those close to him—the dream of exterminating the Jews.

Major Trapp assembled his battalion. The men formed three sides of a
square around Trapp in order to hear his address.

He announced that in the locality before us we were to carry out a mass
killing by shooting and he brought out clearly that those whom we were sup-
posed to shoor were Jews. During his address he bid us to think of vur
women and children in our homeland who had to endure aerial bombard-
ments. In particular, we were supposed to bear in mind that many women
and children lose their lives in these attacks, Thinking of these facts would
make it easier for us to carry out the order during the upcoming [killing] ac-
tion. Major Trapp remarked that the action was entirely not in his spirit, bur
that he had received this order from higher authority.*

The unequivocal communication to these ordinary Germans that they were
expected to take part in genocidal slaughter was made to them that morning,
as they stood near a sleeping small Polish city about to be awakened to scenes
that were nightmarish beyond its inhabitants’ imagination. Some of the men
testify that Trapp justified the killing with the transparently weak argument
that the Jews were supporting the partisans.”’ Why the partisans’ fortunes,
which at this point were actually meager to non-existent, bore any relation-
ship to their task of killing infants, small children, the elderly, and the inca-
pacitated was not explained. The appeal to the Jews’ alleged partisan activity
was intended to place a gloss, however thin, of military normality on the large
massacre, for the slaughtering of an entire community as its members slept in
their beds might have been expected to give pause to the Germans the first
time around. Similarly, Trapp’s appeal to superior orders likely had two
sources. It needed to be made clear to the men that an order of such gravity
came from the highest of authorities and was therefore consecrated by the
state and Hitler. Trapp also seemed to be expressing his genuine emotions.
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He was shaken by the order. Trapp was later heard to have exclaimed, upon
seeing the battalion’s doctor: “My God, why must I do this.”*

Yet Trapp’s reservations appear not to have been born of a view of Jews
that diverged from the dominant antisemitic model. His explanation to the men
that the killing of the Jews, including the Jewish women and children, was a re-
sponse to the bombing of German cities betrays his Nazified conception of the
Jews. How could such a statement make sense to him and to all those who heard
and understood it?** It is not clear what the exact logic of the comparison was,
vetit suggested that the slaughter of the Jews was either just retribution for the
bombing of German cities or perhaps a retaliatory act that would have some
salutary effect on the bombing, or both. To the Germans who were on the verge
of utterly effacing this remote and prostrate Jewish community, the connection
between the Jews in this sleepy city in Poland and the Allies’ bombing of Ger-
many appears to have been real. In fact, the men in the police battalion do not
comment on the ludicrousness of Trapp’s central justification, spoken to them
at their baptismal moment as genocidal executioners. The perversity of the
Nazified German mind was such that thinking of their own children was not
mtended to, caleulated o, and evidently did nut—except in the case of a few—
arouse sympathy for other children who happened to be Jewish. Instead, think-
ing of their children spurred the Germans to kill Jewish children

Trapp’s address to his men included general instructions for the conduct
of the operation. The assembled Germans—whether they had learned on
that morning or the night before about the phase in their lives that they were
then initiating—understood that they were embarking on a momentous un-
dertaking, not some routine police operation. They received explicit orders to
shoot the most helpless Jews—the old, the young, and the sick, women and
children—but not men capable of doing work, who would be spared.* Did
these ordinary Germans want to doit? Did any of them mutter to themselves,
as men, including those in uniform, often do when they receive onerous, dis-
agreeable, or unpalatable orders, that they wished they were elsewhere? If
they had, then the continuation of Trapp’s address was for them a godsend.
Their beloved commander, their “Papa” Trapp, gave them a way out, at least
initially to the older battalion men. He made a remarkable offer: “As the con-
clusion of his address, the major put the question to the older bartalion mem-
bers of whether there were among them those who did not feel up to the task.
At first no one had the courage to come forward. I was then the first to step
forward and stated that I was one of those who was not fit for the task. Only
then did others come forward. We were then about ten to twelve men, who
were kept at the major’s disposal.”*

Those who were a party to the scene must have felt some uncertainty.
The Germans were at the staging ground for the wholesale slaughter of a
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community. They were entering a new moral world. Who among them had
ever imagined, say, three years before, that he would be standing in eastern
Poland with such a charge, to kill all the women and children he would find?
Yet the Fiihrer had ordered the killing, the killing of these Jews. And now
their commander was giving at least some of them the option not to kill. He
was a genuine man who was, by all accounts, solicitous of them.”” Some of the
men stepped forward. If they were hesitant, however, their uncertainty must
have been further intensified by Captain Hoffmann’s reaction. The man who
first took advantage of Trapp’s offer continues: “In this connection, I re-
member that the chief of my company, Hoffmann, became very agitated at
my having stepped forward. [ remember that he said something to the effect:
“This fellow ought to be shot!” But Major Trapp cut him off. . . ."** Hoff-
mann, who was to prove himself a zealous, if fainthearted killer, was publicly
silenced and put in his place by Trapp. Trapp’s way was to be the battalion’s
way. That was unequivocal. The men who had stepped forward were all ex-
cused from the killing operation. Yet it must be noted, as it was undoubtedly
noted by the assembled men, that Hoffmann’s willingness to object so openly
and vociferously to the acceptance of Trapp’s offer was publicly to call into
question a superior order. It was hardly the picture of obedience.

Another man, Alois Weber, agrees that Trapp made the offer to excuse
those who did not want to kill, yet he maintains that the offer was made not
just to the older men but to the entire battalion: “Trapp’s request was not in-
tended as a trap. It did not require much courage to step forward. One man
of my company stepped forward. An angry exchange of words berween Hoff-
mann and Papen developed. . . . It is possible that twelve stepped forward. I
did not hear that only older men could step forward. Younger ones also
stepped forward. Everyone must have heard that one may step forward, be-
cause 1 heard it 100.”® It is difficult to know which account is correct. To my
mind, the assertion of a more inclusive offer of reassignment is the more
plausible of the two. In addition to it simply sounding more credible, three
further items support this conclusion. During the unfolding of the killing op-
eration that day, men of all ages, and not just the older men, were easily able
to excuse themselves from the killing. Second, Weber testifies that younger
men also stepped forward when Trapp made his offer, which is unlikely 1o
have occurred had Trapp not addressed them as well. Finally, Weber indicts
himself by admitting that he did not choose to avoid becoming a genocidal
killer of Jews even though he knew that he had that option and saw others.
who chose not to contribute in this way to genocide.* In some sense, it does
not matter very much which account is correct; even if Trapp’s initial offer
had been directed only to the older men, it soon became clear to the others
that it was not only the older men who had the option to avoid killing. Once
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the killing began, moreover, when the full horror of the enterprise engulfed
them, the emotional incentive to opt out of the killing grew enormously, but
had little discernible effect on the men’s choices.

The battalion assembly was followed by a series of smaller meetings.
Trapp gave assignments to the company commanders, who then informed
their men of their tasks (a sergeant did the briefing for First Company),
which included the shooting of those who could not so easily be brought to
the.assembly point—the old, the young, and the sick—on the spot, namely in
their homes, even in their beds.?' Initially, First Company was detailed first to
help out in clearing the Jews out of the ghetto and then to man the execution
squads. Second Company received the main responsibility of clearing the
ghetto, of going door to door and compelling the Jews to assemble at the spec-
ified gathering place, Jozefow’s market square. The majority of Third Com-
pany was supposed to secure the city by cordoning it off. One of its platoons
was assigned to help Second Company.® As the operation unfolded, the lo-
gistical arrangements were modified, so members of the various companies
took part in the duties originally assigned to other companies.

When dawn arrived, the Germans began rounding up the Jews from the
ghetto of Jozefow. They combed through the ghetto in small groups, gener-
ally of two or three, driving Jews from their homes. The men of Third Com-
pany had received, directly from their company commander, the same
mstructions as the others, “that during the evacuation, the old and the sick as
well as infants and small children and Jews, who put up resistance, are to be
shot on the spot.”* The Germans were incredibly brutal, carrying out with
abandon their orders not to bother transporting the non-ambulatory to the
roundup point and instead to kill them on the spot. “I saw about six Jewish
corpses, who had, according to orders, been shot by my comrades where they
found them. Among others I saw an old woman, who lay dead in her bed.”*
When the Germans® work was completed, Jewish corpses lay strewn through-
out the ghetto, as one of the Germans put it, in the “front yards, doorways,
and streets all the way to the market square.”** A member of Third Company
describes the handiwork: “. . . 1 also know that this order was carried out, be-
cause as | walked through the Jewish district during the evacuation, I saw
dead old people and infants. I also know that during the evacuation all pa-
tients of a Jewish hospital were shot by the troops combing the district,”

It is easy to read these rwo sentences, shudder for a moment, and continue
on. But consider how intense the psychological pressure not to slaughter such
people would have been had these men indeed been opposed to the slaughter,
had they indeed not seen the Jews as deserving this fate. They had just heard
from their commander that he was willing to excuse those who wanted to
demur. Instead of accepting his offer, they chose to walk into a hospital, a
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house of healing, and to shoot the sick, who must have been cowering, beg-
ging, and screaming for mercy. They killed babies.” None of the Germans
has seen fit to recount details of such killings. In all probability, a killer either
shot a baby in its mother’s arms, and perhaps the mother for good measure,
or, as was sometimes the habit during these years, held it at arm’s length by
the leg, shooting it with a pistol. Perhaps the mother looked on in horror. The
tiny corpse was then dropped like so much trash and left to rot. A life extin-
guished. The horror of killing just one baby, or of taking part in the massacre
of the Jewish hospital patients, let alone all of the other killing that was then
or later that day to occur, ought to have induced those who saw Jews as part
of the human family to investigate whether Trapp’s offer might yet be taken
up by them as well. As far as it is known, none did.

After the initial roundup was finished, the Germans combed through the
ghetto to ensure that no Jews would escape their appointed fate. By mid-
1942, Jews all over Poland, having learned through individual and the collec-
tive Jewish experience what the Germans intended for them, had constructed
hiding places, often ingenious, in the hope that they might escape detection.
The Germans, aware of the Jews’ attempts to cheat the hangmen’s nooses, as-
siduously applied themselves to uncovering the concealed places. Aided by
eager local Poles, these Germans left no wall untapped and no stone un-
turned: “The residential district was searched again. In many cases, with the
aid of Poles, numerous Jews were found hiding in blockaded rooms and al-
coves. | remember that a Pole drew my attention to a so-called dead space be-
tween two walls of adjoining rooms. In another case, a Pole drew attention to
a subterranean hideout. The Jews found in two hideouts were not killed in ac-
cordance with the order but upon my instructions were brought to the mar-
ketplace,”®® This man, if he is to be believed, preferred to let others do the
dirty work. He chose to disobey his orders to kill all resisters, and to bring
about the same end in a more palatable manner (by letting others do the
killing). Had he been opposed to the killing of Jews, rather than merely find-
ing it distasteful to do it himself, it would have been easy not to find Jews who
had done their utmost to remain hidden; yet in his extensive testimony, he

gives no indication that he or others made an effort to turn a blind eye to con-.

cealed Jews.®

The Germans assembled the Jews at the market square. The driving of
the Jews from their homes had taken a long time. It was Police Battalion 101’s
first killing operation, and they had not yet streamlined their routine. Some
of the officers were dissatisfied with the progress of the operation. They went
around spurring their men onward: “We’re not making headway! It’s not
going fast enough!™#° Finally, around 10 a.m., the Germans sorted out the so-
called able-bodied (Arbeitsfahigen), about four hundred men, and sent them
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to a “work”™ camp near Lublin.* The men of Police Battalion 101 were now
ready to enter into the climactic stage of their first genocidal enterprise. New
assignments were given to the men, and so they were set to begin the system-
atic slaughter. They had already been instructed in the recommended shoot-
ing technique during the initial assemblage around Trapp. “About Dr.
Schoenfelder I recall with certainty. . . . We stood, as I said, in a semicircle
round Dr. Schoenfelder and the other officers. Dr. Schoenfelder sketched on
the ground—so that we could all see—the outline of the upper part of a
human body and marked on the neck the spot at which we should fire. This
picture stands clearly before my eyes. Of one thing I am not sure, whether in
drawing on the ground, he used a stick or something else.”* The battalion’s
doctor, their healer, who tutored the men on the best way to kill, obviously did
not deem his Hippocratic oath to apply to Jews.* Further discussions on re-
fining the killing technique took place. “It was discussed how the shooting
should be carried out. The question was whether [to shoot] with or without a
bayonet mounted on the rifle. . . . The mounted bayonet would avoid misfir-
ings and the man need not come too close to the victims.”#

From the market square the Germans trucked the Jews, one group at a
time, to woods on the outskirts of Jozefow, whereupon “the Jews were or-
dered by the policemen in escort to jump down from the trucks, and were nat-
urally, as circumstances warranted, given a ‘helping hand’ [ ‘nachgeholfen’
wurde] to speed things up.”* Even though this was their first killing opera-
tion, it was already, according to this killer, “natural” for the men of Police
Bartalion 101 to strike Jews (the obvious meaning of the euphemistic “help-
ing hand,” which appears in his testimony in quotation marks). So “natural”
was it that the killer mentions it in an ofthand, passing manner, not deeming
it worthy of any further attention or elaboration.

The men of First Company, who were initially assigned to shoot the Jews,
were joined around noon by members of Second Company because Major
Trapp anticipated that they would not otherwise finish the slaughter before
nightfall.** The actual killing duties ended up being shared by more of the
battalion than Trapp had originally planned. The exact manner of transport
and procedure of execution differed a bit from unit to unit and also evolved
during the course of the day. The platoons of First Company, to focus on it,
had broken down into killing squads of about eight. The initial procedure was
some variation on the following. A squad would approach the group of Jews
who had just arrived, from which each member would choose his victim—a
man, a2 woman, or a child.¥” The Jews and Germans would then walk in par-

. allel single file so that each killer moved in step with his victim, until they

reached a clearing for the killing where they would position themselves and
await the firing order from their squad leader.**
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The walk into the woods afforded each perpetrator an opportunity for re-
flection. Walking side by side with his victim, he was able to imbue the human
form beside him with the projections of his mind. Some of the Germans, of
course, had children walking beside them. It is highly likely that, back in Ger-
many, these men had previously walked through woods with their own chil-
dren by their sides, marching gaily and inquisitively along. With what
thoughts and emotions did each of these men march, gazing sidelong at the
form of| say, an eight- or twelve-year-old girl, who to the unideologized mind
would have looked like any other girl? In these moments, each killer had a per-
sonalized, face-to-face relationship to his victim, to his little girl. Did he see
a little girl, and ask himself why he was about to kill this little, delicate human
being who, if seen as a little girl by him, would normally have received his
compassion, protection, and nurturance? Or did he see a Jew, a young one, but
a Jew nonetheless? Did he wonder incredulously what could possibly justify
his blowing a vulnerable little girl’s brains out? Or did he understand the rea-
sonableness of the order, the necessity of nipping the believed-in Jewish
blight in the bud? The “Jew-child,” after all, was mother to the Jew.

The killing itself was a gruesome affair. After the walk through the
woods, each of the Germans had to raise his gun to the back of the head, now
face down on the ground, that had bobbed along beside him, pull the trigger,
and watch the person, sometimes a little girl, twitch and then move no more,
The Germans had to remain hardened 1o the crying of the victims, to the cry-
ing of women, to the whimpering of children.* At such close range, the Ger-
mans often became spattered with human gore. In the words of one man, “the
supplementary shot struck the skull with such force that the entire back of
the skull was torn off and blood, bone splinters, and brain matter soiled the
marksmen.”** Sergeant Anton Bentheim indicates that this was not an iso-
lated episode, but rather the general condition: “The executioners were grue-
somely soiled with blood, brain matter, and bone splinters. It stuck to their
clothes.”" Although this is obviously viscerally unsettling, capable of dis-
turbing even the most hardened of executioners, these German initiates re-
turned to fetch new victims, new little girls, and to begin the journey back
into the woods. They sought unstained locations in the woods for each new
batch of Jews.®

In this personalized, individual manner, each of the men who took part
in the shooting generally killed between five and ten Jews, most of whom were
elderly, women, and children. The approximately thirty men of Lieutenant
Kurt Drucker’s platoon of Second Company, for example, shot between two
hundred and three hundred Jews in three to four hours.5 They took breaks
during the killing, for rest, for relief, and for smoking cigarettes.** Uncharac-
teristically for German killing operations, the men of Police Battalion 101
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neither forced the Jews to undress nor collected valuables from them. They
had one single-minded mission that day. In total, between the wild slaughter
in the ghetto itself and the methodical executions in the woods, the Germans
killed that day somewhere over 1,200 Jews, perhaps a few hundred more. The
Germans abandoned the bodies where they lay, whether in the streets of
Jozefow or in the surrounding woods, having left the burial for Jézefow’s Pol-
ish Mayor to arrange.*

Among the victims was a considerable number of German Jews from the
northern part of Germany, who spoke German in an accent similar to that of
the men in Police Battalion ro1. The linguistic strangeness of Polish Jews
(who were the majority of the victims) and their alien Polish Jewish customs
served to buttress the monumental cognitive and psychological barrier that
effectively prevented the Germans from recognizing the Jews’ humanity.
However much the Germans could dissociate the Polish Jews from them-
selves, the Jews from their own region of Germany, who addressed the killers
in the cadences of their mother tongue, might nevertheless have shocked the
Germans into considering the humanity of these Jews. Two members of Sec-
ond Company remember a Jew from Bremen, who was a veteran of the First
World War, having begged for his life to be spared. It did the Jew no good,
just as the rest of the German Jews’ Germanness yielded them nothing but
the Germans’ egalitarian bullets, which—in the Germans’ eyes and in real-
ity—leveled all Jews, German or Polish, male or female, young or old.

What was the effect of the killing on the killers? Their assiduousness in
killing is not to be doubted. They applied themselves diligently to their task
with telling effect. The gruesomeness of it revolted some, but not all, of
them. One killer describes a vivid memory from that day:

These Jews were brought into the woods on the instruction of [Sergeant]
Steinmetz. We went with the Jews. After about 220 yards Steinmetz di-
rected that the Jews had to lay themselves next to each other in a row on the
ground. I would like to mention now that only women and children were
there. They were largely women and children around twelve years old. . . .
I had to shoot an old woman, who was over sixty years old. I can still re-
member, that the old woman said to me, will you make it short or about the
same. . . . Next to me was the Policeman Koch. . . . He had to shoot a small
boy of perhaps twelve years. We had been expressly told that we should hold
the gun’s barrel eight inches from the head. Koch had apparently not done
this, because while leaving the execurion site, the other comrades laughed at
me, because pieces of the child’s brains had spattered onto my sidearm and
had stuck there. 1 first asked, why are you laughing, whereupon Koch,
pointing to the brains on my sidearm, said: That’s from mine, he has
stopped twitching. He said this in an obviously boastful tone. . . .
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This kind of jocularity, this kind of boyish, open joy being taken in the mass
slaughter, was not a singular occurrence, never to be repeated. After describ-
ing the mocker’s tone as boastful, the killer remarks: “I have experienced
more obscenities [Schweinereien] of this kind. . . .”

The ghastliness of the killing scene did disturb some of the killers. Of
this, there can be no doubt. Some were shaken badly. Entering an ordinary
animal slaughterhouse is unpleasant for many, even for some avid meat
eaters. Not surprisingly, a few of the killers felt the need to excuse them-
selves from the killing or to take a breather during its course. One squad
leader, Sergeant Ernst Hergert, reports that within his platoon two to five
men asked to be exempted from the killing after these men had already
begun, because they found it too burdensome to shoot women and children.
The men were excused by him or by their lieutenant and given either guard
or transport duties for the duration of the killing.*¥ Two other sergeants,
Bentheim and Arthur Kammer, also excused a few men under their com-
mands.® A third sergeant, Heinrich Steinmetz, explicitly told his men be-
fore the killings that they did not have to kill. “I would like also to mention
that before the beginning of the execution, Sergeant Steinmetz said to the
members of the platoon that those who did not feel up to the upcoming task
could come forward. No one, to be sure, exempted himself.”* Significantly,
these men had already participated in the brutal ghetto clearing, so by the
time of his offer they had had the opportunity to confront the gruesome re-
ality of the genocidal enterprise. Yet not even one of them took up the ready
offer to avoid further killing at the time. According to one of his men, Stein-
metz repeated the offer after the killing had gotten under way. This man ad-
mitted to having killed six or eight Jews before asking the sergeant to excuse
him, His request was granted.” Sergeant Steinmetz was not a superior who
was unfeeling towards his men,

A particularly noteworthy refusal to kill was that of one of the bartalion’s
officers, Lieutenant Heinz Buchmann. Beginning with the killing in Jozefow
and in subsequent killings, he avoided participating directly in the executions,
having managed to get himself assigned other duties. At Jézefow, he led the es-
cort of the so-called able-bodied Jews to a “work camp” near Lublin. Every-
one in the battalion knew that this lieutenant avoided killing duty. His wish not
to participate in the killings was so accepted in the hierarchy of command that
his company commander circumvented him when killing operations were at
hand, and gave orders directly to the lieutenant’s subordinates.®*

Obviously, at least some of the men felt no hesitation to ask out. The fact
was that they easily got themselves excused from the killing and that others
saw that extricating themselves from the gruesome task was possible. Trapp’s
offer had been made before the entire battalion. At least one sergeant in
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charge of a contingent of executioners explicitly made the same offer to his
men, and the lieutenant and sergeant running another squad easily acceded
to requests by men that they be excused. Offers and opportunities for removal
from direct killing were accepted, both in front of the assembled battalion
and in the intimacy of the platoons and squads. Even one reluctant officer
served as an example to the battalion’s rank and file that extricating oneself
from the gruesome killing was possible—and not dishonorable. Up and down
Police Batralion 101’s hierarchy, there was what appears to have been a partly
formal and partly informal understanding that men who did not want to kill
should not be forced to do s0.” That mere sergeants, and not only the battal-
ion commander, were exercising discretion to excuse men from killing
demonstrates how accepted the men’s opting out was, It also makes un-
equivocal that those who slaughtered Jews, including Jewish children, did so
voluntarily.®

After the day’s work, the men had the chance to digest what they had
done, to talk it over among themselves. The company clerk, for example, who
had remained behind in Bilgoraj, was informed by the others of their deeds
upon their return.” Clearly, they talked. And it is unimaginable that these or-
dinary Germans spoke in value-neutral terms when discussing their anything-
but-value-neutral deeds. Many of the men were shaken, even momentarily
depressed, by the killings: “No comrades participated in these things with joy.
Afterwards, they were all very depressed.”™ They lost their appetites that day:
“I still remember that upon their return none of my comrades could enjoy the
meal. They did, however, enjoy the alcohol which was available as a special
supplementary ration.” Clearly, many did not have a neutral reaction to their
deeds. In their postwar testimonies, some of the men speak with great passion
of their and their comrades’ distressed feelings after their first massacre. That
some were initially unhappy, disturbed, perhaps even incensed to have been
thrust into such gruesome duty is clear.” Yet the men’s postwar self-reporting
of their own afflictions should be viewed with some circumspection; the temp-
tation to read more into them than they warrant should be resisted.* The men
were sickened by the exploded skulls, the flying blood and bone, the sight of
so many freshly killed corpses of their own making,” and they were given
pause, even shaken by having plunged into mass slaughter and committing
deeds that would change and forever define them socially and morally. Their
reaction was similar to that of many soldiers after sampling for the first time
the grisly offerings of real battle. They too often feel sickened, throw up, and
lose their appetites. That it happened to these Germans upon their initiation
mto killing in such a gruesome manner is understandable. But it is hard to be-
lieve that the reaction was born from anything but the shock and gruesome-
ness of the moment, as their soon-thereafter-renewed, assiduous efforts in
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mass slaughter indicate. Despite their disgust and shock, as the battalion med-
ical corpsman testifies, no one suffered any significant emotional difficulties
after the Jozefow communal slaying. The corpsman knows of no man who
“because of the experience got sick or by any stretch of the imagination had a
nervous breakdown.””!

The portrait of this battalion is one of verbal give-and-take, of men dis-
cussing their views and emotions, of disagreements, even to some extent be-
tween people at different levels of the battalion hierarchy. In the midst of the
afternoon’s executions, a heated argument broke out between Lieutenant
Hartwig Gnade, the commander of First Company, and one of his junior lieu-
tenants over where they should have been shooting a batch of Jews. Gnade was
heard to have screamed at the recalcitrant subordinate that he could not work
with him if he would not obey orders.™ This insubordination—an officer ar-
guing with his commander (in front of the men, no less) over such an in-
significant operational matter, and the evident unwillingness or inability on
the part of the superior to assert his prerogative of absolute authority—reveals
a great deal about the undraconian, lax character of this police battalion. It was
not characterized by the submissive holding of one’s tongue in the face of a
superior’s order, let alone by unthinking obedience to-any order.

Despite the evident difficulty displayed by some of these Germans in
this, their initial mass slaughter, despite their having found the byproducts
of their shots to the backs of Jewish heads revolting, and despite their hay-
ing had the opportunity to extricate themselves from the killing, from the
grisly, disgusting duty, almost all of them chose to carry out their lethal
tasks. Had anyone disapproved of the killing of the Jews, of the killing of
Jewish children and infants, especially when even the toughest stomach
would have been sorely tested by the blood, bone, and brains that spattered
them, then it is difficult to understand not only why he killed, but also how
he could have managed to bring himself to kill and to continue to kill. He had
a way out. Even some who in principle did not disapprove of the killing of
Jews, but who were unnerved by the gruesomeness, got themselves tem-
porarily excused.”™

THE RESPITE FROM their contribution to the “solving” of the “Jewish
Problem” lasted only a few days for the men of Police Battalion 101, as they
embarked immediately on a number of small operations in the area around
Bilgoraj and Zamoé¢, in which they removed Jews from small villages and lo-
cales to larger concentrations. Although the operations appear to have been
frequent, few details are known of them, because the perpetrators have said
little abour them.™
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There were always adventurers and volunteers who together with
Sergeant Steinmetz took these buildings [sic] first and shot the Jews.'"

The Germans’ killing of Jews found living in small communities or estates re-
sembled in procedure the large ones, except in scale. Yet if the large killing op-
erations made the deepest impression on the killers, suggesting the historic
importance of their activities, the frequent small ones made the killing of Jews
a normal constituent feature of their days and lives. That this man and others
understood the extermination of the Jews to have been their primary activity
is due, to a large extent, to the great frequency of their engagement in it. Con-
tributing to the sense that the perpetrators had of themselves as being above
all else genocidal agents were the regular patrols they went on, in order to
search out Jews hiding in the countryside and kill them. These “search-and-
destroy” missions (this is my appellation) differed in character from the large
killings that have been described. They differed in scale, not just in the num-
ber of victims, which could be as few as one or two people, but also in the num-
ber of Germans who manned them. The search-and-destroy missions also
demanded a degree of individual initiative that during the destruction of
ghettos was required generally only of those (though this was often a large
number) who searched through the Jews' homes for the hidden. “Today I still
remember exactly that we were already right before the bunker when a five-
year-old boy came out crawling. He was immediately grabbed by a policeman
and led aside. This policeman then set the pistol to his neck and shot him, He
was an active policeman [ Beamter] who when with us was employed as a med-
ical orderly. He was the only medical orderly of the platoon.”*

Police Battalion 101, like other German forces, had received the Schiess-
befehl,*s mandating that they shoot all Jews found outside the ghettos and ap-
proved areas in Poland. Essentially, it bestowed upon the most junior men of
Police Bartalion ro1 executive power over capital decisions regarding Jews.
Each was deemed to be a fit judge and executioner. The men of Police Bat-
talion 101 proved the trust in them to have been well placed.

Whenever the men of Police Battalion 1o1 learned (often from Polish in-
formers) or suspected that Jews were living or hiding in a certain area, they
formed a detachment of a size sufficient for the expected task, sought out the
Jews, and, if found, killed them.'** Sometimes the Germans' information re-
garding the Jews’ whereabouts was very specific, sometimes vague. The
forces assembled for search-and-destroy missions varied in size from com-
pany strength to a few men. These variations, however, were but tertiary fac-
tors in the ongoing, coordinated German sweeping of the countryside, which
was necessary if Poland were indeed to become judenrein, free of Jews.
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The search-and-destroy missions, which began in the fall of 1942 and
continued throughout 1943, together with the slaughter of Jews living in small
groups in towns and on estates, became the main operational activity of the
men of Police Battalion 101. Many of them have testified to the great fre-
quency of these missions. In fact, so many of the men went on so many search-
and-destroy missions that after the war they had difficulty recollecting the
derails of them. The missions blur together.'”” A member of Second Company
recalls: “From the diverse locations of our platoon, every week several opera-
tions were started. They were aimed at the so-called pacification of the area
entrusted to us. It goes without saying that in the course of the general pa-
trolling we were alert to the presence of Jews and if we met any we shot them
on the spot.”"*® A member of Third Company relates that “it is entirely true
that after the completion of a [killing] action, operations against Jews were fre-
quently undertaken. . . . It may be true of me as well that I participated in ten
to twelve such operations. The number of victims ranged from two to twenty,
The number of times Herr Nehring and I participated applies also to the other
members of the platoon.”*™ These missions were so frequent and so success-
ful, according to another man of Third Company, that from the beginning of
August 1942 until the end of August 1943, “almost daily stray Jews who had
been chanced upon by any squad in the field were shot on the spot.”""

The men of Police Batralion 101 undertook both mop-up operations
after large killings and search-and-destroy missions in the surrounding re-
gion. This was true of the group under Sergeant Bekemeier which remained
in Lomazy after the August 19 extermination of the city’s Jews. A few days
after the massacre, the rest of Second Company having already returned to
the garrison locations, Bekemeier’s men combed through the ghetto that had
a few days earlier been teeming with life, and found about twenty Jews—
men, women, and children. They took them to the woods, forced them to lay
themselves on the ground without undressing, and shot them in the back of
their heads (Genickschuss) with pistols."" The small detachment of around
twenty men who were under Bekemeier’s command were acting indepen-
dent of the supervision of superiors. Whether they found a few more or a
few fewer Jews made no difference vis-a-vis the battalion command. The
command had no way of knowing how many Jews were really on the loose.
Even if it had, the locally stationed men could have conjured up any num-
bers that they wanted, since no evidence of killings was requested or pro-
vided. Such killings were so routine and so expected that the Germans
treated them as part of the normal fabric of life and therefore did not see
them as noteworthy. When Bekemeier’s men did find Jews, they not only
killed them but, in one instance that has been described, they, or at least
Bekemeier, also had fun with them beforehand:
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One episode has been preserved in my memory to this day. Under the com-
mand of Sergeant Bekemeier we had to convey a transport of Jews to some
place. He had the Jews crawl through a water hole and sing as they did it.
When an old man could not walk anymore, which was when the crawling
episode was finished, he shot him at close range in the mouth. . . ."*

After Bekemeier had shot the Jew, the latter raised his hand as if to ap-
peal to God and then collapsed. The corpse of the Jew was simply left lying.
We did not concern ourselves with it.'"

One photograph that was available for the photo albums of these execu-
tioners shows Bekemeier and his men holding their bicycles and posing with
evident pride as they prepare to embark on the sort of patrol that led so fre-
quently to their slaughter of Jews. The following photograph shows Lieu-
tenant Gnade with his men on a search-and-destroy mission.

Lieutenant Gnade and his men hunting through the countryside for hidden
Fews

These photographic mementos, so innocent-looking to the uninitiated, were
replete with significance for the Germans of Police Battalion 101.

A search-and-destroy mission that harvested among the greatest number
of Jewish corpses occurred near Kénskowola. Members of Third Company
had been ordered by Hoffmann to an area where reports indicated Jews to be
hiding. They came across a series of underground bunkers, whereupon they
yelled for the Jews to come out. Silence greeted them. The Germans threw in
tear-gas grenades, which revealed to them something of their victims:
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€. . . from the bunkers rang out the cries and whimpers of women and chil-
dren.” The Germans again ordered them to come out, to no effect. “And
when no one emerged, hand grenades were thrown into the bunker. I re-
member that hand grenades were thrown again and again until it had become
completely lifeless inside the bunker in question. . . . I cannot state the exact
number of victims because we did not excavate the bunker after finishing the
operation. Nor did we verify the deaths of the occupants.”"

In the organized ghetto liquidations, the Germans operated in large for-
mation, in a situation structured according to their commander’s design,
which did constrain their actions, even if they were always able to find oppor-
tunities for personal expression in the form of gratuitous brutality. On search-
and-destroy missions, in contrast, small groups of comrades, with minimal
supervision, leisurely riding or walking through the countryside, were free to
search zealously or lethargically, with keenness or inattentively. When finding
Jews, they had a free hand to treat them as they wanted to, whether their in-
nermost wishes were to kill them or not. They could degrade and torture the
Jews before killing them, or just kill them. They could try to kill them while
inflicting as little additional suffering as possible, be unconcerned about such
matters, or perpetrate gratuitous degradations and brutalities on the victims.
The killers’ own testimony about the search-and-destroy missions reveals men
who acted with zeal, and at the very least with disregard for the suffering of
their Jewish victims, who were frequently women and children. These Ger-
mans do not claim that they purposely failed to find Jews or that they tried
their best to inflict as little suffering on them. Indeed, in a matter-of-fact man-
ner, they report on their routine success in uncovering and killing Jews, and on
the cavalier fashion in which they did so. It is not surprising that these Ger-
mans failed to spare Jews; they undertook the avowedly genocidal patrols—
which were so frequent that one man describes them and therefore the killing
of Jews as having been “more or less our daily bread”"">—with unmistakable
alacrity. The killers admit that it was the norm for men to volunteer for mis-
sions to find, ferret out, and annihilate more Jews. The killers also tell us that,
typically, more men volunteered than was required to fill out a given mis-
sion."® It is safe to say that these ordinary Germans wanted to kill the Jews.

The only rationale for the search-and-destroy missions was genocide,
and it was understood as such. The Germans in this police battalion did not
encounter one single case of armed resistance from the Jews on all the search-
and-destroy missions that they undertook.''” Many of the men went on many
such missions. For them it was a hunt, pure and simple, the purpose of which
was to denude the countryside of the offending beasts. The Germans them-
selves conceived of these missions in this manner. Among themselves, they
tellingly called a search-and-destroy mission a “Jew-hunt” ( Judenjagd):'"®
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The Germans’ use of the term “Jew-hunt” was not casual. It expressed
the killers’ conception of the nature of their activity and the attendant emo-
tion. Theirs was the exterminatory pursuit of the remnants of a particularly
pernicious species that needed to be destroyed in its entirety. Moreover, the
word ‘‘Jagd " has a positive Gefiihlswert, a positive emotive valence. Hunting
is a pleasurable pursuit, rich in adventure, involving no danger to the hunter,
and its reward is a record of animals slain—in the case of the men of this po-
lice battalion and other German *“Jew-hunters,” a record of Jews ferreted out
and killed.

BASED ON THEIR activities and on the revelations contained in their own
testimony, the men of Police Battalion 101 can be aptly described as members
of a “genocidal cohort” (Vilkermordkohorte), and it cannot be doubted that
they conceived of themselves as such: “Our main task continued to consist,
however, in the annihilation of the Jews.”"*® Their devotion to annihilating
the Jews was such that they would even postpone operations against real par-
tisans, against the people who posed a real military threat to them, in order to
undertake search-and-destroy missions against the Jews.'* The descriptions
‘and analyses of their actions here suggest that these Germans viewed the
genocidal killing, their primary activity in Poland, and themselves favorably.
They repeatedly showed initiative in killing and did not shirk their assigned
tasks, though they could have without punishment. They gave priority to the
killing of Jews and even acted with cruel abandon. Their dedication to the
genocidal slaughter was such that they persisted in it despite the gruesome-
ness which, though conveyed here at times graphically and in some detail, is
difficult, perhaps impossible, to imagine and comprehend for anyone who has
not been a party to similar scenes. Much of the killing was also personalized,
in that the men often faced their victims one on one. Frequently, they were
facing children.
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