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On Binvamin WILKOMIRSKI'S FRAGMENTS
by Mark Pendergrast

Then he gave me a great swing and lifted me onto his shoulders... I was so happy, I couldn’t
even describe it... But suddenly he began to run crazily straight ahead, and | got frightened. He
broke through the circle of amazed children, running for the wall that marked off our play-
ground, took tighter hold of my feet, lifted me up over his head, and came to a stop for a moment
atthe wall. He was still holding on to my fect in the air and 1 flew forward like a loose bundle,
clean over his head, until my forehead hitthe stone. That's when he let go of me and went away.

He was still taughing.

—Binjamin Wilkomirski,

Fragments: Memories of a Childhood, 1939-1948 (17)

In the spring of 1998, I read the passage above with
sympathetic horror. I had taught a college course on the Ho-
{ocaust, and I had helped to edit The Aftermath, a Holocaust
memoir by Henry Lilienheim. Here, in Fragments, was fur-
thert toman’s inh ity during that terrible tirme.
Wilkomirski wrote movingly of his childhood in the con-
centration camps of Majdanck and Auschwitz. “Rarely has
a time of ultimate horrors been depicted with so searing a
child-eye’s simplicity,” wrote one critic, “coupled with adult
emotions stripped naked by experiences beyond all reason.”
(Ross 1997). In the New York Times Book Review, Julie
Salamon wrote that Wilkomirski injécted “well-documented
events with fresh terror and poignancy., Constructed like flashes
of memory. (he book unfolds in bursts of association, the way
children tell stories™(Salamon no date). Fragments won the
Award for Non-Fiction given by the Jewish Quarterly and
has been hailed by critics around the world,

As1 read, however, I couldn’t help wondering about
some passages, including the one above, in which the yvoung
Wilkomirski-—apparently only two or three years old—sur-
vived having his head bashed into'a wall. Then I read the

back cover of the book. “Only in adulthood did
{Witkomirski] find a way o recover his memories.” O/
no, 1 thought. Recovered memories! 1 realized that 1 was
probably reading a book filled with false memories of the
Holocaust—not necessarily lies, but perhaps delusions,
created either alone or with the help of psychotherapy.

As the author of Victims of Memory: Sex Abuse Ac-
cusations and Shattered Lives, I knew that subject all too
well, having spent several years rescarching it. In the
course of the research, | learned a great deal about human
memory, and I concluded that so-called “massive repres-
sion”—in which years of traumatic childhood events are
completely forgotten, then recalled later in adulthood--~is
probably a myth. Unless people suffer organic brain dam-
age, they do not forget the worst events of their lives, par-
ticularly if the traumatic cvents were repeated for years,
There will never be a way to prove that massive repres-
sion does not occur, since one cannot prove a negative.
There is, however, no scientific evidence to support
the theory of massive repression, nor any convincing
anecdotal evidence.




Memory is a confusing, fascinating topic. Ourmemo- clearly the worst and the best events of our lives, which
ries are subject to distortion and reshaping. Wedonotrecord  makes sense from an evolutionary standpoint. It stands to
the past in neat computer-like bits and bytes. It is almost  reason that, in order to survive, we recal! the good things in
impossible to discuss the mechanisms of memory without order to attempt to replicate them, and we remember the
employing misleading metaphors. Plato compared the mind  bad in order to try to avoid them in the future, Normally,
to a wax writing tablet, the advanced technology of hisera,  we recall the highs and lows of our lives. with very fittle in
For Freud, the brain functioned something like a giant between.
plumbing system or steam engine. with uncomfortable mna- Indeed, there is evidence that traumatic events tend
terial stashed away in the cesspool of the subconscious and  to be recailed better than others, In the last decade, scien-
leaking out.when the pressure reached a critical point.  tists concerned with the mysterious inner workings of the
Modern researchers have used other metaphors: the mind - brain have produced many interesting studies. None either
asagiant filing cabinet, videotape, or Savsnlwnaaa@.ma prove nor disprove the existence of repressed memories,
1996, 71-117; Roediger 1980). though work on the chemistry of highly emotional memo-

The trouble with all such comparisons is the implica- ~ ries tends to verify the 1891 observation of philosopher
tion that we remember everything that has ever happened  and psychologist William James: “What interests us most
tous—every smell, sound, sensation, joy or trauma has been ~vividly at the time is...what we remember best. An experi-
encoded somewhere in the brain, and, if only the proper ence may be so exciting emotionally as almost to leave a
command or button is pushed, it will all come flooding back.  scar on the cerebral tissues” ([1891] 1952, 438-439). In
Pop psychologists have repeatedly promulgated this notion, other words, strong emotions (whether positive or nega-
as in this passage from Unlocking the Secrets of Your Child-  tive) produce strong memories, less subject to distortion
hood Memories (Leman and Carlson 1989, 14): “Every and decay than normal memory.
experience we’ve had since birth has been recorded and That is not to say that we remember every terrible
tucked away safely in our brains. Like the most sophisti- thing that ever happened to us. People who have under-
cated computer in the world, the brain retrieves imemories] gone prolonged trauma never farget the experience—they
we need when we need them.” kuow very well what happened to them in general—but

But the brain does not function that way, as every they probably do not recall every horrific episode, since
modemn memory researcher knows. “One of the most widely  they all tend to blend together. | have not had a very diffi-
held, but wrong, beliefs that people have about memory is  cult life, but I had bad teeth as a child, and | hated going to
that *‘memories” exist, somewhere in the brain, like books —~the dentist. I vividly recall the fear, the feeling of the needle
exist in a library, or packages of soap on the supermarket pumping novocaine, the sound of the drill. But I could not
shelves,” writes psychologist Endel Tulving, “and that re- tell you about many specific visits, nor which teeth were
membering is equivalent to somehow retrieving them. The decayed. Similarly, those who were victims of prolonged
whole concept of repression is built on this misconception”  sexual abuse, or who endured for years in concentration
(Tulving 1995). camps, may not recall everything that happened, but they

British experimental psychologist Frederic Bartlett certainly know what happened to them in general.
first made this point in his classic 1932 text, Remembering: . During the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, a
A Study in Experimental and Social Psychology. “Some :o:EEm form of psychotherapy convinced many people
widely held views have to be completely discarded,” he  that they had been raped throughout their childhoods and
asserted, “and none more completely than that which treats  had Sav_sh_v repressed the memories. If they had the
recall as the re-excitement in some way of fixed and change- “symptoms’ ..lao?nmm_o:' troubled relationships, cating
T\ww traces.” To the contrary, he held that remembering is disorders, or almost any other problem—they must stem

“an imaginative reconstruction™ (1932, vi; 204, 213).  from such repressed memories. These therapists encous-
Bartlett’s general conclusions have been confirmed by mod- um& patients to “remember” these hypothetical traumatic
e researchers such as Endel Tulving, m:chQs ro?.m. events E_dcmr pseudoscientific methods such as hypnosis,
Ulric Neisser, and a host of others.. In oz_n. ;.o&r the mom::: E:S& interviews, dreams, or tnisinterpretation of
human species has evolved a brain that is E_mcSEn EBZP panic nzuoxm or vague bodily pains,
versatile and imaginative, but not m_iuwm accurate: e<n fit- Memories retrieved under hypnosis or sodium amytal
crally “re-member,” patching Smﬁ—_nnsn n:ﬁ_o bits ofour . are often contaminated mixtures of fantasy and truth. In
past. When we picture what :mvug& we are n:mmm_am in . many cases, outright “confabulations”—the psychologists’
re-vision. term for illusory memories—result. As the 1989 Compre-

That is not to say that our memories are ES..Q inac- hensive Textbook of Psychiatry stated, “An o<nJ<_5_3_=m
curate. By and large, they serve us E_a?nq well: We may  body of research indicates that Eﬁ:oma does not increase
uot get all the details precisely correct, but we generally accurate memory, but does increase the vnao: s willing-
recall major events accurately. We tend 8 8:6:&2 most  ness to report previously uncertain memories with strong

2

conviction.... There is a high likelihood that the beliefs of
the hypnotist will somehow be communicated to the pa-
tient in hypnosis and incorporated into what the patient
belicves to be memories, often with strong conviction” (vol.
2, 1516).

When a subject agrees to be hypnotized, he or she
tacitly agrees to abide by the suggestions of the hypnotist.
This state of heightened suggestibility can work quite well
if the goal is to stop smoking, lose weight, enhance self-
esteem, reduce perceived pain, or improve one’s sex life.
But it is not an appropriate method for retrieving suppos-
edly repressed memories. Unfortunately, many recovered
“memories” of sexual abuse, multiple personalities, alien
abduction, and past lives have been produced through hyp-
nosis, in which the subject tends to fulfill the expectations
of the hypnotist. ‘Nor is it necessary to call it hypnoss,
since guided imagery, visualization, meditation, or even
prayer can-produce the same false memories in a trance
state (Pendergrast 1996, 120-129).

Hypnosis is clearly the _gamam method to encourage
a belief in recovered “memories™ §o=m= it is certainly
not necessary to enter a hypnotic trance in order to create
false memories. Simply by believing that something must
have happened, many people can visualize it, particularly
if they are among the 10 percent of the population who are
fantasy-prone.! “The retrieval of “memories” becomes a
self-fulfilling prophecy of sorts. Told that memories will
return as dreams about abuse, people obsess over them and
then, predictably, dream about them. Told that they may
have panic attacks or “body memories,” they worry them-
selves into them (Pendergrast 1996,27-69; Lynn 1997, 305-336),

Knowing all of this, | was extremely concerned about
the Wilkomirski book, particularly because the author ap-
peared to believe in many myths about memory—that it
can be massively repressed, that clear visualizations equal
reality, that memory is pristine, that fragmentary images
must be real. “My early childhood memorics are planted,”
he wrote, “first and foremost, in exact snapshots of my
photographic memory and in the feelings imprinted in them,
and the physical sensations.” And yes, Wilkomirski was
in personal psychotherapy and has espoused (and taught)
recovered memory therapy. His therapist may have helped
him visualize thesc scenes and create so-called “body
memories” (physical sensations interpreted as memories)
to accompany them. Thus, his earliest memories are, as
Wilkomirski puts it, “a rubble field of isolated images and
events...mostlya chaotic jumble, with very little chrono-
logical fit” (1997, 4). But with effort, Wilkomirski has
taken these “isolated images” and formed them into a co-
herent narrative,

Such descriptions echo that of Renee Fredrickson in
her 1992 book, Repressed Memories, one of the most dis-
turbing texts on how to recover “memories” of sexual abuse,
Fredrickson’s description of “imagistic memory work”—

w

actually a form of hypnosis—is detailed and reveal
First, under the guidance of a therapist or friend, you

yourself, close your eyes, and relax, breathing deeply:

to picture some kind of abuse, “If :o:::r surfaces; w:
bit, and then give your best guess in answer (o the qi
tions {of your ms_n& If you feel resistance or skeptici
try to go pastit.” Afterward, your guide should folloy
with questions to “fill in any blanks.” You should ¢ons
any scene you envisioned as a “frecze-frame photogra
out of sequence. “You want to develop a sequenced:s
show, showing the action from beginning to’end:
need 1o let yourself imagine or picture what might h
happened to you.” Fredrickson advises: “Avoid being-

tative about your repressed memories. Do not ._cﬂ tellth
express themn as truth” (1992, 109-112, 204), - \

Wilkomirski has apparently followed that advice: |
ing his book as non-fiction rather than as'a work-of
imagination. On April 20, 1998, 1 wrote identical letter
Holocaust scholars Elie Wiesel, Lawrence Langer, R
Hilberg, and David Scrase, expressing my doubts at
Fragments. “The book quite possibly contains a‘mix
of real and confabulated memory, but most of it appear
be confabulated,” I wrote. “We learn at the end of thé b
that his birth certificate says that he was born on Feb.
1941. It may be incorrect, but 1 imagine it is probably cl
to his real birth date. That would mean that he:was ba
four when he was liberated from the camps. Oo,._mna:n:
he would be subject to the period of infantilé aninesia ¢
ing most of the time he purportedly recalls here in fr
ments. Therefore, it is unlikely that he remembers'm
about his time in the camps—assuming he really :nu :.
camps, for which we have only his word.”

The period of “infantile amnesia” ..omn_.m o ::. ti
before the age of three, when no one recalls anything,
cause the hippocampus—an-area of the brain essentia
long-term memory—is not yet sufficientlydevelop
Nenetheless, many “recovered memories™ of sexual ab:
have come from that improbable time period, such as
tress Roseanne Barr’s accusations that her father abu:
her in the crib when she was six months'old Qn:nﬁmk
1996, 113-115).

I concluded my letter: “l would very misch 3 appre
ate it if you would have a look at the book and S_EQ Yo
opinion.... It is important that Holocaust scholars cast 1i;
on claims such as n:w. which dilute the reality of :F r
horror by turning it into the stuff of fiction.” " 7

Raul Hilberg called me. Only days afier receiving 1
letter, he said, he had attended a Holocaust symposium
Notre Dame at which Binjamin Wilkomirski spoke: In1
speech, Wilkomirski touted a method used to recover men
ries that purportedly enabled people to remember aceurat
back to one year of age. “I was the only one who éat on 1
hands during the standing ovation,” Hilberg told me: Hilbx
expressed grave doubts about several histarical aspeets

.




the book, but he wanted to study the German edition be-
fore going public with his concerns.?

Then, on Aug. 27, 1998, Swiss writer Daniel
Ganzfried—himself the son of a Jewish Holocaust survi-
vor—published an article in the Zurich paper, Die
Weltwache, in which he revealed that Wilkomirski was born
in Switzerland in 1941 as Bruno Grosjean, the illegitimate
son of Yvonne Berthe Grosjean, a Christian. He was given
up for adoption in 1945, taking the name of his adoptive
parents, Doessekker. Ganzfried found pictures of the young
Bruno ata villa in Zurichberg in {946, two years before he
supposedly came 1o Switzerland. Thus, Wilkomirski/
Doessekker was adopted, as he wrote in his book, but he
apparently had loving adoptive parents, not the unfeeling
foster parents described in Fragments (Ganzfried 1998).

Doessekker studied the Holocaust intensively, collect-
ing an impressive library and interviewing many survivors.
{n the “Afterword” of Fragments, the author described his
“years of research, many journeys back to the places where
1 remember things happened, and countless conversations
with specialists and historians {which] helped me to clarify
many previously inexplicable shreds of memory.” In other
words, he had indeed visited Majdanek and Auschwitz, but
only as a tourist. In the midst of a mid-life crisis and se-
vere depression, Bruno Doessekker had sought therapy.
Somewhere in the process, like those who recover memo-
ries of “past lives,” Doessekker created a new past and iden-
tity based on his extensive research (Ganzfried 1998; Boyes

1998; Wilkomirski 1997, 154-155).

1t is now widely recognized that Fragments is a work
of fiction, but it is unclear whether Wilkomirski/Doessekker
was perpetrating an intentional hoax or—as I suspect—he
truly has come to believe in his recovered “memories”
{Pendergrast 1996, 151-196). Daniel Ganzfried believes that
the story is a simple lie. He points out that Wilkomirski/
Doessekker hired a lawyer who attempted to block research
into his real past, “I believe that this is a really banal case
{in which} a mediocre musician ventured out, trying to be
something really special,” Ganzfried wrote to me (1999).-
Raul Hilberg agrees that this is a case of conscious fraud,
since Doessekker accepted money from the Swiss state
when his biological mother died. “I believe he is just using
the whole recovered memory as a tool,” Hilberg told me,
“not that he believes it necessarily” (1999).

Nonetheless, [ doubt that Wilkomirski/Doessekker is
cansciously lying. It is probable that hie has rehearsed his
memories so thoroughly that they have become real to him.
He has unconsciously incorporated many elements from
books and interviews, just as many who incorrectly iden-
1ify themselves as having multiple personalities often in-
clude scenes from the movie Sybil in their own ‘memo-
ries.” Swiss psychologist Alice Miller, author of works such
as Banished Knowledge: Facing Childhood Injuries, has
promoted the notion of repressed memories, and it would

not surprise me if Wilkomirski/Doessekker had been influ-
enced by her books. His primary therapist was Monika
Matta, a Zurich practitioner who believes in “eclectic”
methods. In addition, Wilkomirski/Doessekker may have
also entered therapy with Elitsur Bernstein, who lived in
Zurich before departing for Israel, and who is an exponent
of recovered memory therapy (Dreyfus 1999). Bemstein
and Witkomirski give presentations together.

Thus far, despite all the publicity about the book’s
inaccuracies, no one has focused on how the author arrived
athis false memories. 1 suspect that he retrieved—or fleshed
them out—them under a form of hypnosis during his psy-
chotherapy, coupled with his obsession with the Holocaust
and emotional visits to the sites of concentration camps.?
He has certainly absorbed many of the stereotypical plati-
tudes of the incest survivor movement. “It is so easy to
make a child mistrust his own reflections, to take away his
voice,” Wilkomirski wrote in Fragments (1997 154), echo-
ing Alice Miller and every other recovered memory guru.

Now that Fragments has been publicly debunked,

Wilkomirski/Doessekker won’t submit to interviews, but
he apparently claims, via third parties, that he has always
recalled these horrors. Yes, he was in therapy, but only for
personal problems {Althof 1998). Such an assertion. is
highly suspect, probably a rationalization and yet another
rewriting of the more recent past. 1fhe has always remem-
bered all of this, why would he allow the publisher to call
them recovered memories on the book’s back cover? Why:
would he stress the fragmentary, chaotic nature of his
“memories,” writing about how “the first pictures surface
one by one, like upbeats”(1997, 5)? Why would he have
referred to recovered memorics in speeches? In November
1997, Wilkomirski/Doessekker spoke at a Holocaust con-
ference in Vienna, along with Israeli psychologist Elitsur
Bemstein, on “The Problematics of Identity of Surviving
Children of the Holocaust: A Proposal for the Interdisci-
plinary Cooperation between Therapists and Historians.”
They asserted that, using their method, even preverbal
memories could be recovered accurately fifty years later
(Lau 1998).

.- But if Wilkomirski/Doessekker truly believes in his
“memories,” how do I explain his having taken inheritance
money when his biclogical mother died? How do [ explain
his trying to thwart Daniel Ganzfried’s research into his
past? As far as the money goes, it is no surprise that people
will accept money, regardless of the source. It also does
not surprise me that Wilkomirski/Doessekker would ac-
tively try to avoid facing his real past. During my research
for Victims of Memory, I found cases in which women were
medically examined and found to be virgins—yet they stilt
insisted that their “memories”of childhood rapes were ac-
curate. Rationality is not one of the haltmarks of recovered
memory. When people invest in a belief system and have
based their very identity on it, it is astonishing how diffi-

cult it is to shake them, even with the best logic.

Wilkomirski/Doessekker is not unique in casting him-
self in the role of false historical victim. During my re-
search, 1 uncovered several such cases, Psychiatrists treat-
ing World War I veterans found that lcading paticnts to
dramatically “relive” fictional events seemed to help them
as much as recalling a real trauma, One man who had been
in a tank regiment vividly visualized being trapped in a
burning tank. “This had never actually happened, though it
must have been a persistent fear of his throughout the cam-
paign,” his doctor noted (Sargant 1957, 51). Similarly, un-
der the influence of sodium amytal, a 35-year-old Victnam
combat veteran “lived out™ a feared fantasy of having been
captured and tortured by the Viet Cong, though nothing
like that had actually happened to him (Pettinati 1988, 268-269).

An even more interesting war-refated case occurred
recently. Ina Vietnam veterans’ support group, Ed recounted
how he had watched a buddy’s head explode during a
firefight. He had relived this and other harrowing memo-
ries in therapy. But when one of his group members called
Ed’s parents for help in staging a surprise birthday party,
his mother said, “What? He's in a veterans’ recovery group?
But he was rated 4-F. He never was allowed to go to Viet-
nam!” Even when confronted in the group, however, Ed
maintained that his story was true. He had fantasized his
“flashbacks” so successfully that they had become real
(Pendergrast 1996, 136). Psychologist Michael Yapko re-
ports a similar case in which a man convinced his wife, his
therapist, and apparently himself that he was experiencing
excruciating flashbacks to his imprisonment in a Vietcong
bamboo cage. After he committed suicide, his widow tried
to locate his official military record and discovered that he
had never been in Vietnam (Yapko 1993, 31-32).

During my research for Victims of Memory, 1 con-
tacted Elie Wiesel, Lawrence Langer, and Raul Hilberg to
ask whether they had ever encountered cases of massive
repression, in which Holocaust survivors had totally blocked
memories and did not recall their time in the camps at all.
None had.

In his 1978 memoir When Memory Comes, Holocaust
survivor Saul Friedlinder tells how, when he was seven
years old, in 1939, his family fled Czechoslovakia. Three
years later, his parents left him in a Catholic seminary.
Friedlinder’s memories of some parts of his past are hazy—
when he was ill, for instance—but he never forgot the most
searing moments of his life. “It took me a long, long time
to find the way back to my own past,” he wrote, “I could
not banish the memory of events themselves, but if I tried
to speak of them or pick up a pento describe them, | imme-
diately found myself in the grip of a strange paralysis”
(Friedlinder 1978, 102).

Similarly, in his extensive interviews with Jewish “war
orphans” of World War I, some of whom had spent time in
concentration camps, Hans Keilson found no cases of mas-

sive memory repression, even though his psychoanalytical
orientation led him to believe in repression. Instead,
Keilson’s case studies reveal children who usually recalied
all too well what had happened to them, unless they were
simply too young, such as the child born in 1941 “whose
recollections of his first years in various hiding places were
very patchy,” wrote Keilson. “His memories revolved
around his last hiding place, where he lived with an elderly
married couple” (7)). Another child, born in 1942, spenta
brief time in Auschwitz. but he did not remember it or his
parents (who were killed there), only the succession of hos-
pitals afterwards (149-151). On the other hand, a girl born
in'1938, who was separated from her pareats when she was
five years old, had “clear memories™ of her parental hoine
(173).

In Massive Psychic Trauma, a 1968 work edited by
Henry Krystal, that psychiatrist wrote: “Many memories
of persecution have become hypermnesic [intrusive], at the
same time occurring with such clarity and being so threat-
ening that the patient cannot be sure that the old horrors
have not, in fact, reappeared,” Most Holocaust survivors
have “indelible memories,” he observed. But Krystal also
claimed to observe “far-reaching memory defects with to-
tal or partial amnesia for various traumatic events, marked
vagueness of the capacity to recollect, and the emergence
of acute episodes of confusion and anxicty when urged...to
remember what the events were” (329). I suspect that
Krystal and his colleagues, who presumed the existence of
repression, confused “repression” or “amnesia” with an un-
willinguess to talk about the horrors of the past, or an in-
ability to recall specific episodes in a flood of horror. Cer-
tainly, no Holocaust survivors have ever forgotten the
trauma they endured, as a totality.

In time, 1 hope that Wilkomirski/Doessekker will be
able to reclaim his real past and embrace his adoptive par-
ents, whom he has apparently vilified unjustly as pan of
his revision of his personal past.

Notes

! Experts on hypnosis disagree on whether hypnotic subjects ac-
tually enter a special trance state, or whether they are simply en-
gaged in role-playing in a believed-in ritual, Regardless, a belicf
in hypnatically-enhanced memory makes people more suggest-
ible.

2 Hitberg points out that the English translator made some pas-
sages stronger than the original German, Thus, in the passage
about his head being swung into a stone wall, the original merely
said die Mauer (the wall), without specifying what it was made
from. Still, surviving such a blow seems unlikely, and Hilberp
has determined that there was no wall at alf in that particular
camp. (Hilberg, 1998, May, and 1999, January.}

* Wilkomirski/Doessekker has apparently believed in some ver-
sion of his Holocaust memories for many years. On a recent edi-
tion of the television show “60 Minutes” (7 February 1999}, a
former friend asserted that he had written a screenplay about his




lite as Holocaust survivor as far back as 1983, She thought he
was “a very sick man” for whom this was “his truth.” His former
high school girl friend called him a compulsive liar who sought
attention. Perhaps, then, e simply fatched onto “recovered memo-
ries” a5 a convenient handle for this “truth.”
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continued on page 16

FraGMENTS RECONSIDERED

by David Scrase
University of Vermont

In these pages (Budletin, vol. 2, No. 1(Fall 1997), p.4)
1 recently reviewed Binjamin Wilkomirski's Fragments
favorably. In the meantime it has gradually become all but
absolutely certain that Wilkomirski did not experience the
camps, is not Jewish, and is, in short, an impostor. The
scandal surrounding Wiltkomirski and his book has been
the subject of articles in the New York Times, in newspa-
pers in Germany, and, especially, in Wilkomirski’s native
Switzerland. The scandal was featured on American tele-
vision (60 Minutes™) and also on Swiss television.

As such scandals go, it is fascinating. It is not a mat-
ter of a fiterary hoax; it is also not a forgery. If Wilkomirski
had labelled it fiction, At could have been accepted in the
same way as Cynthia Ozick’s The Shawl is accepted: more
or less powerful writing with a Holocaust setting. Even Elie
Wiesel's Night, which is clearly autobiographical, is termed
a “novel”—although there are relatively few fictional de-
viations or intrusions in the work, Louis Begley also wrote
his personal memoir Wartime Lies as a work of fiction, al-
though he, too, largely recounts the truth (the “lies” of the
title refer to the life of deception needed in order to survive
by “passing”).

The case of Wilkomirski is different. He is almost
certainly an impostor, but did he deliberately set out to be
one? Did he consciously strive to deceive? Or has he tived
his own lie to such an extent that he has ended up believing
it? He appears to be a very sick man, who has indeed de-
ceived not just his readers and his audiences, but also him-
self. And he seems to have been aided and abetted (per-
haps unwittingly, one might hope) in this setf-deceit by his
psychiatric counselors.

Time will tell whether Holocaust denial will profit
from this affair (I very much doubt it), whether recovered
memory will have been dealt a serious and lasting blow, or
whether every eritic who lauded the work will inevitably
conclude that the memoir we thought was powerfully and
well written was, on the contrary, nothing but a shoddy and
exaggerated deceit. For my part, [ have so far not felt up to
re-reading it; but T have put it on my reading list for my
upcoming Holocaust course. May it continue to prove to
be a learning experience, in whatever way, for both me and
my students.

How were THEY SAVED?

FinLanD, THE SEconp WorLb WaR, AND THE JEws
by Robert D. xﬁ,::.z\

Early on 6 November 1942, Finnish officials rounded
up twenty-seven foreign refugecs, the majority non-Jew-
ish, and delivered them to the German freighter S/§
Hohenhdrn, anchored in the Guif of Finland at Helsinki.
Valpo, the Finnish State Police, itemized the human freight
in German. Each was identified by name, occupation, birth
date, and country of “former™ citizenship. Seven of the
twenty-seven were listed as Jude, Jew.?

Of'the seven Jews transported on the Hohenhérn, only
one, Georg Kollman, survived. Kollman was liberated from
Auschwitz at age thirty-three, weighing seventy-two
pounds. Ata 1947 war responsibility trial held in Turku,
Fintand, Koliman told how the passengers, who included
his wife and infant son, were carried to Tallinn, Estonia,
and then to Birkenau, part of the Auschwitz corplex.
Kollman’s wife and child had been separated from him
during the voyage to Tallinn. Two passengers were sent to
Auschwitz. One had been shot trying to escape.’

Fifty years later, on the eightieth anniversary of
Finland’s independence, Prime Minister Paavo Lipponen
apologized for Finland’s rdle in this event to the Jewish
community in Helsinki’s old synagogue.

From 1941 to 1944, the Wehrmacht and Gestapo were
present in force on Finnish territory. Yet, other than the
seven deported Jewish refugees, no other Jew in Finland,
citizen or refugee, was turned over to the Nazis. Why?
The Jews of Finland were not overlooked at Wannsee, when
the decision was taken on 20 January 1942 to implement
the Endldsung der Judenfrage, the Final Solution of the
Jewish Question. Finland’s 2,300 Jews were listed with
those of every other European country, over eleven million
i all (Wannsce, 1982).

Chief credit for scholarship about this aspect of
Finnish history belongs to Hannu Rautkallio, whose Fin-
land and the Holocausi: The Rescue of Finland's Jews
(1987) is the only book-length study in English of the war-
time Jews of Finland. This is an adaptation of his Ne
Kahdeksan (The Eight) (1985). His Swomen juntalaisten
aseveljeys (The Finnish-Jewish Brotherhood-in-Arms)
(1989) details the military participation of the Jewish com-
munity in Finland’s war effort against the Soviet Union.

The other major work is Elina Suominen’s Kuolenwun laive
(The Death Ship) (1979). This author knows of no other
book-length studies of this facet of Finland’s war years.
All students of this period in Finland must start with
Rautkallio and draw heavily on his archival research.

Background of the Finnish Jewish Community

From the Middle Ages, Finland was part of the king-
dom of Sweden. Sweden first admitted Jews in 1782, but
restricted residence 1o four cities. Finland became a grand
duchy of Russia in 1809 with Sweden’s defeat in the Na-
poleonic Wars, In 1858, Russia allowed soldiers to settle
with their families wherever their military service ended.
These “cantonists” were the nucleus of the present-day
Finnish Jewish community. They dwelled in Finland un-
der temporary license and severe restrictions.  The Rus-
sian government issued a decree in 1889 that specifically
addressed the presence of Jews in Finland. Certain named
Jews were to be allowed to remain there at the sufferance
of the government, but only in Helsinki, Tampere, and
Turku (S. R. Cohen 1968, 130).* Their occupations were
strictly limited. They supported themselves chiefly as
dealers in second-hand clothes.* Children were allowed
to stay in Finland only for as long as they lived with their
parents and remained unmarried.

There appears to have been no restraint of religious
worship. -Jews held services at the island fortress of
Sveaborg (Finnish: Suomenlinna) outside Helsinki, and the
authorities granted the Jews permission in 1863 to build a
synagogue (S. R. Cohen 1968, 130). This grant contrasted
with the Russian policy to discourage the Jews from put-
ting down roots in Finland. Itsuggests that the antipathy
to the Jews existed in considerably milder form in Fin-
fand, indced in Scandinavia generally, than in most of
Europe.®

in 1918, shortly after Finnish independence, Jews
were accorded full rights of citizenship. By an act of Par-
liament concerning “Mosaic Confessors,” promulgated 12
January 1918, Jews were for the first time allowed to adopt
Finnish citizenship. In the 1920s and 1930s, the Jewish
population of Finland peaked at about 2,000. 1t appears to
have declined thereafter, although the Wannsee Protocol




gave the number 2,300 Acculturation was gradual. In
the first years of settlement, Jews spoke mainly Yiddish or
Russian. Finnish Jews later adopted first Swedish, then
Finnish.?

Jewish Participation in Finland's Wars

In 1939, the Soviet Union demanded that Finland cede
territory to protect Leningrad from land and sea attack.
Finland refused. On 30 November 1939, three months af-
ter conclusion of the German-Soviet Nonagression Pact,
Soviet troops invaded Finland. The “Winter War™ began
with stunning victories by the outnumbered Finns, but So-
viet superiority in men and arms soon turned the tide in
favor of the aggressors, forcing Finland, after a few months®
fighting, 10 sue for peace. The price of peace was major
territorial concessions to the U.S.S.R., including western
Karelia, which remaiuns part of Russia.

After Norway’s capitulation to Germany in June 1940,
both Sweden and Finland acceded to Germany’s request
that its troops be permitted transit. On 22 June 1941, with
troops garrisoned on Fianish soil, Germany attacked the
Soviet Union. Both Germany and Finland then undertook
joint hostilities against the U.S.S.R. Finland’s “Continua-
tion War” and its participation with Germany in hostilities
against the U.S.S.R. ended with an armistice agreement
signed on 19 September 1944, This agreement was no more
than a unilateral imposition of extraordinarily harsh terms
by the Soviet victors.®

Of the two thousand-or-so Jews in Finland in 1939,
three hundred men were sent to the front. Many did not
return, A 1995 statement by the Jewish War Veterans of
Finland puts the number of Jewish dead at twenty-three.'
Jewish soldiers and officers fought alongside Waffen-SS
troops and had frequent and even cordial contact with them.
Jewish medical officers treated wounded Germans. Leo
Skurnik, a Jewish major in the medical corps, risked his
life transferring an entire SS field hospital under enemy
fire to a safer location (Rautkallio 1989, 201). He, one
other Jewish officer, Salomon Klaas, and Dina Poljakov, a
nurse, were awarded the German Iron Cross, which ail re-
fused to accept.

Near the front lines in Eastern Karelia, where Ger-
man troops had arrived to reinforce the Finns, a small syna-
gogue was established. Known as Scholka s shul-—Scholka
was the nickname of a soldier, Isak Smolar—the small,
round hut with a chimney pipe protruding through-a high
conical roof was the site of regular Sabbath services, com-
plete with a Torah scroll for the weekly reading. Nearby
German soldiers did not interfere, and- some reportedly
showed respect for the worship (Rautkallio 1989, 202).

Participation in hostilities alongside Germans was not
a simple matter for the Jewish soldiers, who surely knew
of Nazi racial policies and were increasingly aware of the
extent and barbarity of Nazi measures against the Jews of

Germany and the occupied territaries. News of the exter-
minations was widely disseminated as early as 1942 in
Sweden (Koblik 1988, 146), despite Hitler’s frequent out-
bursts of anger at press criticisms. At least two newspa-
pers in Sweden, Goteborgs Handelstidning and the extremly
anti-Hitler Trors 41t persistently published reports of
German atrocities. Similar concerns about the press ex-
isted in Finland, where the Swedish-language press appears
to have taken the lead in exposing Nazi brutality."!

A 1997 Finnish video documentary Daavid includes
many interviews with Jewish ex-military personnel. Their
fear of Germany was overshadowed by a passionate pur-
pose to preserve Finnish independence and retake the lands
wrested from Finland by Stalin in the Winter War. The
motivation of Finnish Jews fighting beside Germans-is
summed in English by the Jewish War Veterans of Finland:
“The very special fact in this whole matter was that who-
ever conquered Finland the Jews would be the losers. Their
only hope was that Finland stays [sic] independent and that
was worth fighting for (Livson and Matso 1995).” Marshal
C. G. Mannerheim, commander-in-chief of Finland’s armed
forces during the Winter War and Continuation War, paid
tribute to the fallen Jewish soldiers by appearing, at his
own request, at the synagogue in Helsinki on Independence
Day, 6 December 1944. In a Jarge room of the Helsinki
synagogue there is a bronze statue of Mannerheim. Other
mementos of Mannerheim, including a plague, are visible
in the synagogue.

Anti-Semitism in Finland

Finland, like other countries, has not been immune to
anti-Semitism, although the sentiment never seems to have
become ‘widespread or ripened into violence. To some
scholars, Finnish anti-Semitism is a subset of a prevailing
national xenophobia. According to Karmela Liebkind. a
professor of social psychology at the University of Helsinki,
“Finland is a distinctly xenophobic country and has been
so forcenturies.” ' Tapani Harviainen, professor of Semitic
languages at the University of Helsinki notes: “The fact
seems to remain that in the young Republic all minorities
suffered from prejudice and xenophobia to some extent but
evenly distributed. (Harviainen n.d.)”

He adds this interesting observation, which recalls
Nazi ideology identifying Jews with Bolshevism: “a sig-
nificant number of the Soviet leaders and well-known Bol-
sheviks were Jews, and this fact easily led people to the
following conclusion: because he is a Jew he must be a
Bolshevik, and as such an enemy of Finland.”

Rautkallio acknowledges the “latent anti-Semitism to
which no nation is totally immune” (1987, 84), and men-
tions the airing of anti-Semitic views by Ajan Sunnta
(*Trend of the Times”), published by the extreme right-
wing KL (Isanmaallinen Kansanliike, or “Patriotic
People’s Movement) (49). IKL became adept at using code

words whose meaning was clear. 1KL members of Pariia-
ment challenged the arrival of Jewish refugees in Finland,
complaining that it was uareasonable for Finland to be-
come the homeland of refugees “whose kinsmen hold de-
cisively influential positions in both the political and eco-
nomic life of big nations™ (cited in Rautkallio 1987, 79).
[n case the IKL's meaning escaped anyong, it demanded to
know specifically how many refugees were Jews (80).

Early advocacy of Jewish civil rights was met insome
quarters with hostility (Rautkallio 1987, 11). Abusive ref-
crences 1o Jews erupted. in the national legislature only a
few vears before the turn of the century (17). Anti-Semitism
in Finland from the late nineteenth to the early twentieth
century must be viewed in the context of Finland’s status
as a dependency of Czarist Russia. Czar Nicholas If was
notorious for his hatred of Jews, and the fifty vears preced-
ing Finland’s independence were an era of violent pogroms
in Russia proper.

Finnish attitudes toward minorities in general and
Jews in particular can be more accurately assessed in the
relatively aseptic environment of the present era, in which
Finland is prosperous, independent, and at peace. Accord-
ing to the Institute for Jewish Policy Rescarch, post-war
anti-Semitism has had limited currency in Finland, with no
reports of violence. 1JPR’s 1997 report on Finland reports
that in 1975 a Finnish translation of The Protocols of the
Elders of Zion and other anti-Semnitic books were published
in Turku.”” In 1993, the report continues, 138 tombstones
in the Turku Jewish cemetery were desecrated, prompting
strong condemnation by both the government and the me-
dia.

Present-day Finnish attitudes toward minorities in
general are reflected in the Report on Finland, issued in
1997 by the Europecan Commission against Racism and
{ntolerance (ECRI). This report, which was written by Pro-
fessor Liebkind, devotes special attention to the Roma/
Gypsy and Saami communities.™ [t encourages more po-
lice training in discrimination issues, relaxation of strict
language requirements for employment, and greater public
commitment to combat racism. Since this report, there has
been an influx of Somali refugees to Finland. The author
has received anecdotal reports of racial tensions in arcas
where these refugees have settled.

In summary, Finland, while not free of ethnic/racial
tensions, including anti-Semitism, does not experience them
widely. Conversations with prominent members of the
Helsinki Jewish community have convinced the author that
anti-Semitism is not now, and has not been, within living
mamary, a source of serious concern to Finnish Jews, The
emergence of the Jewish community from a life of small
trade to economic prominence has not been accompanied
by a rise in animosity toward its members. The absence of
strong, indigenous anti-Semitism partly accounts for the
safety of the wartime Jewish community in Finland, But
other factors must be taken into consideration.

Finnish Awareness of Nazi Atrocities

In addition to the press reports already mentioned,
there is évidence that Finns were aware of the breadth and
extent of Nazi measures against the Jews in Germany and
German-occupied fands. Just which Finns were aware of
what is not always clear. 'What is clear is that government
officialdom was on notice of these actions as early as the
fall of 1941, owing to a visit by Valpo officer Olavi
Viherluoto to Estonia that October. Twvo months earlier. the
German Heeresgruppe Nord drove the Red Army out of
Estonia. Viherluoto was in Estonia to interrogate Estonjan
communists about trips they had made to Finland. While
there, Viberluoto met with Gestapo personnel. Conversa-
tions touched on the Jewish Question. Viherluoto asked his
German interlocutors about the noticeable absence of Jews
in Estonia, but was met with evasions. The grim details
were disclosed ultimately, not by Gestapo personnel, but
by openly anti-Semitic Estonian police collaborators, who
reveled in narrating what had occurred. Viherluoto’s report
10 Valpa recited that the Estonians, including one Mikson.
had told him there were hardly any more Jews in Estonia:
“All the male Jews have been shot. After the capture of
Tartu, 333,600 Jews and Communists were shot . . . Mikson,
that is, related that the same morning I had [ast visited the
central prison they had taken 80 Jews in trucks info the
woods, ordered them to kneel down at the edge of a pit and
shot them from behind.”**

Rautkallio, disposed to judge Finaish action and in-
action benignly, acknowledges (1987, 136) that Valpo knew
of the atrocities by virtue of the Viherluoto report, but con-
cludes that Valpo viewed these events as an anomaly, more
characteristic of Estonian virulence toward the Jews than
representative of explicit German policy. At his post-war
trial, Valpo chief Arno Anthoni insisted that, although he
had seen the report, he never read it. The absence of docu-
mentary evidence of specific knowledge means little. Itis
unlikely that Viherluoto, clearly affected by what he had
learned, could have refrained from orally relating the grisly
details to his colleagues.

Less than 2 month after Viherluoto®s Estonia trip, his
boss Anthoni went to Tallinn as guest of the Gestapo and
met with local Gestapo chief Martin Sandberger. This be-
gan collaboration between Anthoni for the exchange of in-
formation about refugees and political prisoners. Anthoni
later denied that his interactions with Sandberger involved
the Jewish Question, but later events dispel any residual
doubt about Anthoni’s knowledge of the Final Solution.

Anthoni’s Collaboration with the Gestapo

The Wannsee Conference took place 20 January 1942.
Thereafter, extermination of Europe’s Jews was the express
policy of the Third Reich. SS-Obergruppenfiihrer Reinhard
Heydrich had presided over the conference and, as chief'of



the security police and the Sicherheitsdienst {SD), was re-
spoasible for implementing the program. At Heydrich's
official invitation, Anthoni made his first trip to Berlin two
and one-half months after Wannsee. These meetings fo-
cused on “close collaboration between the State police or-
ganizations of the two countries” (Rautkallio 1987. 153).
Was the Jewish Question included in this “close collabora-
tion?” Rautkallio notes that Heydrich himself was out of
the country at the time. Rautkallio implies that Heydrich's
absence precluded consideration of the Jewish Question.
‘This inference is weakened by the presence of Gestapo chief
Heinrich Miiller, whose sphere of activity certainly included
the Final Solution. The post-war evidence of Friedrich
Pantzinger, a high official of the German security police,
further dispels doubt. Pantzinger testified that the Gestapo
demanded placement of all Jewish Finnish citizens in Ger-
man custody and described Anthoni as quite willing to com-
ply. Anthoni agreed that “the Jews should be surrendered
to the Gestapo” (Rautkallio 1987, 156-57). Miiller was
among the fifteen participants in the Wannsee Conference.
With the deadly resolves of that meeting fresh in his mind,
it is improbable that Miller ignored Finland’s Jews during
Anthoni’s visits,

Nazi Demands
Did the Nazis demand the surrender of Finland’s

Jews? This is a central issue in what scholarly debate ex-
ists about the status of the Finnish Jewish community dur-
ing the war. Cohen and Svensson’s article (1995) has this
headnote:

This article discusses how the Finns turned over for-

eign Jews to Nazi Germany in Novémber 1942, The

article explores the possibility that the extradition was

part of a much larger intended delivery of foreign

and Finnish. Jews into Nazi hands and provides an

alternative interpretation to Hannu Rautkallio’s Fin-

land and the Holocaust, the only work on this sub-

ject in English.

Rautkallio had concluded that the Nazis “left Finland out
of their Endigsung grand design™ (1987, 259) and charac-
terizes as a “myth that the SS leadership and Hitler himself
had actually demanded the handing over of Finland’s Jew-
ish population™ (257).

Cohen and Svensson dispute Rautkallio’s contention
that the Nazis put no pressure on Finland to abandon its
Jews tothem.'* They cite a February 1943 communication
from German Foreign Office Undersecretary Martin Luther,
whom the Wannsee Protocol reported as worried about
Scandinavian resistance to the Final Solution (see above,
p- 7 and note 5). Luther replied to concerns expressed by
Berlin's minister in Helsinki that Germany’s Jewish poli-
cies were arousing Finnish public opinion. Luther replied,
urging the envoy to remind the Finns that “the struggle
against Bolshevism also represents in every regard a

»iT

struggle against Jewry,”" This is hardly tantamount te a
demand for Finland’s Jews, although it shows that Finland
was not exempt from Germany's anti-Jewish policies.
Rautkallio dismisses the exchange out of hand, saying that
the minister “apparently imagined” that the SS and Himmler
were exerting pressure on Finland with respect to its Jews
and “was, of course, mistaken” (1987, 253).

Himmler Visits Finland

Reichsfithrer-SS Heinrich Himmler, with his control
of the police mechanism, wiclded power in the Third Reich
second only to Hitler. Himmler’s unswerving commitment
to the Final Solution is beyond question.' In part seeking
a vacation, he visited Finland in July 1942, apparently at
the urging of his masseur, Felix Kersten, a Finnish national.

Kersten has been the focus of vigorous controversy.,
He contends in his memoirs that he exerted a decisive in-
fluence over Himmler with respect to the Jewish Question
and claims credit for saving Finland’s Jews. Kersten, ac-
cording to Rautkallio, “has spun yarns as well as altering.
adding, and eliminating facts™ (1987, 164)."* According to
Kersten’s diary, Himmler’s trip to Finland was undertaken
partly to discuss the Jewish Question with high Finnish
officials (Rautkallio 1987,160). In what Rautkallio calls
“another version" of the incident, Kersten refers to a con-
versation in which Himmler relates that Hitler ordered him
to fly to Finland to demand surrender of the Jews (160)

Why did Himmler trave! to Finfand? Rautkallio con-
tends that “Himmler wanted information on certain mat-
ters pertaining to the Finnish economy” (1987, 162). It is
doubtful that the second most powerful man in Germany
would make a trip to Finland to collect economic data. At
the very least, the trip had a ceremonial purpose. Himmler
was received by Prime Minister J. W. Rangell, President
Risto Ryti, and Marshal Mannerheim. During a conversa-
tion with Rangell, Himmler is said to have raised the issue
of Finland’s Jews, to which Rangell reportedly replied: “Wir
haben keine Judenfrage™ (We have no Jewish question).
Rangell’s alleged declaration to Himwmler, whether histori-
cally accurate or not, is reported in many accounts of the
period.*

Rautkallio reports that vears later “some surprising
features™ connected with Himmler’s trip were discovered,
but that “so far it has not been possiblc to substantiate them™
(168). The “surprising features™ relate to an incident where
some Finnish soldiers photographed the contents of
Himmler’s bricfcase “with all its interesting papers™ (168-
69). Rautkallio gives no details and predicts that what he
characterizes as a detective story “will probably remain a
mere curiosity” (169).

A typescript bearing the name of Captain Veikko
Sjéblom may cast some light on the “detective story,™
Sjoblom, according to the typescript, served in Finnish
counterintelligence. The typescript describes various ac-
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tivities during Himmler’s visit as well as the briefcase es-
capade. Itis unclear from the typescript which of the events
Sjoblom deseribed he witnessed and which he is repeating
from hearsay. The context in which the briefcase episode
is described suggests that Sjoblom participated in it:
“The briefcase contained, not d ents regarding
SS-troops fighting on the Northern front, but infor-
mation identifying 2,300 Finnish citizens of Jewish
origin. This was immediately related to the Presi-
dent [Ryti], the Commander-in-Chief {Mannerheim],
and the Prime Minister [Rangel}].”

Taken at face value, the report shows that Finland’s
Jews were on Himmler’s agenda. This purpose seems more
probable than a field trip to collect data. On the other hand,
the reference to “information identifying 2,300 Finnish citi-
zens of Jewish origin” (2300 juutalaista syntyperéd olevan
Snomen kansalaisen henkildtiedor) arouses suspicion: 2,300
is the precise figure given in the Wannsee Protocol for the
population of Finnish Jews, a number that was almost cer-
tainly exaggerated by at least four hundred. Furthermore
the Finnish word translated as “information,”
“henkildtiedo,” implies at least a basic level of detail, such
as names and addresses.> If there were fewer than 2,300
Jews in Finland, where would names and addresses for
2,300 have come from?

The typescript goes on to describe meetings between
Himmler and Rangell and Himmler and Mannerheim.
Sjoblom tells how Rangell took Himmler for a trip to
Rangell’s villa. During the trip, Himmler tried to initiate
discussion of the Jewish Question, but Rangell quickly
changed the subject. The conversation with Mannerheim
on this subject is reported to have terminated more deci-
sively. According to Sjsblom, Mannerheim replied firmly
1o Himmler's initiation of discussion about the Jews:*Not
even one single Jewish soldier will be taken from my army
to be turned-over to Germany. That cannot happen except
over my dead body.”

Mannerheim’s resolute response to Himmler is in char-
acter. Accarding to a Valpo report cited by Rautkallic (1987,
163), the imperious marshal made an overpowering im-
pression on Himmler. Indeed, there is evidence that
Mannerheim was held in awe by Hitler himself, who flew
to Finland earlier that year to congratulate Mannerheim on
his seventy-fifth birthday (Erfurth 1979, 157). Whatever
the exact words spoken on that occasion, Mannerheim’s
part in shielding Finland’s Jews from Germany is widely
acknowledged (Elazar 1984, 136; Encyc. Jud. 1971, 1298).
Professor Liebkind told the author: “Finland is very often
dependent on single individuals in crucial positions. .. .Such
individuals—and no form of popular sentiment—were the
only thing that rescued Finns [i.e., Finnish Jews] during
the war. Mannerheim was one of those. . . "%

Raul Hilberg (1985, vol. 2, 447) points out that as
late as § July 1943,* Eichmann seta deadline of 3 August

1943 for application of the Final Solution to ten laggard
countries, including not only neutral Switzerland and Swe-
den, but also partner-in-arms Finland. Hitberg adds (fn.
87) that “Finland, an Axis partner, was the only European
ally that was never pressured into deporting its Jews.” While
Germany may never have threatened Finland, it seems clear
that German officials charged with implementing the Final
Solution never abandoned Finland as a target. It remains
to seek an explanation for the undeniable fact that, as Hilberg

‘puts it (554) “the destruction process never did reach re-

mote and independent Finland.”

How were Finland's Jews Saved?

Simple explanations are tempting, but usually wrong.
Many factors combined to exempt Finland’s Jews from the
Final Solution.

1. Finland's status as a voluntary co-belligerent.
While Finland never embraced Nazi ideology or the whole
of German war aims, it shared a common enemy: the So-
viet Union. Finland was a vital element of Hitler's tactical
designs on the U.S.S.R., controlling the land approaches to
Leningrad from the north and bordering on the sea approach
via the Gulf of Finland to the west. Although Finland's
participation in the mutual war effort with Germany was
limited to that region of the Eastern Front where Finnish
territory was in play, participation was vigorous and en-
thusiastic. Hitler's admiration for Mannerheim. as well as
the esteem in which Finnish soldiers were held by their
German counterparts, may have moderated Nazi plots
against Finland’s Jews, As German liaison chicf Waldemar
Erfurth wrote (1979, 100):“The Finnish brother-in-arms
were highly respected everywhere in Germany and their
performance for the common cause honestly appreciated.”
Erfurth noted that there was an impression in Germany that
the Finns could get whatever they wanted from Hitler (100).
It is not likely that Germany’s complaisance toward the
Finns rested so much on sentiment as on geopolitical ne-
cessity. In Jtaly, an avowed ally of Germany with respect
to all jts war aims, over 7,500 Jews were lost to the Final
Solution.

2. The small size of Finland's Jewish community.
According to Gideon Bolotovsky, chairman of the Central
Council of Jewish Communities in Finland,® Finland’s Jews
never reached “critical mass” sufficient to warrant German
attention. Germany placed greater weight on maintaining
a good working relationship with Finland than on an anti-
Jewish initiative that would risk discupting the military col-
laboration by provoking public and official Finnish oppo-
sition. But small size did not protect the Jews of Norway,
thirteen hundred according to the Wannsee Protocol. About
haif of Norway’s Jews perished.

3. The free press. Despite government anxiety about
German anger at press reports, the Finnish press remained
generally untrammeled during the war. Finos were told of




German measures against the Jews, Frank press reports
from Sweden were also widely read in Finland. 1n both
Sweden and Finland, however, the government sought to
moderate press reports critical of Germany.

4. Opposition of Finnish leaders. Two prominent
members of the cabinet, K A. Fagerholm and Viing Tan-
ner—both leaders of the dominant Social Democratic Party
—opposed measures against the Jews. They were joined
by Prime Minister Rangell and Marshall Mannerheim. Less
prominent Finns also played a part. Tanner, in his memoir
of the Winter War (Tanner 1957, 136), relates how Santeri
Jakobsson, mayor of Lauritsala, not far from the Karelian
Isthmus, went to Sweden to rally support for the Jews.
Tanner adds sympathetically: “The trip cost Jakobsson his
official position in Lauritsala.” As early as February 1939,
Finnish and Swedish language newspapers in Finland car-
ried an open appeal to readers to furnish financial assis-
tance to Jewish refugees. Bishop Aleksi Lehtonen of
Tampere was one of the signers (Rautkallio 1987, 83).%

5. Swedish public opinion. Sweden preserved its
wartime neutrality by walking a thin line between overt
opposition to German racial policies and avoiding provo-
cation that might lead to a German attack. The same con-
siderations moderated the activism of the Sweden’s state
Lutheran Church, whose chief prefate, Archbishop Erling
Eidem, was torn between aversion to Nazi racial policies
and patriotic resolve to refrain from compromising
Sweden’s delicate relationship with Germany (Koblik 1988,
79-115). Swedea supplied iron ore to Germany and had
granted Germany transit rights for its troops traveling from
occupied Norway to Finland. Certain elements of the Swed-
ish press were outspoken, a fact that did not escape high
German authority in Finland (Erfurth 1979, 153-54). There
is evidence that opinion in Sweden may have restrained
the Soviet Unjon both in its wartime and post-war policy
toward Finland (Nevakivi 1994, 114 and fn, 81). Swedish
public opinion may have moderated German, as well as
Soviet, conduct in Finland

6. Low profile of Finnish Jews. Nazi propaganda
trumpeting allegations of pervasive Jewish economic in-
fluence would have had little resonance in wartime Fin-
land. The Jews of that era were mostly small businessmen
with little effect on the Finnish economy.” In few Euro-
pean countries did the indigenous Jewish population play
so small an economic and political réle. Demonizing so
inconspicuous a community would have been unconvincing.

7. Rarity af overt anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism was
a minor current in the flow of Finnish life. When Jewish
refugees began to arrive in the late "30s, there were iso-
lated eruptions of anti-Jewish sentiment among the urban
intelligentsia. This may have flowed from worry about
competition from among the refugees.? But whatever sub-
terranean anti-Semitism existed in Finland was not strong
enough to burst into overt action or popular calis for anti-
Jewish measures.

8. Jewish participation in Finland's wars. The Finn-
ish leadership resisted Nazi schemes against the Jews largely
because Finns recognized and acknowledged Jewish pa-
triotism. Finland’s wartime activities were grounded on a
steadfast commitment to its territorial jntegrity. Al other
considerations were subordinate. Mannerheim’s open hom-
age to the Jewish community in 1944 shows that patrio-
tism outweighed any impulse to accommodate the ideol-
ogy of Finland’s co-belligerents.”® Finland could hardly
be expected to view as suspicious aliens Jews who were
loyatty fighting and dying for their country. Nazi liturgy
calculated to cast Jews in that role would have conflicted
with the wartime experience of ordinary Finns.

Rautkallio does not offer an explicit answer, although
he implies that there were two reasons why the Finnish
Jews were spared: (1) Finland’s commitment to Western
democracy and individual rights, and (2) the military col-
{aboration with Germany (1987, 169-70). The latter
indisputably played a prominent part in the salvation of the
country’s Jews. But the commitment to democracy and
individual rights, while genuine. furnished uncertain sup-
port. France, the Netherlands, Belgium, and Norway all
had democratic traditions whose longevity dwarfed that of
Finland, independent and democratic for only twenty years.
Democratic traditions did not shield French, Dutch, Bel-
gian, and Norwegian Jews, In France, which arguably gave
birth to the very notion of individual human and political
rights, over sixty-four thousand Jews were delivered to their
deaths. The Netherlands, a bastion of liberalism, saw over
one hundred thousand murdered.

Finland erected few obstacles to full integration of its
Jewish population. Yet pre-war Germany, in which largely-
assimilated Jews for generations had figured prominently
in business, the professions, scholarship, and the arts, had
a history of official and semi-official anti-Semitic initia-
tives long predating Hitler. Assimilation was an ineffective
antidote to anti-Semitism.

When the evidence is examined impartially—to the
extent the impartiality is possible in this context—it ap-
pears that the salvation of Finland's Jews rested not on gen-
eralized nobility of the Finnish people or on any single broad
feature of Finnish culture. Rather, the accident of Finland’s
situation between two warring totalitarian posers, com-
bined with Finland’s decision to make Germany’s cause
her own to a strictly limited extent, together with a recog-
nition by Finland’s leaders of the participation of the Jews
in that effort won Finnish Jews a reprieve that, happily,
outlasted the Third Reich. Had Germany won the war, or
even defeated the U.S.S.R.. there is no reason whatever to
suppose that Germany would have spared Finland’s Jews
the fate of their brothers and sisters in all other lands where
the Third Reich held sway.

As Livson and Matso wrote: “ . . . whoever con-

quered Finland the Jews would be the losers,” The Jews’
safety lay ultimately in an independent Finland.

Notes

i Acknowledgment: The author is indebted to his colleague, At-
tomey Sari K. M. Laitinen of Minneapolis, for her kind assi

in translating certain documents and passages from Finnish to
English.

* An example: “Huppert, Heinrich, Kaufinann., geboren
26.11.1896, vorm. asterreichischer St igehdriger. Jude”
(Huppert, Heinrich, merchant, born 26 November 1896, formerly
Austrian citizen. Jew.) The refugees were evidently not entitled
to the protection of citizenship anywhere: before each designa-
tion of nationality appeared “voraw.” (formerly).

* There was an carlier incident involving refugecs. On 18 Au-
cust 1938, sixty Jewish refugees arrived in Helsinki aboard the
SIS Ariadne from Stettin seeking asylum. Nine days later, all
sixty were denied entry.

¢ Most Finnish Jews live today in one of these three cities.

! The cconiomic restrictions applied to all ex-cantonists, not just
Jews. A military decree issued in 1858 allowed ex-soldiers scttled
in Finland. “to eam a living by selling home-made handicrafis,
bread, berries, cigarettes, second-hand clothes, and other inex-
pensive textile products” (Harviainen n.d.).

¢ One of the architects of the Final Solution expressed doubts
that these measures would be easily ble in Scandinavia:

for giving offense to the Germans (ibid., 143). Upton (1965, 98)
argues that despite “occasional brief items™ about anti-Jewish
measures in Europe, there was no comiment or discussion. He
concludes that Finns “could have formed no adequate picture of
what was happening to European Jewry. . . .Inshort, nothing that
might be offensive to Germany could appear.”” This view is un-
convincing, in light of the reports that appeared in Sweden as
well as in Finland. As early as 1938, Helsingin Sanomat, the
leading Finnish-language daily in Helsinki, reported on 7 Sep-
tember 1939 German efforts to banish Jews from Germany.
Rautkallio (1987, 49-51) cites several Finnish press reports that
prove awareness in Finland of Nazi anti-Jewish policies.

1 Karmela Liebkind, E-mail to auther, 19 January 1998,

3 Accessible on the World Wide Web: www.ort.org/communit!
priAWRreb/Europe/finland/him.

** The Saami population is concentrated mainly in Lapland.

! Trave! report: “About the trip on official business made by me
to Tallinn between the I and 12 days X 1941 on orders given me
by the chief of the State Police.” 21 October 1941, Cited and
quoted in part by Rautkallio (1987, 134-33).

' William Cohen is the son of a survivor, Dr. Walter Cohen,
whose somewhat abrasive behavior while a refugee in Finland is
the subject of twenty pages in Rautkallio (1987).

'? Cohen and Svensson (1995, 83), quoting from Christopher R.
Browning, The Final Solution and the German Foreign Office
(New York: Homes & Meier), p. 153,

'* Himmler showed a willingness to deviate from an uncompro-

“Unterstaatssekretir [Martin] L wt b é r teilte hierzu niit, daf
bei tiefgehender Behandlung dieses Problems in einigen Lindern,
so inden nordischen Staaten, Schwierigk ufiauchen werden,
und es sich daher empfiehlt, diese Ldnder vorerst noch
zuriickzustellen” {Assistant Undersecretary of State Lu ther in
this connection calls attention to the fact that in some countries,
such as the Scandinavian states, difficulties will arise if these prob-
Tems are dealt with thoroughly and that jt will be therefore advis-
able to defer action in these countries.) (Wannsee 1982, 9-10),

T Wannsee (1942, 6). Harviainen {n.d.) reports thatin 1939 there
were §,700 Jews in Finland.

* Finland has two official languages: Finnish and Swedish. Finn-
ish is the native language of about ninety-four percent of the popu-
Iation and Swedish of about six percent. The Jews settled chiefly
in the south and southwest where Swedish linguistic and cultural
influence was strong. To this day, some elderly Jews in Finland
still speak Swedish as the language of choice. Yiddish, sadly, has
largely disappeared.

° For a transcript of the “negotiations” between the Finnish del-
egation and Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov, see Palm and
Enckell, 1971,

'* Aron Livson and Harry Matso, “Jewish War Veterans of Fin-
land.” One-page typescript, 1995, Rautkallio (1989), 241, lists
twenty-two. Rautkailio (1989), 199, also gives the number of
total participants as “about three hundred.”

it pressures from Germany-against critical newspaper accounts
in Finland increased in 1944, as the tide of war turned against the
Third Reich. In Aprit 1944 Hitler imposed an arms embargo
against its Finnish “comrades-in-arms"” in the wake of Finnish
press criticism of German evacuation of the collection and instal-
{ations of Tarte University in Estonia (Erfurth 1979, 137). Two
months later, Svenska Pressen was suppressed for three months

mising ¢ i to the Final Solution toward the end of the
war when Germany's defeat was imminent, Hitler became ‘in-
creasingly abstracted from reality, and Himmler saw an opportu-
nity to trade Jews for a separate peace with the Western Powers.
See the account of negotiations between the Swedish Red Cross
and Himmler in Koblik (1988), chapter 4.

' Rautkaltio’s cynicism toward Kersten was not shared by the
World Jewish Congress, which credited him with saving 3,500
Jewish lives. Letter from General Secretary A. Leon Kubowitzki
1o Kersten. 4 December 1946, cited by Rautkallio (1987, 61, fin.
67).

¥ Cohen and Svensson report that Himmler raised the Jewish
issue with Rangell, but that the Valpo official who overheard this
*could not hear Prime Minister Rangell’s response™ (75)."

2 This typescript was given to the author by Harry Matso, gen-
cral secretary of the Jewish War Veterans of Finland in Helsinki
on 21 October 1998. An article on the same subject by the same
author was published in the organ of the Federation of Finnish
War Veterans, Sotaveteraani {The War Veteran), April 1994, p.
41, under the title “Suomen vastavakoilu kaappasi Himmierin
salkun” (“Finnish counterintelligence snatches Himmier’s brief-
case™).

2 The author owes this insight to Ms, Laitinen.

= Karmela Liebkind, E-maif to author, 19 January 1998,

#* Quotinga ication from Eict 1o von Thadden in
the Foreign Office.

¥ Gideon Bolotovsky, interview by author, Helsinki, 18 Octo-
ber 1998.

* Bolotowsky (see n. 25) credits Tanner and Fagerholm: He is
not convinced that Mannerheim deserves credit. Bolotowsky told
the author that Abraham Stiller, wartime head of the Helsinki
Jewish community, related to Bolotowsky how he (Stiller) went
disguised as a clergyman to Mannerheim to seek help in protect-
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ing the Jews. Mannerheim replied, according to Stilier, that he
had no influence in the matter.

¥ Bolotowsky, see n. 25.

* Bolotowsky, see n. 25,

* lumust be added, however, that by the time of Mannerheim's
visit to the synagogue, an armistice had been concluded between
Finland and the U.S.S.R., a condition of which was Finnish co-
operation in driving the remaining German troops out of Finland.
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LETTER FROM SALZBURG

by David Scrase
University of Vermont

1t should not have come as a surprise to me, but itdid.
There had been some discussion in the newspapers about
an Austrian government-sponsored Historiker-kommission,
which would look into the questions of expropriation of
property and of forced labor in Austria during the Nazi
era. The names of the Austrians appointed to this commis-
sion were largely known. It was also known that a distin-
guished foreign expert would be appointed in consultation
with international Jewish organizations and Simon
Wiesenthal. On 30 October I opened my newspaper, saw
the headline “Historians’ Commission All Set” and read
that the distinguished foreign expert was to be Raul Hilberg.
As it turned out, this was not in the end the case. Due to
other commitments and pressures Raul declined to serve.
Instead the Israeli historian Avraham Backai was appointed,
only to himself withdraw on the grounds of advanced age,
travel problems, and difficult deadlines. The Commission
is, accordingly, still not complete.

There is no shortage of official reactions to the past,
although in many instances these reactions, like the current
readiness to deal with reparations (if that is the word) for
the expropriations, and the exploitation of slave labor, seem
to be coming a little Jate. A Salzburg woman, for example.
has just now finally been successfu! in obtaining rehabili-
tation for her father who, as a Jehovah's Witness, had re-
fused to serve in the Wehrmacht and had thereupon been
executed by guillotine in 1940. The daughter expressed her
relicf at the fact that her father is now, some 58 years and
more after his death, officially seen as a victim of National
Socialism and not a criminal. The local press devoted con-
siderable space to this tragic human interest story, includ-
ing a facsimile of the father’s last letter, which begins: “It
is with heavy heart ....”

The same newspaper also published an article inspired
by a man, now 78 years old, who remembered his disap-
pointment at the Catholic Church’s official advice in March
1938 to vote “yes™ in the referendum to confirm Austria’s
membership of the Greater German Reich. The man told
also of his pride when the same Cardinal Innitzer who en-
couraged the “yes” vote then, a mere six months later,
preached at a huge rally and told the 10,000 faithful that
their Fiirer was not Adolf Hitler but Jesus Christ. A day
fater the Hitler Youth.stormed and vandalized the
Archbishop’s Palace in Vienna. The man interviewed by
the reporter was arrested and taken to Mauthausen, proud
10 have shouted “Heil unsrem Bischof' (Hail to our Bishop)

at the gang of Hitler Youth. The Jittle man got caught, the
Cardinal went free. Shortly after the Hitler Youth attack on
the Archbishop’s Palace, Cardinal Innitzer underscored his
newly asserted antagonism to the Third Reich by initiating
a Hilfsstelle fiir nichtarische Katholiken (Aid for non-Aryan
Catholics)—too litile, 100 late? We do well to consider what
Pope Pius XII was doing and saying at this time, but also
what Bishop Galen and, in particular. Pravost Lichtenberg
said and did.

There is also a current controversy involving a church
in the province of Burgeniand, which borders on Hungary.
A petition had been started to remove a woman from a lay
position in the Lutheran Church on the grounds that she
had criticized her church for the lack of any reaction o the
Holocaust as it was going on. The Lutheran Synod quickly
intervened and not only voted overwhelmingly in her fa-
vor but took the opportunity to emphatically confirm what
she had said. Moreover, the Lutheran Synod specifically
castigated the founder of the church, Martin Lather, for his
own virulent and prominently stated anti-Semitism.

Protestants in Austria are, of course, a tiny minority
(five percent of the population). There is one Lutheran
church in Salzburg, and, like the Jews. the Protestants of
Salzburg were discriminated against and expelled. This
happened in 1588 during the reign of Archbishop Wolf
Dietrich, who, however, soon found it expedient to case up
and then reverse himself.

The Jews had been expelled much earlier. namely in
1498 and, as it was bluntly stated, for ewige: Zeiten—for
eternity. (In the event, “eternity” proved to be just shy of
200 years, because the first residency permit issued to a
Jew after this point was in the year 1695.) There had been
numerous recorded pogroms since the establishment of a
permanent Jewish community in Salzburg in 1267. The
great plague of 1348 was a time when it proved particu-
larly expedient to blame the Jews, and to discriminate
against them through the law—Jewish men were now
obliged to wear a “horned hat”, the women were to carry
bells. But the Jews of Salzburg were able to thrive suffi-
ciently, and an unofficial ghetto was created in 1377 when
a whole street received the name Judengasse. Around the
year 1400 a cemetery was created, but then, in 1404, there
was a new pogrom, and Jews were burned. (It was a time
of burnings—1Jan Hus was burned in 1415, and Joas of Arc
in 1431). In the 1430s the city expelled the Jews from the
building in the Judengasse in which the Hebrew school
and the synagogue were situated. There is a curious me-
morial (of sorts} to this expulsion, which few people know
about or even, probably, see. For me, this is one of the most
remarkable sights in a city known for its visual beauty, To
the hostile, anti-Semitic, and ignorant citizens round them,
thetiny Jewish ghetto and the synagogue, in particular. were
known as die Holle—hell! The Jews were, as far as the
Christian population was concerned, damned simply by
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definition. When the expulsion had taken place, a brewer
moved his business into the former synagogue. He now

called his brewery and its beer Hollbrdn. Beer under this

name is still brewed in Salzburg, but at a different site. But
there has long been a restaurant owned by the brewery in
the spot where the synagogue stood, and in its ornate
wrought iron sign is a Star of David! {The whole building
in which the restaurant is to be found is now the downtown
Salzburg Radisson!) Strangely enough, the Hollbriuwis not
the onfy Salzburg Brewery to use the Star of David in, orin
this case, as its logo. The Sterubrdu, also with premises
right in the middle of downtown Salzburg, sports a large
neon Star of David prominently rising from its restaurant
and beer hall.

Curiosities!—with a wealth of history and not a littic
tragedy behind them. In my last “Letter from Salzburg” I
mentioned how the Allies had officially decreed Austria
Hitler’s first victim, Now I learn that the U.S. Mail service
issued a 5 cent stamp honoring Austria and showing a red-
white-red flag on a blue background.* They did so in 19431
At the time, of course, the “Austrian” flag was the swas-

tika of Greater Germany. A few weeks ago the weekend

edition of the Salzburg newspaper ran a brief supplement
on one of the quarters of the city, a clearly defined neigh-
borhood not far from the city center but separate from it
because of the massive Monchsberg with the Fesrung, or
castle, on top of it. Much of the information given in the
supplement concerned restaurants, shops, amenities. But,
right at the end, they printed an extract from the diary of
the then mayor of Salzburg, who lived in this neighbor-
hood. The extract printed covered 4 May~5 May, when
the US Armiy rolled into the broken city. The mayor de-
scribed the white flags displayed by the citizenry, but added
that more and more red and white flags began to appear.
The same people who had enthusiastically welcomed Hitler
in March 1938 waving the swastika were now just as en-
thusiastically dissociating themselves from the Third Reich.
The old flag they were waving was soon to becorme their
new flag. Plus ¢a change, plus c’est le méme chose....
Lest one think that the local newspaper is long on
non-Jewish victims of National Socialism and short on the
Jewish victims, let me also stress the reactions to 9 No-
vember, with all its anniversaries. There were two lengthy
articles on the Kristallnacht, but not a mention of those
many other events of 9 November, including the fall ofthe
Berlin Wall, and the 1923 Bierhalle Putsch. German tele-
vision, too, has broadcast a number of Third Reich and
World War I programs. There was a series on “The Gen-
erals™, including Manstein, Paulus, and Udets. The pro-
gram was merciless on Manstein’s narrow professionalism.
This was a man willing to oppose Hitler's military deci-
sions, but unwilling 10 react to the crimes he was certainly
aware of and which were perpetrated under his command.
But these programs were nowhere near so critical as a three

part series on the Waffen 88, in which many. now aged,
former SS officers were interviewed. Each program began
with a statement that some of these officers remain unre-
pentant and will put forward repugnant notions—it afl
sounded eerily like the disclaimers on American public ra-
dio about abscenity. But to read too much into this parailel
trivializes the effect of Germany*s national trauma, which
is deep and all-pervasive,

*Editors’ note: This stamp was one of a 1943-1944 U.S, Postal
Service issue commemorating “The Overrun Countries.” The
other countries were Poland. Czechoslovakia, Norway. Luxem-
baurg, Belgium, France, Greece, Yogoslavia, Albania, Denmark
and Korea.
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Tre GaTHERING OF HoLocAusT

Survivor FaMiLIES
by Michael P, Schaal, M.S.1¥,

Background

The Gathering of Holocaust Survivor Families origi-
nated from a proposal by Michael Schaal to the University
of Vermont Center for Holocaust Studies in the Fall of 1994,
The Gathering meets each April at UVM. The participants
are members of three generations of Holocaust survivor
families and their spouses/partners. Most of them come from
New England, Quebec, and upstate New York, but some
have travelled from other parts of the United States and
Europe. Sometimes three generations from the same fam-
ily attend. Often participants are individuals, couples or
smaller family units.
The Gathering allows the generations of Holocaust fami-
lies to come together and share common experiences and
perspectives that come {from either having survived the
Holocaust, grown up in a Holocaust survivor family, or be-
ing a spouse/partner of someone who is part of a survivor
family. Each generation has different shared characteris-
tics due to its own situation, Of course, the individuals in
each generation vary greatly in personality, outlook, and
life experience.

Except for one artistic event on Saturday evening,
which is open to the public, participation in the annual Gath-
ering itself is limited to members of survivor families.

In 1996 a Gathering Steering Committee of diverse
and capable individuals, representing all three survivor gen-
erations, was formed. The Steering Committee plans and
organizes the annual Gatherings and Gathering-related pro-
grams under the auspices of the University of Vermont
Center for Holocaust Studies. Four annual Gatherings have
been held at the University. The Stecring. Committee is
currently planning the Fifth Annual Gathering, “Extend-
ing the Legacy: What Does it Mean?” which will take
place on 24-25 April 1999,

The Gathering and the University of Vermont

The relationship between the Gathering and the Uni-
versity is a unique and important collaboration between
members of the community, most of whom are not affili-
ated with UVM, and the University, specifically the Center
for Holocaust Studies. The Steering Committee plans and
implements Gathering-related programs. While some pro-
grams and events are limited to survivor family participa-
tion, others are open to the University community and the

public. All members of the Gathering Steering Committee
are volunteers; the Center for Holocaust Studies is repre-
sented by several UVM faculty members. {n addition, each
year two student interns receive academic credit for their
participation in the organization of the spring Gathering
The Center for Holocaust Studies supplies staff, resources,
monetary and administrative aid, and intangibles, such as
counsel and support. The Administration of the University
has voiced its strong support for the efforts of the Gather-
ing Steering Committee. The Administration of the Uni-
versity has voiced its strong support for the efforts of the
Gathering Steering Committee. Inturn, the Steering Com-
mittee offers support for the University, not only from self-
interest, but also from a sense of gratitude and citizenship.

Outreach

Atthe conclusion of the Third Gathering in 1997 par-
ticipants agreed on the importance of sharing the experi-
ences and perspectives of survivors and their families with
the public.

The first public educational event jointly sponsored
by the Gathering of Holocaust Survivor Families and the
Center for Holocaust Studies was held in the fall of 1997,
“An Intergenerational Dialogue” consisting of representa-
tives of the second and third generations of survivars was
held on a Sunday afternoon. The goal was to share with the
public some of the experiences of being a part of a Holo-
caust family and how the Holocaust has affected the pan-
elists. The panelists ranged in age from 12 0 73. The
audience, which had the opportunity to ask questions and
interact with the panelists, consisted of University
students, faculty and staff, and members of the greater
Burlington community.

In the same spirit of service, this past fall the Gather-
ing again offered a public program, jointly sponsored by
the Center for Holocaust Studies at UVM. “The Legacy,”a
panel discussion was held on Sunday, 25 October 1998,
from 2:00 to 4:00 P.M. in Carpenter Auditorium at the UVM
College of Medicine. Local high schools and middie
schools, churches, and synagogues had been notified of the
event, and the auditorium was filled with people of all ages.

Most of the panelists, six survivors, five of whom
survived concentration camps, were in their 70s and 80s.
They discussed how they wish the Holocaust and the expe-
rience of being a Holocaust survivor to be remembered now
and in the future. The time is fast approaching when there
will be no survivors of the Holocaust to tell their stories
and to share what they learned as a result of their extraor-
dinarily painful experiences. “The Legacy” offered a unique
opportunity for the public to learn and reflect on issues that
have contemporary as well as historical meaning. Feed-
back about “The Legacy” program has been overwhelm-
ingly positive. A video is available for educational pur-
poses (contact the Center for Holocaust Studies for
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information).(For more on “The Legacy™,” see the article
by Penny Schuulil, p. 19.)

Philosophy

The members of the Gathering Steering Committee
believe that part of the legacy of the Holocaust is to bear
witness to those who perished in the Holocaust and in their
name, and in the name of those who survived, to tell their
story. It is also to tell the story of family members born
after the end of the Holocaust who grew up experiencing
the aftershock and, to some extent. continue to do so. The
perspective of survivors and members of their families is
different from that of the historian. It is subjective and per-
sonal. It is the story of individuals and families. It is the
story of people who were present during unfathomable his-
torical events and their children and grandchildren. Itisas
much about today as about the past. The legacy is relevant
when we think of the genocides in Cambodia, Bosnia,
Rwanda and Kosovo. It is refevant in the United States
and Canada as well. The legacy is applicable whenever
there is hatred based on culture, religion, sexual preference
and ethnicity.

An interesting and important tension exists within
the survivor family community, especially among survi-
vors themselves. On the one hand, there is the intense de-
sire for the public and future generations to see the Holo-
caust as it was, a unique series of historical events unparal-
leled in scope and scale and in the havoc and horror it cre-
ated for its victims, and the lasting impactthat it has had on
history, and especially on the Jewish people. Those who
hold this position rightfully fear that the word “Holocaust”
is being uscd to deseribe any kind of oppression or any
kind of murder. The concern is that the Holocaust will
thereby be diminished and diffused and that truth and his-
tory will uitimately be distorted.

On the other hand, for others, there is a deep convic-
tion that the Holocaust instructs us and compels us to con-
front the conditions that spawn the hatred, bigotry and vio-
lence that in turn create injustice and sometimes lead to
genocide, Those of us in the survivor family community,
academics, and the makers of international governmental
policy must study and apply what we have leamed about
the Holocaust, in order to assure that present and future
threats of genocide are minimized and, ultimately, that geno-
cide be eliminated from the planet. Some would argue that
the elimination of genocide is an overly idealistic and naive
goal, Yet, for those who experienced the suffering or grew
up in familics where the ramifications of the Holocaust were
and are constant companions, there is simply no other
choice.

Clearly, there is no real contradiction between the two
positions. In fact, one can hold the uniqueness of the Ho-
locaust in mind and guard against diffusion {acknowledg-
ing real and sometimes unbearable suffering, while stilj

noting differences between the Holocaust and those who
suffered in other circumstances before 1933 and after 1945),
and, at the same time, insist that the conditions leading to
genocide be vigorously addressed, that human rights vio-
lations arc intoferable, and that crimes against humanity
first be stopped and then legally prosecuted. To act on only
one of the positions with the limited perspective that cach
holds. without including the other position in thought and
action would be ultimately irresponsible.

These are some of the issues and questions that the
Steering Committee grapples with as the annual Gathering
and fall programs are created and shaped. The process is
one of thinking as clearly as possible about the ramifica-
tions of what is offered, in the itluminating light of history.

Other questions offer the Steering Committee oppor-
tunities for reflection: How can a group of volunteers be
thoughtful, and act decisively and wisely to address the
diverse needs of three generations of survivors and family
members? How can the subjective perspective of survivor
family members enhance the furthering of the Holocaust
legacy, and at the same time, not be in conflict with the
legitimate objective role of the historian? How might this
Gathering of Holocaust Survivor Families differ from oth-
ers in North America and around the world? Finally. there
arc ongoing individual questions for many members of sur-
vivor families, who have already decided that it is not
enough to simply share one’s personal history: What do |
do with and about that personal history? How can [ utilize
and transform personal experience and make a contribu-
tion, in my own way, to family, community, society,
and the planet?
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THe LeGacy

Sunday, 25 October 1998, the Center for Holocaust
Studies and the Gathering of Holocaust Survivor Families
presented “The Legacy: Survivors of the Holocaust Re-
spond to the Question: How Would You Want Your Expe-
tiences Remembered by Future Generations? The panel dis-
cussion with audience participation was held from 2:00 -
4:00 p.m., in Carpenter Auditorium, Given Building, at the
University of Vermont College of Medicine.

The panel consisted of six survivors; Selma and Chiam
Engel, Gina Gotfryd, Liselotte Ivry, Jack Pomerantz, and
Thaddeus Stabholz. The discussion was facilitated by
Michael Schaal, chairperson of the Gathering of Holocaust
Survivor Families Steering Committee. The panelists come
from varied backgrounds. Selma Engel was born in Hol-
land, Liselotte Ivry in what is now the Czech Republic; the
other panelists come from various parts of Poland. The
Engels were among the group of prisoners who escaped
from the extermination camp Sobibér. Jack Pomerantz es-
caped capture after the Nazi invasion of Poland by fleeing
into the Soviet Union. Gina Gotfryd, Liselotte lvry, and
Thaddeus Stabholz survived concentration camps. Today
the Engels live in Connecticut, Gina Gotfryd in New York,
Liselotte Ivry in Quebec, Jack Pomerantz in New Jersey,
and Thaddeus Stabholz in Ohio.
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Focussing on the Future:
On the Legacy Panel
Penny Shtull

. Trinity College of Vermont

The purpose of “The Legacy” panel was to provide
the survivors with a forum to frame their legacy for future
generations.. The panel’s desire was expressed succinctly
by Chiam Engel, “We do-and did our part. 1t's now time
for the younger generation to continue the legacy.”

No one listening to these individuals would have rea-
son 10 guess their past, On the surface they showed no vis-
ible scars of the horrors they endured. It wasn’t anger that

peered from beneath their experiences, but rather compas-
sion and humanity. “My legacy is that we should learn to
tolerate each other regardless of religion or color” noted
Jack Pomerantz. “We have to be good to each other,” added
Liselotte Ivry.

Their need to insure that we denounce discrimination
and show sensitivity towards the plight of athers was pro-
nounced. Listening to their stories, we were clearly re-
minded of the consequences of hatred and intolerance.
“...We can’t solve anything with hate,” reminded Selma
Engel. They spoke of the importance of respecting and
understanding diversity, the absence of which is a stark re-
minder of the past. “We don’t-want to repeat history; this
should never happen again,” said Gina Gotfryd.

The survivors’ courage and resiliency was moving.
Despite the profound consequences of the Holocaust they
were able to rebuild their lives. They belicve that they and
others who experienced first-hand the atrocities of the Ho-
locaust must share the lessons of their painful past. “The
stories need to be told to all- generations because we won't
be here in the future to tell it,” Chaim Engel explained.
“Tell the young generation and future generations... it is
important that the word gets spread,” voiced Gina Gotfryd.
Selma Engel added: “This is the reason we are here today.
My legacy is that this will be remembered.”

The panelists further stressed the need for continued
public education on the Holocaust. “I speak to many chil-
dren and [ hope that if I touch one child, they will remem-
ber me and tell their children,” explained Lisfonte vry.
Chaimt and Selma Engef continue to speak to students about
their experiences in Sobibér. Liselotte Ivry is a speaker for
the Montreal Holocaust Memorial Centre. Thaddeus
Stabholz is the author of Seven Hells and Jack Pomerantz
is co-author of Run East: Flight from the Holocaust. “My
legacy when I survived was to write a book to be able to
tell as many peoplc as possible what happened,” Jack
Pomerantz said.

The survivors offered the audience unique insight into
the experience of genocide. Their individual stories and
eyewitness accounts were compelling, and their message
was clear. As Dr. Thaddeus Stabholz reminded us we must
“forgive, but never forget.” We mustall become stewards
of the legacy.
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UVM anp tHE CENTER FOR
HoLocAusT STUDIES WELCOMES
Peter Haves, THE SEVENTH
Annvual RauL HILBERG LECTURER

On 27 October 1998 the University community wel-
comed Prof. Peter Hayes as the seventh annual Raul Hilberg
lecturer. Initiated by the Center for Holocaust Studies in
1992 1o honor the scholarly and pedagogical legacy of Pro-
fessor Emeritus Raul Hilberg, the lecture serics continues
to bring the most authoritative and prominent scholars in
the fieid to the UVM campus.

A native of Boston, Professor Hayes received his
bachelor’s degree from Bowdoin College and continued
his education as a Rhodes Scholar at Oxford University,
where he earned the Master of Arts degree in the Honours
School of Politics, Philosophy, and Economics. In 1974
he was then awarded the degree of Doctor of Philosophy
from Yale University. Hayes has held teaching positions at
the Chinese University of Hong Kong, Wesleyan Univer-
sity, and since 1980 has served as Professor of History and
German at Northwestern University. Among the many fel-
lowships and awards he has received are research grants
from the Social Science Research Council, the Deutscher
Akademischer Austauschdienst, and the Harry Frank
Guggenheim Foundation. Most recently, he was the 1.B.
and Maurice C. Shapiro Senior Scholar-in-Residence at the
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum,

Peter Hayes’ publications include his prize-winning
book Industry and Ildeology: IG Farben in the Nazi Era
(Cambridge, 1987) and dozens of articles in scholarly jour-
nals. In addition, he has edited the highly-regarded Les-
sons and Legacies collections that are frequently used in
undergraduate Holocaust studies curricula, Currently,
Hayes is completing a comprehensive study entitled Prof-
its and Persecution: German Big Business and the Holo-
caust, and, in recognition of his scholarship, the Degussa
Corporation of Frankfurt has commissioned him to write
its history in the Nazi era, .

Entitled “Culture and Context: The Shoah, Germans,
and Us,” Hayes® lecture addressed a question basic to any
study of the Holocaust: How was it possible? As Hayes
outlined to his audience, scholars and students have tended
to explain the origins and execution of the destruction pro-
cess in terms of “culture,” that is, in terms of the beliefs,
attitudes, and mentalitics of the perpetrators and German
people, or in terms of the “context” in which they lived,
fulfilied their functions in society, and reacted to the forces
acting upon them, .

While undertaking extensive research into the behav-
ior of corporate executives under the National Socialist re-
gime, Hayes noted that he has been drawn to this very is-

sue in attempting to understand the responsibility of Ger-
man corporate leaders in the plunder, exploitation, and
murder of Jews, What was the culture and context of their
action or inaction? What attitudes did they hold, and what
were their motivations? Not surprisingly, Hayes’ confron-
tation with these questions led him to an-analysis of anti-
Semitism among corporate executives, and it was this anti-
Semitism and the varying forms that it took that provided
the basis of his lecture. According to Hayes, German anti-
Semitism in 1930s was not at all a “uniform phenomenon.”

To illustrate this point, Hayes offered brief descrip-
tions- of four individuals in the Germnan corporate world
and their responses to the persecution of Jews. Fritz Roessler
was a patrician industrialist and chairman of the board of a
Frankfurt corporation. Roessler’s diaries make clear that
he, although suspicious of Jews and their role in German
society, rejected the Nazi creed of racial superiority and
firmly believed that German Jews were being treated un-

Jjustly, These attitudes notwithstanding, Roessler did noth-
ing to aid the Jews under his charge when they were sub-
Jjected to removal from their positions.

Hermann Leyerzapfwas a young Nazi, a firm believer
in the National Socialist mission, and a Party member since
1928. In 1934 he joined the very firm headed by Roessler,
and befriended during his daily commute to Frankfurt a
man named Emst Eichwald who was, according to Nazi
definitions, a Jew. In 1935 Leyerzapf was informed by the
NSDAP that his fraternization with a Jew was inappropri-
ate for a Party member, and he was ordered to terminate
this relationship. Leyerzapfrefused, and was consequently
cxpelled from the Party. Why would a young activist risk
his Party affiliation and all its advantages for a friendship
with a Jew? Was it because of higher moral principle—
because he believed that the Jews were being treated un-
fairly? Hayes contended, based on a recent interview with
Leyerzapf, that his obstinacy was, quite simply, rooted only
in his personal friendship with Eichwald,

The third example cited by Hayes was that of Fritz
Gajewski, a mode! corporate manager who rushed to join
the NSDAP in May 1933. Shortly thereafter, a Nazi union
teader in his factory demanded that all Jewish laboratory
directors, foremen, and managers be dismissed. Refusing
this demand, Gajewski continued to employ Jews as long
as he could, and no Jew was fired from his firm unti! April
1938, when the regime declared their dismissal, Gajewski
did not, however, maintain his standards. His factory sub-
sequently utilized Jewish slave labor, and in his capacity as
an 1G Farben board member, Gajewski voted for the con-
struction of the massive Monowitz chemical works as part
of the Auschwitz industrial complex. Why would this man
undertake risks to protect Jews, and subsequently make
decisions- that aided in the process of their destruction?
Hayes suggested that Gajewski perceived those Jews he
chose to protect in the early years of the regime as people
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much like himself—scientifically trained, managers, and
colleagues of sorts.

A prominent textile executive and almost 70 years
of age when the Nazis came to power. Georg Mucller-
Oerlingshausen stands as the only corporate executive in
the realm of Hayes’ research who recognized what was at
stake as the persecution of German Jews began. When the
NSDAP demanded, in the spring of 1933, that all Jews be
removed from the National Association of German Indus-
try, Mueller-Oerlingshausen was infuriated, and wrote a
letter to the association stating, in effect, that it was neces-
sary-to defy the Nazi state on this issue, even if it meant
destroying the Association’s influence in the German
economy and society.

Hayes effectively used these examples to illustrate
a central truth about the way the destruction process be-
gan. In his words: “Nazism and the hatred that it unleashed
was not brought to power by the strength of that hatred
alone.”™ Rather, it was the ambivalence and irresoluteness
of men like the first three cited above that sustained the
regime, helped it prosper, and enabled the wheels of de-
struction to turn. Introducing a presentist element and, at
the same time, reflecting on the recent beating and death of
Matthew Shepherd in Wyoming, Hayes suggested that in
our own society the numbers and public voice of the “hat-
ers” will wax and wane, yet “[t}he real problem that societ-
ies face is the irresolution or ambivalence of the non-haters
1o the hatred.” “The question that is posed by the Shoah”
he concluded, “is...repeatedly: who will defend whom?
That is the question that the weighing of culture and con-
text makes us face. That is what the Germans, and the Shoah,
even now, have to do with us.”

Jonathan D, Huener

Dept, of History
University of Vermont

$
A
THE CENTER FOR

HOLOCAUST

STUDIES

HoLocAusT SURvIVOR
EmiL LANDAU MEETS WITH
UVM Stupents

After a semester of participating in a course entitled
“The Holocaust,” taught by Jonathan Huener at the Uni-
versity of Vermont, we have the honor of providing a stu-
dent perspective on the recent visit of Emil Landau, a Ho-
locaust survivor. The Center for Holocaust Studies at the
University of Vermont arranged for Mr. Landau, a survivor
of four Nazi concentration/death camps, 10 address our class.
For some time now, Mr. Landau has maintained an active
relationship with UVM’s Center for Holocaust Studies; he
is a frequent visitor and guest speaker at both the Univer-
sity and schools in the area. Mr. Landau is indeed more
than qualified to speak on the issue of the Shoah. Born in
1925 in Witten, Westphalia, Landau was deported to
Theresienstadt at the age of seventeen. From
Theresiendstadt he was deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau
in 1944, moved to Czechowice in August 1944, then
marched to Gleiwitz, and finally deported by train to
Buchenwald, where he was liberated in April 1945, Suf-
fering from typhus and malnutrition, Landau spent his first
post-war year recuperating in Switzerland before return-
ing to Germany in July 1946. Mr. Landau emigrated to the
United States in December 1946 and currently resides in
Damariscotta, Maine. From 1969 to 1989, Mr. Landau
was the owner and operator of Printing Techniques, Inc..a
firm that developed and offered technical solutions to the
printing industry. An expert in color reproduction, Landau,
who is semi-retired, is currently the president of Michael
Manufacturing Inc.

Mr. Landau visited the class on 2 December 1998,
We were immediately struck by his smiling and jovial de-
meanor. He appeared to be a happy man, After reading
Holocaust scholarship and memoirs, we perhaps expected
someone rather sofemn, unsure of himself and possibly
emotionally and psychologically scarred from his experi:
ences. Emil Landau did not appear this way, but struck us
as someone who has come to accept his past and has moved
forward with life. Qur first impressions of this man were
reaffirmed during the course of the discussion period. We
were enthralled.

Allowing Mr. Landau plenty of time for open, infor-
mal discussion, Professor Huener provided only a briefin-
troduction of our speaker. In-order to engage the entire
class in discussion, Landau did not prepare a formal speech.
Instead, he calmly recounted a few experiences, specifi-
cally from Auschwitz-Birkenau, and proceeded to state,
*“You can ask me anything.” We could. he said, feel free to
ask him any type of question and he would respond with an
honest and forthright answer. The majority of our discus-
sion centered around two topics that we had discussed fre-
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quently throughout the semester. The first was Primio Levi’s
“gray zone™ as outlined in his last book The Drowned and
the Saved, and the problem of judging the actions and be-
havior of people involved in the Holocaust. Both of these
topics can be emotional and controversial; Landau,
however, did not hesitate to address either of them.

A student raised the concept of Levi’s gray zonc and
asked Mr. Landau if he considers himselfa victim or a sur-

vivor. Although it is a broad and complex subject, involv-’

ing the judgment of others from a subjective standpoint,
the student was interested in understanding how Mr. Landau
was able to survive his incarceration in Auschwitz and else-
where. With a smile, Mr. Landau recounted an incident
where prisoners were selected for deportation from
Birkenau to Czechowice, a sub-camp of Auschwitz. Young,
thin, and desperately hoping to fle the horror of Birkenau,
he decided to do what he could to survive. During the
lineup, in order to appear more robust, he purposefully
stepped between two emaciated prisoners and was chosed
for transport to Czechowice. Landau recounted other in-
stances where he was forced to make decisions regarding
his survival, stating “I am a survivor. You be the judge of
my actions.” As outsiders to the experience of being a
prisoner in a concentration or death camp, we cannot judge
Landau, but feel that he was courageous and fortunate to
survive. We do not feel qualified to judge the actions of
others who lived in such harsh and desperate conditions.
But, where does one draw the line between perpetrator and
victim?

The second main topic Landaw/we discussed was re-
sistance. Asa class we had discussed the varjous types of
resistance that had existed during the Shoah and were thus
intrigued by the opportunity to receive first-hand knowl-
edge about the subject. Although one question aliuded to
the lack of armed resistance, Landau felt strongly that one
must first define resistance in order to discuss it. He stated,
“There was always resistance.” According to him, resis-
tance began at a personal level, whether it involved brush-
ing one’s teeth, remaining clean, getting cnough to eat or
joining a resistance mov: t. Clearly, resistance existed
on a number of levels. Furthcrmore, Landau mentioned
that armed resistance was insufficient without outside aid,
and that instances of armed resistance were futile attempts,
for those who fought were easily outnumbered by the Na-
zis. It became clearer to us that although armed resistance
was rare, it is also important to recognize and appreciate
other forms of resistance,

Emil Landau added an experiential aspect to our
course by bringing the subject of the Holocaust to a per-
sonal level. Through the recounting of his first-hand expe-
riences we were able to develop a sense of empathy, an
appreciation of the Holocaust that we could not grasp from
atext, encyclopedia, or even amemoir. Surviver testimony
of the Holocaust provides a vivid, intense recollection of

the past.  We are grateful to Mr. Landau for sharing his
story with our class, and we wish him continued success in
bringing his message to others.

Lynn Gareau and Debbie Stevens-Tuutle

In addition to meeting students in the “The Holo-
caust” (History 190), Landau was hosted in the “History of
Moadern Germany” (History 139), met with students from
UVM’s History Club and the Living/Learning program in
Holocaust Studics, and spent a day at Lamoille Union High
School in Hyde Park, Vermont.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS

Henny Lewin is one of three people to receive
this year's Covenant Award for Exceptional Jewish
Educators. The Covenant Foundation is a program of
the Crown Family Foundation and the Jewish Educa-
tion Service of North America and the award is given
to educators whose endeavors reach out to commu-
nities at large, “building bridges between our past and
our future,” in the words of the Covenant Foundation.

Lewin is a member of the Advisory Board of the
Center for Holocaust Studies at the University of Ver-
mont and a lecturer in Hebrew in.the Department of
German and Russian. She is on sabbatical ihis year,
serving as in-house Yiddish educator at the National
Yiddish Book Center in Amherst, Mass. During the
1997-99 school years she is also teaching Yiddish at
Hampshire College and the University of Massachusetts
at Amherst,
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Due to its substantial size, this issue of the Bul-
letin of the Center for Holocaust Studies contains no
book reviews. Book reviews will resume with the next
issue.
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