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CHRISTOPHER R. BROW

Ordinary Germans or Ordinary Men?

A REPLY TO THE CRITICS

In the spring of 19921 published a book entitled Ordinary Men, the case tudy
of a reserve police battalion from Hamburg that hecame the chief unit for killing
Jews in the northern Lublin district of the General Government. In general, the book
nquite well-received, butit has not been without its critics in both the United
nd Israel. While these critics have accepted the narrative presentation in the
W:: W * at reveals the mode of operation and degree of choice within the battalion.
::\/ have objected to my use of sources, my portrayal of the perpetrators (particularly
motives and mindset) and. above all, the conclusions that 1 draw——the crux of
which M, s summed up in the tid 9.%53‘ Men. As one friendly but eritical letter
writer ;,.:;,M_ “Might not a preferable title . . . possibly have been Ordinary
A%:?: 157

The argument of my critics for German s singu

rity rests above all upon their
wssertion of a unique and particular German antisemitism. The letter-writer cited
above argued that “cultural conditioning™ shaped “specifically German behavioral
modes " He continued, hypothesizing that “even many decidedly non-Nazi Germans
-owere so accustomed 1o the thought that Jews are less human than Germans, that
they were capable of mass murder.”

Non-Germans in the same situation as the men
of Reserve Police Battalion 101, he implies, would have behaved quite differently.
Daniel Goldhagen, the most severe critic of what he called my “essentially situ-
atfonal” explanation, put the matter more pointedly. The “Germans’ singular and
deeply rooted. racist anti-Semitism™ was not “a common social psychological phe-
nomenon” that can be analyzed in terms of “mere” negative racial stereatypes, as |
had so “tepidly” done. “The men of Reserve Police Battalion 101 were not ordinary
‘men,” but ordinary members of an extraordinary culture, the culture of Nazi Ger-
many, which was possessed of a hallucinatory, lethal view of the Jews.” \H«.r:m, ordi-
nary Germans were “believers in the justice of ::. murder of the Jews.” In their
“inflamed tmaginations,” destruction of the Jev
The issue raised here,

vas a redemptive act.™

:::c:. the appropriat ?5:2 of situational, culrural,
and ideological factors in explaining the behavior of Holocaust killers, is an impor-
tant—indeed central—subject :z: merits further exploration. 1 would like (o
approach this issue along two lines of inquiry. First, what has the bulk of recent
scholarship concluded about the nature, intensity, and alleged singularity of anti-

senntism within the German population at large? Second, what light can compari-
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in the Holocaust shed on the

manﬂwﬁémmzOS:E:M:a:ostm«::.::_:w:?p:

issue of “specifically German behavioral modes™? ) B
Let us turn to the first line of inquiry, namely the nature and intensity of ;_,;,_

semitism within Nazi Germany. Perhaps the most ardent ac dvocate of an interpreta-

tion emphasizing the singularity and centrality of German e

§. Dawidowicz, In her hook The War against the Jews, she argued that

generations of anti-Semitism had prepared the CS‘:,E:,J o z_?j:

deemer . Of the conglomerate social, economic, and pelitical appea
ditected at the German people, its racial doctrine was the most

the whole corpus of racial teachings. the M::TT;,,?: %,: ine | ,:w c ® e
potency, . . . The insecurities of post- World War | T:.z;:, ;M& :.W.n,, anxieties tho
?.og:ma provided an emotional milicu in which ir ::m:;:? and ?fm;:”,‘
tine and illusions became transformed into delusions. The delusional disore

i s the miass peyvehosis of anti-Semitism deranged
mass propottions. ... In modern Germany the mass psychosis ol anti-Semis !

a whole people

large number of ather scholars, however, ?:,c not f::,:ia..rw,f 3 Mctcw CMW
scholars in particular—Ilan Kershaw, Otto C:,‘. Kulka, and David ,,:M ,,Tii ave
devoted a significant portion of their scholarly lives to examining T,p rm /i
attitudes toward National Socialism, antisemitism, and the Holocanst o
are dilferences of emphasis, tone, and interpretation among, them. the de

consensus on the basic issues is impressive. o
While Kulka a& Bankier do not pick up the story until 1932 argues
! ichtergreifung, antisemitism was not a major factor in atracting,

. Kershaw argues

that prior to the ! ct e e
support for :.:7:. m:g the Nazis. He cites Peter Merkls s udy of the "ol e
which only about one-seventh of Merkls sample considered antisemitism ' o
salient concern and even fewer were classified by Merkl as “strong :f; e MMM
{oreover, in the electoral breakthrough phase of 19291935, nd ndeed
in public about the jewt:

semite
up to 1939, Hitler rarely spok ,
stood in stark contrast to the Hitler speeches of the

obsession with and hatred of the Jews was vented openly and re E, Mw dly W_,wa.w,:_:ﬂ,‘
concludes that "antisemitism cannot .. .be allocated M;F.%Z,ﬁf, role i H:,m{:,w M_m;,
to power, though . . . it did notdo anything to :::,E‘ his rapidly E:f.:m T‘ m, :% ﬁ MV )
For the 1933-1939 period. all three historians lr:n:::, ze A;.,,_:Zw, popu .
ntisemitism by two dichotomies. The first 15 a distinciion between

response to mies. distmetion bt

minority of party activists, for whom antisemitism was an Sri: i ,:\W o |
the Gern i [ it was sredd ane

bulk of the German population, for whom it was not. Party activists clamoree

i i Swavs, for intensified persecution. The antisemit
pressed, often in violentand rowdy ways, for intensified persecut e

measures of the regime, though often criticized as too mild by the N_ M
an integrating {unction within Hitler's movement: they helped :;m f,_J _N:‘,‘ omen
i and enthusiasm of the party activists alive, Despite Hitler's pragmatic catii
public, most of these radicals Q,,:ycn:\/, sensed that he was with ::,;u in spirit

The second dichotomy characterizes the reaction of the gener: i
Jamor of the movement and the antisemitic measures of the regime

"

the antisemitic , st ol e e
The vast majority accepted the legal measures of the regime, which endec cmancip:

. 1 Y 1 (YT 2 . . . oy Ly ) S m
tion and drove Jews from public positions in 1933, socially :ITF?H, d ::M Ik
‘ , i i mranertc in 10381030 Vot FIL
1035, and completed the expropriation of their property in 1938-193 Yot thiss
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majority was critical of the hooliganistic violence of party radicals toward the same
German Jews whose legal persecution they approved. The boycott of 1933, the
vandalistic outbreaks of 1935, and above all the Kristallnacht pogrom of November
1938 produced a negative response among the German population. Bankier and
Kulka emphasize the pragmatic concerns behind this negative response: destruction
of E:?,:,, foreign policy complications, damage to Germany's image, and general
lawlessness offensive 1o societal notions of decorum. In Kershaw's opinion, the idea
that the z:?;;::: discounted virtually any moral dimension is *a far too sweeping
generalization.™ Nonetheless, these historians agree that a gull had opened up
between the Jewish minority :i the general population. The latter. while ::% were
not mobitized around strident and violent antisemitism, were increasingly “aj
thetie,” “passive. " and “indifferent” 10 the fate of the former® Antisemitic me: SUTES~
i carried out in an orderly and legal manner—were widely accepted for two main
reasons: such measures sustained the hope of curbing the violence most Germans
found so distasteful, and most Germans u timately agreed with the goal of limiting,
and even ending, the role of Jews in German society.

The records of the war vears upon which Kulka, Bankier, and Kershaw based
their ﬁ:;:,,; wete sparser and more ambiguous. Accordingly, the difference in inter-
pretation is greater. Ku and Bankier'™ deduce a more specific awareness of the
Final /f\i tion among the German people than does Kershaw. Kershaw and Bankier
advocate a more critical and less literal reading of the SD reports than does Kulka. "
73@:2. sees a general “retreat into the private sphere”
indifference and apathy toward Nazi Jewish policy. Kulka sees a greater internaliz
tion of Nazi antisermaitism among the population at large, ?:.:A‘,:r:»:‘ concerning the
acceptance :ﬂ a solution to the Jewish Question through some 52:652_ kind of

as the hasis for widespread

elimination.” and accordingly prefers the term “passive” or “objective complicity’
over .i:m:,r,:,; e

Bankier emphasizes a greater sense of guilt L:; shame among
Germans, widespread denial and repression, and a growing fear concerning the

é:: snces ob impending defeat and a commensurate rejection of the regime’s

titic propaganda ' But these differences are matters of nuance, degree,

_ ietion. Fundamentally. the three scholars agree far more than they differ.

Above all, they agree that the fanatical antisemitism of the party “true believers”
was notidentical to the antisemitic attitudes of the general population and that th
antisemitic priorities and genocidal commitment of the regime were not shared by
ordinary TS.E::? Kershaw concludes that while

intise

nd

the depersonalization of the Jew had been the real success story of Nazi propaganda and
polic the “Jewish question” was of no more than minimal inte
of Germans during the war vear

stto the vast majority
Popular opinion, largely indifferent and infused
with a Jatent anti-Jewish feeling . provided the climate within which spiralling Nazi
aggression towards the Jews could take place unchallenged But it did not provoke the
adicalization in the first place

cershaw summarized his position in the memorable phrase that “the road to
Auschwitz was built by hatred, but paved with indifferenc

Despite his subsequent critique of Kershay
imilar Surveving the SD reports

Kulka's conclusions are strikingly
he notes that “during the war period the unques-

5
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. . B N .
tionably dominant feature was the almost total absence of any relerence to the

existence, persecution and extermination of the jews—a kind c,_ nationat :,:;G ,
acy of silence.” The few reactions that were noted were “characterized by a striki ﬂ,,,mr,
abysmal indifference to the fate of the Jews as human beings. It seems Mr there, the
,.r,m, ish Question’ and the entire process of its ‘solution” in the Third Reichre acl
point of almost total depersonalization™® "Wh V 5 known is th at the i
picture that the regime :_“:m:xé from ?%:Eﬁ.g,%::ﬂ,v: reports ?,:._,:w;,,:.;,WW/‘W, .
general passivity of the population in the face of the persecution mm ;‘,,a w /.,,,f 1ile
r::, Jewish Question “might not have been high on the list ol prioritic

fue the
population atlarge . .. there were sufficient numbers 1,5 chose to give the

freedom of action to push for a radical ‘Final $ :::, on.! ‘ |

Bankier noted the “deep-seated anti-Jewish feelings in German socicty,
likewise concluded that “on the whole the public did not assign antisemitis |
as the Nazis did The policy of depoertations and mass murde
as azis did. ... s

M
38

but

Zi“

same :M.;l:ﬁ‘g n

i . 5 St te o um:”‘ V,,.v
succeeded because the public displaved moral insensibility to the Jews fate.” Baniis
succeeded bec ke

§ for a4 orawine schism b
goes bevond moral insensibility and passivity 1o argue for a growing schism b

the people and the regime:

drove a wedgg

From 1941 onwards, the fatfure of Nazi promises to materializ .
the population and the regime. . Declining hopes of vicl on ;:g‘ spirath
ments of a bitter end issued ina move to distance ::_Efff r:,E wr:m,,;“
and from the Jewish issue in partieular . Ordinary Germans knew how o dist

between an acceptable discrimination and the unacceptable horror of gen
. the ™
The more the news of mass murder Altered through, the g
involved in the Ainal solution of the Jewish question
The general conclusions of Kershaw, Kulka, and Bankier—bhased on vea

research and a wide array of empirical evidence——stand in stark co
H.HZE:;.: z/Goldhagen image of the entire German populs
delusional mass psychosis and in the grips ol a ,,r;c:a: aton
Jews. " 1f “ordinary Germans” shared the same “latent.” “traditio
seated” antisemitism that was widespread in European socicty 7:
or “radical” antisemitism of Hitler, the Nazi leadership, and the
ers,” then the behavior of the “ordinary Germans™ of Reserve Po
cannot be explained by a singular German antisemitism :r:

I8

from other “ordinary men.”

the men of Reserve Police Battalion 101, ,i:nr Goldhagen ::L» o0
them in the mainsiream of German society as described by Ke
Bankier, distinet from an ideologically driven Nazi feadership. The iy
my study are that the existence of widespread negative racial ster

Hoaions ol

socicty—in no way unique to Nazi Germany—can provi icde fan: ::E_ re n
X g : T [T TR N f .

the freedom of action to pursue genocide {as both Kershaw and Kulka conclu

also an ample supply of execurioners.

wisemitic motivation, it

In regard to the centrality of

German executioners were ¢ Efr, of killing millions of non-Jews tar »

, 10 : e se ass murder swas initiated
laziregime. Beginni 039 5 atic and large-scale mass murderwas mitiate
Naziregime. Beginning in 1939 svstems ar

@
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against the German handicapped and Polish intelligentsia. More than three million
Sovier prisoners of war perished from hunger, exposure, disease, and outright exe-
cution——two-thirds of them in the first nine months after the launching of Barba-
rossa but hefore the death camps of Operation Reinhard had even opened. Tens of
thousands fell victim to horrendous reprisal measures. Additionally, the Nazir gime
included Gypsies in their genocidal assault. Clearly, ﬁ:::,:::r more than singular
German antisemitism is needed to explain perpetrator hehavior when the regime
could find executioners to murder :z: ions of non-Jewish victims.

Letus follow another approach to this issue as well by examining the behavior of
non-German killing units in the Ukraine and wm_cw:mwxf which carried out killing
actions quite similar to those performed by Reserve Police Battalion 101, 1 will not
be looking at those elements that enthusiastica Iy carried out the initial murderous
pogroms in the summer of 1941—often at German instigation—and were then
frequently formed into full-time auxiliaries of the Finsatzgruppen for the subsequent
large-sce r, systematic massacres. The zealous followers of Jonas Klimaitis in Lithu-

vz or Viktors Araj

sin Latvia, who eagerly rushed to help the invading Germans kill
communists and Jews, are not appropriate counterparts of Reserve Police Battalion
101 for the purpose of cross-cultural comparison. .

Instead, I will examine the rural police units in Belorussia and the Ukraine,
which did not really take shape until 1942, when they participated in the “second
wave” of killing on Soviet territory, Like the men of Reserve Police Battalion 101 5
Poland, these policemen provided the essential manpower for the * ‘mopping- 3

{

Jews insmall towns and villages and for the “Jew hunts” that relentless
down escapees

B

tracked

killings o
]

3:?;\/.;,?T:.:52,:.E%,r.:»;;c:W::r;,:::;?ia:2:;2:::213
the oceupied Soviet territories. They were to be turned into a ;mmzr,s of Eden” from
which Germany would never withdraw® Nine days later, on July 25, Himmler gave
orders for the formation of units to be designated as Schutzmannschaften.? During
his inspection tour of the Baltic in late July, Himmler spoke about the immediate
creation of police formations of Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, and Ukrainians to
?,,:,ﬁi::E:?i;?é;:::mwm7

While Himmler concerned himsell primarily with the formation of battalion-
sized police formations, the behind-the-front security divisions and the local Feld-
kommandanturen and Oriskommandanturen of the military administration also
found themselves confronted with the need to create smaller units of local police for

crmans

what the € catled Einzeldienst (precinct service). As early as July 11, 1941,
the chief of staff of Rear Army Area Ukraine had approved the formation of Ukrainian
police to maintain order and provide protection within the Ukrainian communities.?’
As one Wehrmacht officer subsequently explained: “The vast tasks of the German
security forces in the rear army areas require an extensive recruitment of reliable
portions of the population to provide help of all kinds.’

German army officers of the military administration toured the outlving small
towns and villag ir occupation zones and appointed mayors, who in turn

es in thei

helped recruit loeal police units.®® One Ortskommandantur noted that the local
population was very hesitant to provide manpower to the German-appointed mayors
until after the fall of Kiev in late September.’ As an enticement, each mayor was to

Jews
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offer ten rubles per day to each volunteer as well as free ravons 1o s wil
hildren. U sufficient volunteers were not forthcoming, the Ortskommandaniur was
instructed to contact the nearest POW camp concerning the ¢
prisoners for police service.”

Variously called “auxiliary police™ (Hillspolizet). “ord
dienst), “citizens' guard” (Bargerwehr), and “militia” (Miliz
these local police forces were initially armed | and ::,? then for special
and with limited ammunition (10 round
dantur provided weapons for only 20 of 139 Ukrainian police * In Dnepropetrovsk.

arms were given to between 100 and 400 auxiliary policemen

i

per man).” In Uman,

30 firearms were provided for 126 police.” These local

numerous tasks—guard duty, patrol, price and market « 5:5,7.
(Judenuberwachung) and

where the Finsatzgruppen were organizing large-scale massacre:

one Oriskommandant reported in mid-October

special tasks™ {Sonderaufgaben

police were involved.
the moment a police action against the remaining Jews in Krivoy-Rog s
during which the entire Ukrainian auxiliary police is being put to work 7:
In contrast to the Baltic, however. such partic

been less ,/.:,,:,,J,,E,?

shall become free of Jews.
Einsatzgruppen mass killlngs during 1941 seems to have

Ukraine.” Other employment of the Ukrainian police was apparenty
mundane. Their use as “errand bovs™ (Laufburschen) and private serv
military was apparently so widespread that it had to be explicity |
When large portions of the Ukraine were transferred |
administration in mid-November 1941, the army prepare
local Ukrainian police units to the Order Police, Rear Army
however, that this transfer was not to take place until these
militarily indispensable.’” The transfer of the local Ulkrainian police
haften generally occurre
head of the Orde

Police and their renaming as Schuizmannsc
1941 and January 19427 Kurt Daluege,

phenomenal increase in the size of the Schutzmannschalte
30,000 in December 1941 to 300,000 in December 1942 _ he initial hgure

1

included numerous police still under army ,::,Z_:,:::, hut the grow

:3.@
Schutzmannschalten was still significant. What must be kept in mind, E::, stmplh
is that the vast majority of the 300,000 Schutzmanner in December 1942 had been i

T:

of

German service for less than a vear. They had not vet hecom
frst wave” of killing in 1941

much less personally tnvolved in. the

The Order Police were vastly outnumbered by th
recruited, trained, and supervised. This was particularly the case for the Ge
Ukrainian police scattered throughout the occupied territories in g
For instance, in the district (Generalbezirk) of Nikolavey in th
German Schutzpolizei (city pelice) supervised 700 Ukrainiar police at the ,ﬂ:..::”,
precinct level as well as three “Schuma™ battalions, totalling about lifteen hundred
men. In the rural areas, 410 German Gendarmerte supervised 4940 Ukrainian

Schutzmanner. The overall ratio was more than 10 to 1. In the neighboring district
of Kiev, the ratio was nearly 12 to 1" Approximately two-thirds of the German

moreover, were not careet police but middle-aged reservists consoripted alies
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As Lieutenant Deue .?5, the commander of the Gendarmerie outside Brest-Litovsk
complained, 14 ol his 22 German police were reservists who had only four weeks of
training with weapons

nd themselves were in need of basic weapons training. Such
was the manpower with which he was to train and supervise his 287 Schutzmanner—
surely a case of the one-eyed leading the blind *

Recruiting and training remained ongoing w:,_,:m:;. Order Police calls for new
recruits were issued in the press, over the radio, on placards, and through flyers.*! In
addition to the pay and family rations, one further inducement proved to be the most
effective in attracting recruits: the immediate families of Schutzmanner were exempt
*,3,A‘E,é:i:i5r:ﬁir::,:g::%:,:m:ﬂ_,:,,EES:”UZE;E?::?:Xm8£5
N
M

itovsk, reported: “Whenever the natives are supposed to be sent to Germany for
" Nevertheless,
“not

bor, the rush for employment in the Schutzmannschaft is greater.
he concluded. recruitment went very stowly, and those who did volunteer were
always good human material ™
In summary, the precinct-level Ukrainian police were first organized by the
military administration in 1941, They were vastly expanded under the Order Police
iy 1942, whom they outnumbered in precinet service by at least a 10 to 1 ratio. The
police joined for numerous reasons, including pay, food for their families,
release from POW camps, and especially a family exemption from deportation to
forced fabor in Germany. Although the Germans had difficulty recruiting as many
Ulkrainian police as they wanted, the Ukrainian police nonetheless numbered in the
tents of thousands and constituted a major manpower ‘

source for the “second wave”

of the Final Solution that swept through the Ukraine in 1942

There 1s scant documentation from the precinet level on the day-to-day partici-
pation of the auxiliary police in the mass murder of Jews, From the Ukraine one
series of police :.t:: survives, from which we can see that the local Schutzmanner
and their supervising German Gendarmerie performed precisely the same duties as
Reserve Police x::m::: 101 in Poland, with one exception—there were no deporta-
tons to death camps, only shooting actions, The first series of reports came from
Lieutenant Deuerlein, Gendarmerie commander in the countryside surrounding
Brest-Litovek. In Octeber 1942 Deuerlein reported:

On the 19th and 20th of Seprember a Jewish action was carried out in Domatshevo and
Tomatshovka through a f::%i,::::::mz of the S

D), i conjunction with a mounted
A total of
2000 Jews were shot. .. Alter the ?f;r action in Domatshevo and Tomatshovka the
Jews Tiving in the reglon are now almost totally destroyed

darmerie stationed in Domatshevo and the Schutzmannschalt

The next month he reported: “Participation in the action against the Jews in the city
and region of Brest-Litovsk since October 15, Up until now some 20,000 ]
been shot.” i

have
anticipated activides in the near future. he added: “Search for
9:,,1_/.2,_; to be _::::L in the arca around Brest-Litovsk. ... Taking care of (Erledigung)

he fleeing Jews still found in the region, still
n progre fities: “Search for the

" One month later the “Jew hunt” wa
as Deuverlein once again reported on his future act

#
Jews even now hiding in bunkers in the forests.”

2

he Gendarmerie outpost in Mir, in Belorussia, likewise reported the results of
its killing activities to headeuarters in Baranoviche. Tts commander noted that 560

Ordinary Germans or Ordinary Men? A Reply to the Critics 259

vy ﬁiw‘?_f‘d

Jews were shot in the Jewish action carried out in Mir™ on August 1519427

Gendarmerie commander in Baranoviche therealter reported 1o Minsl

[ have been given general instructions by the Gebietskommisaar in Baranov

the area, especially the lowlands, of Jews, so farast i
result of the major actions which were carried out in the past months,
Jews fled and joined groups of bandits, To prevent fur r: ..A,,;m:;: ih
who were still living in the towns of Polonka and Mir. Altogether,

the meantime, 320 Jews who had escaped from the major actions e
the Gendarmerie posts and executed alter court martial”

Around Mir the Jew hunt continued. On September 29,1
Schutzmannschalt” found in the :,:,eﬁ six Jews, who “had

wtion.” They were shot on the spot.™ Six weelks later a forest keeper discovered a
Jewish bunker. He led a patrol of three German ﬁc warmes and sixty Schutzmanne
to the site. Five Jews, including the former head of the Judenrat of Mir_were hauled
from the bunker and shot. *The food”—including :5 k r?, of potators— s well as

the tattered clothing were given to the Mir Schutzmannschalt

In short, the role in the Final Solution of the precinct-level police recruited on
Soviet territory seems sc arcely distinguishable from that of German reserve police in
Poland. The precinct-level Schutzminner were not the eager pogromis
rators of mid-summer 1941 just as the German reserve police were not carcer S5 anc

policemen but post-1939 conscripts. The role and behavior of the Ulrainian

Belorussian auxiliary police in carrying out the Final Seluiion do notiend support
the notion of “specifically German behavioral modes
would like 1o look into the particular case ol .? German Gendarmerie in M

|

and their Belorussian auxiliaries in greater detail because this case
further criticism of my book. my alleged misuse of German sources and nonuse
s been suggested on the one hand that [was much

Jewish sources. 1t has
and methodologically unceritical in my acceptance of German testimony, par
that which 1 cited in support of my portraval of a %:c:;:::iw reaction

perpetrators and a dramatic transformation in character of many of the M:::, e

over time. [ argued that most of the men were upset by the initial killing acti
that over time a considerable minority of the men became enthusiastic and %i.::?
volunteers for the firing squads and Jew hunts: that the
battalion did not seek opportunities te kil but nonetheless routinedy ¢

& i
N . . i
the murder operations in many wavs with increasing numbness and callousnesstand

argest group

nirihuitee

that a not insignificant minority remained nonshooters while sull participating
agen and & number of nn

cordons and roundups. On the other hand. both Goldl
Israeli colleagues have chided me for not using Jewish sources. 11 had
critical of iy German sources and more inclusive in my usc of Jewish sources amore

reliable image of a uniform and pervasive bestiality. sadism. and eve

“bovish jov.” and “relish” on the part of the perpetrators would have
suggesl
After working with these German court testimony records fi

vears, T would readily concede that the vast bulk of it s pervasively

apologetic, especially concerning the motvaton and attitude of ¢
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was precise m 3: the basis of my previous experience with German court testimony,
however, that 1 judged the court testimonies of Reserve Police Battalion 101 to be
gualitatively 3 erenit. The roster of the unit survived, more than 40 percent of the
rather than officers) were

battalion members (most of them rank and file reservist
interrogated. and two able and persistent investigating attorneys spent five years
careflully questioning the witnesses.

The resulting testimony provides a unique body of evidence that permits us to
answer important questions for which previous court records did not provide
adequate information. A historian would be wrong to lump this body of evidence
together indiscriminately with other court records. Admittedly, these are E&mozam
judgments on my part, and other honest and able historians could reach other
conclugions. My critics” dismissal of my use of this particular German testimony as
gullible and methodologically unsound, without giving due attention to the special
character of these records, ought to be noted, however.

As for the nonuse of Jewish sources, | would make several observations. First,
pensable to my study in establishing the chronology for
remained quite
be

Jewish testimony was indis
the fall of 1942, What became a blur of events for the perpetrator
of horror for the victims. Also, while survivor testimony ma

distinct day
extremely valuable in many regards, it does not illuminate the internal dynamics of

n irinerant killing unit. It would be difficult for the victim of such a unit wo provide
testimony concerning the various levels of participation of different perpetrators and
change in their character over time, Where long-term contact between victims

and perpetrators did occur, survivors are able to and in fact do differentiate on such
tssues. Such long-term contact did not oceur in the situations that 1 examined,
however. The testimony of survivors and even Polish bystanders of a massacre or
ghetto-clearing action by a unitsuch as Reserve Police Battalion 101 would inevitably
focus on the brutality, sadism, and horror of the perpetrator unit, with little differen-
tiarfon among its individual members. It would indeed support the conclusions of my

critics concerning the uniform and enthusiastic behavior of the perpetrators, but that

not make those conclusions correct.
Uwould note, furthermore, that several survivor testimonies have come to my
attention since the publication of Ordinary Men. These confirm the conclusions |
reached based on perpetrator testimony. First, the memoirs of Sobibor escapee
Thomas Blatt relate the following incident.™ Shortly before the liberation, Blatt and
another Jew in hiding were caught by a patrol of three German policemen. Blatt
vas vouched for by nearby Poles, but one of the policemen took the other Jew into the
woods and a shot was heard. Several days later, the other Jew rejoined Blatt. He
explained that once he was out of sight of his comrades, the policeman had fired his
gun into the ground to give the impression of an execution and then chased the Jew
away. In short, the phenomenon testified to hy some of the men in Reserve Police
Jattalion 101, namely that Jews were allowed to escape by certain 1@:2 when the
latter were not being observed by those who might report them, is not without
confirmation from a Jewish source. This is, however, precisely the rz:& of testi-
dingly difficult to confirm but not thereby

mony-—undoubtedly self-serving and exceed
necessarily false—that | hav

been criticized for citing,
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hook about Oswald Rufeisen. 1t is especially valuable because Rufeisen observed the
internal workings of the Mir Gendarmerie post as a translator for the German ser
geant in &x:ﬁ,

dynamics within the reserve police that | portrayed based on perpe trator testimons,
Uwill quote it at length. Tee reports that, according to Rufeisen. there was:

A remarkable testimony has recently been published by Nechama Tec in her

Since some of Rufeisen’s testimony so strikingly confirms the

#a E

avisible difference in the Germans’ participation in anti-Jewish and an
selected few Germans, three out of thinteen, consistently abstained
part of all anti-Jewish expeditions. . No one seemed 1o bother th
about their absences

t-partisan mos

from becomir

e, No oone talked

Itwas as if they had a right to absiain.

Among these middle-aged gendarmes too old to be sent 1o the front. Rufeisen noted
the presence of enthusiastic and sadistic killers, including the second-in-comm: ::_
Karl Schultz, who was described as “a beast in the form of a man.” “No
gendarmes, however, were as enthusiastic about murderi ing Jews as Schu
chg_fn Concerning the policemen’s attitude toward killing fews, she quotes M
directly

It was clear that there were differences in their outlooks. | think at the whole business
Z,M::TT,??: moves. the business of Jewish extermination they considered [he
operations against the partisans were not in the same miﬁ:,:;mw,?, them a confrontation
with partisans was a battle, a military move. But a move against ¢ o Jews was something
they might have experienced as “dirty” 1 have the impression }; : ey M, Ithat it V
be better not 1o discuss this matter.

GUH(

This is hardly the image of men uniformly ﬁ:??.f,c; ofa-
of the Jews™ who viewed their killing of Jev “aredemplive act,

Finally, 1 would like to look at a third ¢ ::Em of crosscultural comparison tha
is very suggestive: the Luxembourgers. xcmﬁ.é Police Battalion 101 was comy posed
almost entively of Germans from the Hamburg region, including some men % rom
Bremen, Bremerhaven, and ,,S:%:di%i.? aswell asa few Holsteiners from Rends
burg who felt like relative outsic In addition, the battalion ince ?L «d a contingent
of voung men from :;S:chﬁ, which had been annexed 1o Third Reich in
1940. The presence of the Luxembourgers in Reserve Police ,::: dion 101 offers the
historian the unusual opportunity for a “controlled experiment” to measure the
impact of the same situational factors upon men of differing culuwral and ethnic
ackground.

The problem is the scarcity of testimony. Only one German witness describ
the participation of the Luxembourgers in the battalions activities in any detail
According to this witness, the Luxembourgers belonged to Licutenant Buchmanns
platoon in first company and we ere particularly active in the roundups before the firss
massacre at Jozéfow. This was a period in late June and early July 1942 when the trains

were not running to Belzec, and Jews in the southern Lublin district were heing

concentrated temporarily in transit ghettos such as Piaski and lzhica On the night

lethal, hallucinatory view

before the initial massacre at Jozefow, Lieutenant Buchmann was the sole officer who
said he could not order his men to shoot unarmed women and children. and who




282 Christopher R. Browning

asked for a different asstgnment. He was designated :féc nsible for taking the work
Jews to Lublinand according to the witness, the Luxem! rourgers under hig command
M::: ded the guard. Hence they did not participate in the massacre.

Therealter Licutenant Buchmann continued to refuse participation in any Jewish

action. However, those in his platoon, including the r:xﬁ,:gzéﬁﬁ)m. were not
exempted. Under the command of the first sergeant. who was a *110% Nazi” and real

“go-getter.” the Luxembourgers

particular became quite involved. According to
the witness, the company captain took considerable care in the selection ol personnel
forassignments. “In general the older men remained behind,™ he noted. In contrast,
“the Luxembowrgers were in fact present at every action [emphasis mine]. With these
people it was a matter of career police officials from the state of Luxembourg, who
were all young men in their twenties.” Despite their absence at Jozéfow, it would

appear that the Luxembourgers became the shock-troops of first company simply

Fi:;c;M,::i\i::%?;,,ﬁcN,::_E‘E:Z.icrg?%S,E:cczzg :,u::Er:,,,M:,v.ﬁgﬁ.c
f 1
o

specifically: German behavioral modes™ and a singular German antisemitism
notwithstanding,

None of the Luxemboutgers of Reserve Police Battalion 101 was interrogated by
the German investigators, However, two of them, Jean Heinen and Roger Weitor
wrote brief accounts of their wartime service with the German police that were
E: lished in Luxembourg in 1986, According to this testimony, the Luxembourgers
stion were not career police but prewar volunteers i

Luxembourgs army—the
“Luxembourg Veluntary Company.” After Luxembourgs annexation by
one large contingent of Luxembourg soldiers was assigned to a police unit
from Cologne and then sent 10 Slovenia. When the Luxembourgers were deemed
“unreliable” in February 1942, they were disarmed and sent o Innsbruck, From there

they were dispersed in much smaller groups among various German cities. Filteen of
them, all between the ages of twenty and twenty-four, were sent to Hamburg in earls
June 1942 One felbill there, but fourteen departed with Reserve Police Battalion 101
on June 21 for the Lublin district.
fwo aspects of the accounts of Heinen and Wictor stand out. First, they
portraved themselves as victims of both German conscription and the horrors of war,
Alter the withdrawal from Slovenia to Innsbruck. however, Wietor admitted that he
had had the choice of leaving the German police but had chosen to remain to protect
his parents, as he claimed, from the threat of resettlement. Second, both men
portrayved the actions of the Luxembourgers as consistently nonsupportive of the
German cause. The local population in Poland could easily distinguish the Luxem-
hourgers from the Germans because the “latter, exclusively reservists, were twice our
age.”” \::a he Luxembourpers were contacted by the Polish resistance. and Wietor
have provided them, at great risk to himself, with both information about
npending searches and arrests as well as captured guns and ammunition.™ Heinen
claimed that on several oceasions Luxembourgers assigned to machine-gun duty did
not shoot in action. since machine-gun crews would immediately draw concentrated
enemy b:, and suffer excessive casualties.” Between June 1944 and January 1945,
when the tline reached Poland, five Luxembourgers successfully deserted and
two others e killed trving to go over to the Russians ™
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H . . R o A
Most notable, given what we know about the battalion’s missionin oland. s
Mos Lgive ﬁ

neither account mentions even the presence of Jews, much less the batta
participation in their mass murder. At most, there is a slight hint ?,,::i seve
comments of Heinen. He notes that although the battalion was engaged m
actions, the Luxembourgers did not suffer their first casualty untl mid-1943.7 A tacy
consensus for silence among themselves emerged in the postwar period. he con
cludes: “When we meet one another by aceident now, we no longer speak of our tou
of duty in Poland, or at most of the great amount of vodka that helped us through

ey

many difficult times, N

One can make a very strong argument from the sitence of German and | uxem-
hourger Zm::ﬁ:? The r:xm::x;:.mm? detailed every aspect ol ;_.,rf %,,.E F,r.,:.::
that they could. If they had been ameng the nonshooters in anti-Jewish action
they not ??n claimed this to their credit in postwar accounts? Many Grorman
es could still remember the nonshooters in the battalion pwenty vears

rinterest to do so Z he Luxembourgers attracted

would t
witness
though it was not always in thel
no comment whatsoever in this regard. Did the Luxembourg
cause 1o comment by German witnesses in the 1960s precisely breavse |

ers sHir ne memories and

Bev were

behaving like most of their German comrades in 19427

L will conclude briefly. 1f the studies of Kershaw, Kulka. and m ankicr are valic
most Germans did not share the fanatical antisemitisi * dolf 1
hardcore Nazis, then an argument based on a singular f:,:ri,,
cxtr:::::::a:::ﬁ:::m low-level perpetrators does not ho

regime could find executioners for millions of non-Jewish

rpetrators 1s

antisemitism as the crucial motive of the German pe

, : , : S rusein and the Ukrame-
question. 1f tens of thousands of local policemen it 1 Belorussia and the Ukraing
taken as needed by the Germans, who were desperate for help and offered <
\ 1d behaved in

' inducements—basically performed the same duties a
as their German counterparts in Poland. then the argument ol
behavioral modes™ likewise fails. Finally, if Luxembourgers in
fon 101 did not behave differemly from their German comrades,
min th

situational factors to which | gave considerable attentic
book must be given even greater weight. The

that in trving to understand the vast majority o

with “ordinary Germans™ but rather with

‘ordinary men

MOTES
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