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HITLER’S ROLE IN THE PERSECUTION OF THE
JEWS BY THE NAZI REGIME

There can be no doubt that Hitler’s behaviour during his entire politic-
al career — from the end of the First World War until the end of the
Second World War — was characterised by radical antisemitism.
Hitler’s actions betray a desire to — in one way or another — put an end
to the existence of Jews within the “living space” (Lebensraum) of the
German people. This objective carried a very high priority in his polit-
ical practice.

Of course Hitler’s antisemitic stance cannot by itself explain the perse-
cution and murder of the European Jews by the Nazi regime; a history
of the “final solution” must nevertheless take account of his central
role in the decision making process.

1. General remarks about Hitler’s Antisemitic
terminology

1 An account of Hitler’s role in the genesis of the final solution is com-
plicated by the fact that the dictator avoided the use of explicit written
directives relating to the murder of the Jews. When he came to speak
on this subject he used expressions which, to say the least, leave a cer-
tain amount of room for interpretation. The meaning of the key words
describing the aims of Nazi anti-Jewish policy changed over the years
when antisemitic policy became more and more radicalized. There is
no meaning to these terms independent of the time factor. To translate
these terms properly, one has to take the reality of antisemitic policy
into account. When the same vocabulary was used to describe Nazi
aims towards other groups, the meaning might have been completely
different. As far as the fate of the Jews is concerned, formulations such
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as annihilation (Vernichtung), extirpation (Ausrottung), final solution
(Endlosung) removal (Entfernung), resettlement (Umsiedlung), evacuation
(Evakuierung) etc. were used by Hitler and leading National Socialists
from mid 1941 onwards increasingly — and from Spring 1942 defin-

itely — as camouflage for mass murder.

12 Before this time, the very same vocabulary was used by Hitler and
leading Nazis in a different sense. As will be described in more detail
in this report, an interpretation has to take into account the different
stages of anti-Jewish policy. During the 1920’s and up to the mid
1930’s, the main aim of Nazi anti-Jewish policy was to undermine the
legal and economic situation of the German Jews so as to force them to
emigrate. The Jews would disappear from the vantage point of the
Nazis from German public life and later on, from German territory.
When the Nazis used the term annihilation (Vernichtung) during these
early years, they referred on the one hand to the planned destruction
of the alleged dominant position of the Jewish minority in German so-
ciety. From the context of the relevant texts, however, it is obvious, on
the other hand, that this term had a vaguely defined violent and even
murderous component, by which Hitler and the Nazis signified their
main goal — which was the “removal of the Jews”. In a cautious inter-
pretation of this terminology, it would not be exaggerated to describe
the meaning of annihilation here as ambiguous. The perspective of
mass murder was already present here. In conclusion, one has to say,
that during this period (the 1920’s and the first half of the 1930’s), the
Nazis saw in the “final solution” a potentially violent “removal” of Jews
from German public life and German soil.

13 At the end of the 1930’s, the Nazis intensified the pressure for emigra-
tion or expulsion. During this period, terms like “removal” (Entfernung)
or “final solution” (Endldsung) revealed an inconsistency with the no-

tion of a further existence of a Jewish minority in Germany. The violent
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aspect of anti-Jewish policy became more and more significant. In the
last year before the outbreak of the Second World War the term ex-
termination pointed clearly to the possibility of genocide.

14 Between the outbreak of war in Summer 1939 and the middle of 1941,
the Nazis were looking for a so called “territorial solution” of the Jew-
ish problem, i.e. they were planning to deport the Jews to a territory on
the periphery of their empire where there were insufficient means to
subsist and where they would perish. Technically the terms resettle-
ment (Umsiedlung) or evacuation (Evakuierung) meant a kind of geo-
graphical relocation but one cannot disregard the fact that this vocab-
ulary increasingly offered the perspective of the physical end of the
Jews in Europe. The term “final solution” was used in this period in the

same way.

15 Between the summer of 1941 and the spring of 1942 the meaning of
this vocabulary changed. It was now increasingly used as a synonym
for systematic mass murder. However, even in this period — particu-
larly between Autumn of 1941 and Spring 1942 — this terminology can
in some cases still be ambivalent. For an interpretation each phrase
has to be analysed in its historical context. In particular, in a period in
which one Jewish minority after another was being included in the
process of systematic mass murder, one has to determine which Jew-
ish minority was indicated by each of the relevant phrases.

16 One cannot exclude the possibility that, for example, up to May or even
June 1942, i.e. during the phase when preparations for the systematic
murder of European Jews were well underway, Hitler and the leading
organisers of the murderous programme might have occasionally
mentioned “alternative” murderous programmes for a “final solution”;
they might, even at this stage, have referred to the earlier plan to de-
port Jews (particularly those from Western Europe, who before the
summer of 1942 had not been included in the programme of systemat-
ic mass murder) to other areas than occupied Poland and to kill them

Irving v Penguin Books & Lipstadt 4



or let them perish. These “alternative” considerations should be inter-
preted as a kind of reluctance by Hitler and members of the leading
circle of Nazis, fully to articulate the consequences of the decision to
kill millions of people, a decision which in fact had already been made
and implemented at this point.

2. HITLER’S EARLY UTTERANCES ON THE
“JEWISH QUESTION”

21 Hitler’s very first political statement, his letter to Adolf Gemlich on 16
September 1919, already includes a clear declaration of his antisemit-
ic position (Gemlich was a former participant in one of the political in-
doctrination courses organised by the military authorities in Bavaria,
on which Hitler had taught). “Antisemitism of the emotional sort finds
its final expression in the form of pogroms. Rational antisemitism on
the other hand, must lead to a systematic legal opposition and elimina-
tion of those special privileges which the Jews hold, in contrast to the
other aliens living among us (alien’s legislation). Its final objective
must unswervingly be the removal of the Jews altogether.”

22 This outlook also characterises Hitler’s early public posture. The radic-
alism of his antisemitic statements at this point is remarkable; clearly
his vision of a “removal” of the German Jews carried definite implica-
tions of violence. As early as 1920 he spoke of extirpation (Ausrottung)
and annihilation (Vernichtung). Thus according to a police report of a
NSDAP meeting on 6 April 1920 he declared: “We have no intention of
being emotional antisemites who want to create the atmosphere of a
pogrom; instead, our hearts are filled with an inexorable determina-
tion to attack the evil at its roots and to extirpate it root and branch. In
order to reach our goal every means will be justified, even if we have to
make a pact with the devil.”
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23 In a talk before a gathering of National Socialists in Salzburg on 7 Au-
gust 1920 he said: “Don’t think that one can fight against disease
without killing the cause, without exterminating the germ; and don’t
think that one can fight against racial tuberculosis without taking care
that the peoples be freed of the germ of racial tuberculosis. The effect
of Judaism will never disappear and the poisoning of the people will

not end unless the cause — the Jews — are removed from our presence.

”

24 In the first large mass meeting of the NSDAP after the refounding of the
Party (which had been banned after the failed putsch of 1923) Hitler,
on 27 February 1925, looked back on the founding of the NSDAP and
explained: “The goal then was clear and simple: fight against the devil-
ish power which has pushed Germany into this misery, fight against
Marxism as well as the spiritual carrier of this world plague and epi-
demic — the Jews. Fight — not on the bourgeois model ‘carefully’ so that
it doesn’t hurt. No and once again no.”

25 In another part of this speech Hitler spoke about the newly founded
Party: “Who does this movement have to combat? Against the Jew as
an individual and Marxism as his cause.

26 And in another passage, Hitler pointed once again to the chief object-
ive of the National Socialists — to the struggle against the Jewish “pois-
on” within the German people (Volk), in his view clearly a lethal danger:
“The greatest danger is and remains for us the poison of foreign
peoples in our body. All other dangers are limited in time. Only this
alone is eternally present in its consequences for us. [...] The peace
treaty can be abrogated, reparation obligations can be declared invalid
and rejected, political parties can be disposed of, but blood that is once
poisoned can never be altered. It remains and proliferates and pushes
us down from year to year ever deeper. If you are surprised today about
the inner turmoil of our people than consider the following: The blood
which is at odds with itself is merely expressing itself in the inner tur-
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moil of the German people. And there lies the greatest danger, that
with the continuation of this poisoning in 10, 20 and 30 years we will
be weaker than now, in 100 years weaker than after 30 and in 200
years more unconsciousness than after 100 years; one day however
the time will come when our people will fall from its cultural heights
and will finally hopelessly perish as a result of this blood poisoning...”

27 In his book, MEIN KAMPF, which appeared in 1926 and especially in a
manuscript written in 1927, which remained unpublished until after
1945 (his “Second Book”), Hitler placed this radical view, which leads
to the “removal” of the Jews from Germany, within the context of a the-
ory which he tried to derive historically. According to this theory, the
meaning of world history is a permanent struggle between the races or
the peoples (Vilker) over “living space” (Lebensraum). In this model the
Jews, who are said to be unable to develop their own territorial state or
culture, play the role of parasitic beings who seek to destroy from with-
in (together with other Jews in a international conspiracy) the con-
struction of Lebensraum empires by the superior races.

28 This “theory” is described most clearly in a lengthy section in his
“second book”: “The Jewish people, because of their own lack of pro-
ductive capacity, are not able to build up their own territorial state.
Rather, they need the work and creative activity of other nations as a
base for their own existence. The existence of the Jews themselves
thus becomes that of a parasite within the life of other peoples. The fi-
nal goal of the Jewish struggle for survival is therefore the enslavement
of productive peoples. To reach this goal, which in truth describes the
struggle for existence of Jewry in all times, the Jew uses all weapons
which correspond to the whole complex of his being. Domestically, he
fights within the individual nations first for equality and then for su-
periority. As weapons he uses cunning, cleverness, subterfuge, malice,
dissimulation, etc..., qualities which are rooted in the essence of his
ethnic character. They are ruses in his struggle for existence, similar to
the ruses other peoples use in sword-fights. In terms of foreign policy,

Irving v Penguin Books & Lipstadt 7



he tries to make the peoples restless, distracting them from their true
interests, pushing them into wars with one another and in this way,
with the help of the power of money and propaganda to bring them un-
der his dominance. His ultimate goal is the denationalisation, the
promiscuous bastardisation of other peoples — the lowering of the ra-
cial niveau of the highest peoples as well as domination over his racial
porridge through the extirpation of the vdlkisch intelligencia and its re-
placement by members of his own people. The end of the Jewish world
struggle will thus always be bloody Bolshevisation, that means in truth
the destruction of the spiritual elite which is bound with the peoples,
so that he alone can ascend and become master of a mankind which
has been rendered leaderless. Stupidity, cowardice and wickedness
help him to achieve his goals. In the bastard he secures himself the
first opening so as to break into the body of another people. The end of
Jewish domination is nevertheless always the decay of all culture and
finally the insanity of the Jew himself. Then he becomes a parasite of
the peoples and his victory signifies the death of his victim as well as
his own end.”

29 Asis clearly demonstrated in his MEIN KAMPF and his “Second Book”,
Hitler perceived the situation of Germany after the end of the first
World War to be the consequence of an international Jewish conspir-
acy. Jews dominated “international finance capital” as well as the so-
cialist movement: they were responsible for war, revolutions, the de-

cline of national values and for the pernicious “mixing of the races”.

210 The language which Hitler used in this early period to refer to the Jews
was filled with boundless hatred. Eberhard Jackel once compiled a
series of typical designations for Jews from MEIN KAMPF: The Jew is a
maggot in a rotting corpse; a germ carrier of the worst sort; mankind’s
eternal germ of disunion; the spider that slowly sucks the people’s
blood out of its pores; the pack of rats fighting bloodily among them-
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selves; the parasites in the body of other peoples; a sponger, who, like a
harmful bacillus, continues to spread; the eternal bloodsucker; the
peoples’ parasite; the vampire.

241 An analysis of the public statements by Hitler in the second half of the
twenties shows clearly that antisemitism had always played a central
role in his thinking. In Hitler’s speeches in this period, antisemitism
was by no means a marginal element used only for demagogic pur-
poses. Rather, antisemitism was the central component of the ideolo-
gical structure which he endeavored — with stubborn perseverance —
to convey to his listeners.

212 For even when Hitler concerned himself with political questions of the
day, in the course of his public statements in the second half of the
twenties, the large majority of his speeches and articles would usually
return to the ideological train of thought which he had developed in
MEIN KAMPF and in his second book. These ideological considera-
tions were necessary for him so as to explain the precarious situation

in which Germany found itself after the end of the first World War.

213 Central categories in Hitler’s public statements continued to be
“space” and “race”: the future of the Germans as a racially valuable
people depended upon the conquest of as great a space as possible.
The fulfilment of this historical mission, which according to Hitler’s
central argument was decisive for the security of the existence of the
German people, was obstructed by systematic attempts by the “Jewish
race” to prevent it.

214 QOver and over again Hitler repeated in his speeches his stereotypical
grievances against the Jews: That they were not able to work product-
ively and were unfit to create culture; that they lacked a positive atti-
tude towards the soil; that instead they had others work for them and
charged them interest. He therefore called the Jews “parasites” or
“spongers” (Schmarotzer).
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215 In Hitler’s view, through clever activities they had gathered the eco-
nomy in their hands. Although personally unable to create culture,
they had been able to dominate the culture industry and the press and
therefore controlled public opinion. The political parties were, in his
view, dominated by the Jews. This was especially true for the Socialist
parties. In a typical expression, he called “Marxism” the “greatest in-
strument for the annihilation of the Aryan peoples, for the annihilation
of the intelligence of these Aryan peoples and for the constitution of a
thin Jewish upper class”. In the Soviet Union, this goal had already
been largely achieved through Stalin’s dictatorship, in his view.

216 On an international level, the Jews had also achieved a dominating po-
sition in the economy; he claimed that “international finance Jewry”
used their position to put additional economic and political pressure
upon Germany. Communism and capitalism were, in Hitler’s view,
both instruments in the hands of Jews for the attainment of a position
of world domination: “Western democracy on the one hand and Russi-
an Bolshevism on the other are the forms in which the present Jewish
world conspiracy takes its form.” The international order created by
the Versailles treaty serves the Jews for the purpose of annihilating the
German people.

217 In Hitler’s view, the Jews had thus largely succeeded in infiltrating the
German people and manipulating and splitting it. The Jews were re-
sponsible for the fact that the German people had already begun to
turn away from their task which was decisive for their future — that of
accumulating soil and working it. The inner division of Germany, the
political conflict between the bourgeoisie and the workers was also the
work of the Jews. In his speeches, Hitler frequently used the metaphor
of a “body of the people” (Volkskorper) which a foreign element had
penetrated, in order to describe the supposed dominant position of the
Jews within the German “Volk”: a cancer — which had to be removed.
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218 From this chain of reasoning, Hitler came to the conclusion that Ger-
many’s problems could basically only be solved by means of the re-
moval of the dominance of the Jews. Concretely, he developed specific
suggestions which were entirely based upon the Party Programme of
the NSDAP: this involved the elimination of the economic ascendancy
of the Jews and — in the event that they did not submit — their physical
removal: “If he conducts himself well than he can stay, if not than out.”
Hitler also prepared his listeners for the concept that this settlement of
accounts with the Jewish mortal enemy would not be an easy task, but
rather might involve a difficult and if necessary violent confrontation.

219 If one considers the function of antisemitism within Hitler’s world
view it becomes clear that it played the role of the central binding ele-
ment in a hodgepodge of highly contradictory ideas. Hitler’s public
statements in the second half of the 1920’s make it clear that his
world-view (Weltanschauung) was unthinkable without his antisemit-
ism. He promised his listeners that with the solution to the “Jewish
problem” he could solve Germany'’s basic dilemmas in the areas of for-
eign and domestic policy, as well as in the economic, social and cultur-

al realms.

220 After 1930, when the NSDAP had become a party with a mass base, the
antisemitic element began to recede markedly. Clearly Hitler was
aware of the fact that the number of his electors had surpassed the
number of radical antisemites in the German population. A more pre-
cise analysis of his speeches reveals however that he had not in any
way altered his basic ideology. For in fact in the years 1930 to 1933, as
the NSDAP attained unprecedented electoral success, the basic ele-
ments of the Hitler ideology, “space” and “race”, remained the center
of his speeches. Hitler emphasized on different occasions that he con-
tinued to regard the “Jewish race” as the main enemy of the German
people.

Irving v Penguin Books & Lipstadt 11



221 Thus on 29 August 1930, a few days before the greatest electoral vic-
tory of the Nazis in the Reichstag election, in a speech in Munich he an-
nounced, in regard to the Jews: “The head of another race sits upon
the body of our people (Volkskorper); the heart and the head of our
people are no longer one and the same.” In another speech a few weeks
later, he portrayed the struggle against the Jews (without naming
them) as a contract with divinity: “When we present ourselves as Ger-
man and try to protect ourselves from poisoning by another people,
then we are trying to return into the hands of the almighty Creator the
very same creature which he bestowed on us...”

3. HITLER AND THE BEGINNING OF AN ANTI-
JEWISH POLICY IN 1933

31 From the very beginning, Hitler, as head of the National Socialist gov-
ernment, pursued a consistently antisemitic policy. Above all, he as-
pired to remove German Jews from public positions and to segregate
them as much as possible from the German population. The decisive
role which Hitler played in the enforcement of the Nazi government’s
anti-Jewish policy is apparent in the organisation of the “boycott” of
Jewish businesses on 1 April 1933. Although it was Goebbels, Propa-
ganda Chief of the Party and newly appointed Minister of Propaganda,
who organised the embargo on Jewish establishments, the decisive ini-
tiative was Hitler’s. This was confirmed by Goebbels in his diary entry
of 26 March 1933: according to this account Hitler called him to Ber-
chtesgaden in order to inform him of his “resolution” according to
which one could “only deal with the slanderous attacks from abroad if
we lay hold of the originators or at least those who stand to profit from
them- namely the Jews who live in Germany and who have remained

unmolested.”
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32 Moreover, Hitler took over the full responsibility for the call for a boy-
cott committee consisting of leading NSDAP officials when he made it
clear in the Ministerial Conference of 28 March 1933 “that he, the
Chancellor of the Reich himself had arranged for the proclamation is-
sued by the National Socialist party”. On 6 April 1933, Hitler once
again explicitly acknowledged his antisemitic policy when on the occa-
sion of a reception of leading medical officials he declared that
“through the coming eradication of Jewish intellectuals from the cul-
tural and spiritual life of Germany, Germany’s natural title to spiritual
leadership, which is characteristic for it, must be done justice.33”

33 Immediately after the boycott, still in April 1933, the Hitler regime
passed three antisemitic laws: Jews were largely excluded from public
office and the bar respectively and a quota for Jewish pupils and stu-
dents was introduced. On the other hand, a series of utterances by
Hitler from the first months of the “Third Reich” seem to give the im-
pression, on first glance, that he might have been exercising a rather
more moderate influence on the “Jewish policy” of the government
and had turned against the more radical elements of the Party.

34 Thus a pronouncement by Hitler which was issued on 10 March 1933
opposed the “individual actions” (Einzelaktionen) of party activists
which might disturb the functioning of Jewish and other businesses.
Further, a planned campaign against the Federal Court of Leipzig by
the local Party organisation was stopped by a personal directive by
Hitler. In the cabinet deliberation on the law concerning lawyers on 7
April, Hitler opposed further plans for exclusion and took the position
that one should “at the moment ... only regulate that which is neces-
sary”; legal discrimination against Jewish doctors — an official propos-
al of this kind had been submitted to the cabinet — was considered “not
necessary for the moment”.
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35 Hitler’s attitude of apparent restraint stemmed wholly from tactical
considerations. Hitler wanted to avoid unnecessary quarrels with his
conservative coalition partners; he didn’t want to put new stress on the
already difficult economic situation or to cement the “Third Reich’s”
isolation in foreign affairs. In his address to the recently appointed
Reich Governors on 6 July 1933, Hitler explicitly articulated his foreign
policy concerns: “To reopen the Jewish question means to agitate the
whole world once again”.

36 In fact, with the take-over of power in 1933, Hitler intended — over and
above the assorted antisemitic laws — deliberately to create a special
legal status for German Jews: to place them under “alien status” as had
been projected in the NSDAP Party Programme of 1920, and gradually
to diminish their position in German society. His earlier and consider-
ably more far-reaching plans in the area of racial laws and the reasons
why these plans had been deferred were clearly elucidated in the re-
port of his speech to the Reich Governors’ Conference, held on 28
September 1933: “As concerns the Jewish question, we were not able
to give way. For him, the Chancellor, it would have been preferable if
we could have aggravated the treatment of the Jews step by step — be-
ginning with a citizenship law and from that point on becoming gradu-
ally more and more severe with them. The boycott instigated by the
Jews however obliged us to resort immediately to harsh counter meas-
ures. Abroad they complain mainly about the legal treatment of the
Jew as a second-class citizens. They argue that the most we can do is to
refuse citizenship to Jews who present a danger to the State.”
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4. HITLER’S ROLE IN THE EMERGENCE OF THE
NUREMBERG LAWS

41 A period of relative calm in the development of National Socialist
policy concerning the Jews can be identified in the period beginning in
the second half of 1933 and extending through 1934. During this peri-
od the regime tried to avoid a further radicalisation of the persecution
of the Jews, because it would have deepened its foreign political isola-
tion, worsen the unstable economic situation, inspire the radicalism of
the SA (which the Party tried to bring under control in this period), and
annoy their conservative coalition partners who were still in a relat-
ively quiet mood. This situation changed in 1935, after the Nazis had
their first success in foreign policy by winning the Saarland referen-
dum, after the Nazi Party had eliminated the leadership of the SA and
conservative opponents during the “night of the long knives” (30 June
1934) and secured their dominant power position, and when the eco-

nomic situation became better.

42 Starting in 1935 however, Party activists once again triggered anti-
semitic excesses in the whole empire; these became more numerous
and more extreme in the Spring and Summer of 1935. Party activists
repeatedly blocked Jewish businesses, perpetrated acts of terror
against so-called “racial defilers”, organised demonstrations, and pre-
vented marriages between Jews and non-Jews and assaulted Jewish
citizens. By means of these abuses, the more radical antisemitic forces
in the Party wanted to push through three objectives: 1) the introduc-
tion of a special citizenship for Jews 2) prohibitions against marriage
as well as sexual relations between Jews and non-Jews and 3) econom-

ically discriminatory measures against the Jewish minority.

43 In August, statements were issued in Hitler’s name not only by Rudolf
Hess, Hitler’s deputy in Party matters, but also by Minister of the In-
terior Frick, forbidding further “individual actions” (Einzelaktionen).
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Once again, Hitler’s sole concern was tactical — to subdue anti-Jewish
abuses which were causing unrest and indignation in the population.
In essence, however, he shared the same goals as the party activists.

44 This clarifies Hitler’s role in the genesis of the Nuremberg laws
whereby, in particular, marriage and sexual relations between Jews
and non-Jews were forbidden and a special, inferior citizenship was
defined for Jews. Hitler played a decisive role in the implementation of
both of these basic early antisemitic demands of the Nazi Party. He
preferred “rational antisemitism” instead of pogroms, as he had stated
in 1920.

45 The decision to include an anti-Jewish law which contained the long-
demanded prohibition against “racial defilement” (Rassenschande) in
the Reichstag session during the Nuremberg party meeting was made
on the evening of 13 September 1935 by a small circle of leading Nazis
who had been gathered to meet with Hitler in a Nuremberg hotel.

46 The official in charge of the Jewish question (Judenreferent) in the Min-
istry of the Interior, Losener, has described very vividly in a memoir
written after the war how he was unexpectedly called to Nuremberg
late in the evening of 13 September in order to help formulate these
new laws. On the next day, according to Losener’s report, together with
a group of officials from the ministry, he worked out numerous drafts
for the law which was later called the Law for the Protection of German
Blood (Blutschutzgesetz). Minister of the Interior Frick presented them
to Hitler and then brought them back with specific proposals for
amendment. On Saturday, 14 September, around midnight, Hitler de-
manded that four alternative drafts be submitted for the Blutschutzge-
setz by the following morning. Further, according to Losener’s account,
Hitler now asked the officials to prepare another law, namely a blue-
print of a “basic law, a citizenship law” for the next day. On the follow-
ing day Hitler decided for one of the drafts of the protection of German
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blood law and had it passed in the Reichstag, together with the Reich
citizenship law (Reichshiirgergesetz) which had also been drafted
overnight.

47 After laws were passed, Hitler declared at the Nuremberg Party Con-
ference that the law for the protection of German blood was “the at-
tempt legally to regulate a problem by which in the event of repeated
failure would definitely be transferred to the National Socialist Party
by law in order to achieve a final solution”. He thereby made clear that
he was prepared to use street terror by Party activists (which he had
earlier condemned in public declarations) as an instrument for enfor-
cing his policies.

5. HITLER AND THE ANTISEMITIC
LEGISLATION OF 1936-1937

>1 For the following years, it can be documented that Hitler personally
directed anti-Jewish policy and regularly intervened in anti-Jewish le-
gislation. The measures in question were mainly concerned with ex-
cluding the Jewish minority from the economy.

>2 In the summer of 1936, Hitler charged Goring with preparations for
the Four-Year-Plan (Vierjahresplan), by which the German economy was
to be adapted for war. The memorandum which Hitler transmitted to
Goring on this subject makes clear that preparation for war and fur-
ther radicalisation of anti-Jewish policy were closely associated in
Hitler’s thinking. Hitler’s position in this matter was that a war against
a supposed Bolshevik-Jewish menace was unavoidable: “Since the out-
break of the French Revolution, the world has been moving ever faster

towards a new confrontation. The most extreme solution to this con-
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flict is called Bolshevism and its content and goals are the liquidation
(Beseitigung) and replacement (Ersetzung) of the hitherto leading social

stratum of mankind by international Jewry.”

>3 In the memorandum, Hitler also explained that preparations for the
coming war against “international Jewry” should in part be financed
through expropriation of Jewish property. To this purpose he deman-
ded two new anti-Jewish laws: the first, a law “which makes all Jews
answerable for the damages which are inflicted upon the German eco-
nomy and the German people by individual specimens of this crimin-
ality”; further, he called for the death penalty for what he called “eco-
nomic sabotage”, (Wirtschaftssabotage) meaning the accumulation of
currency reserves abroad. This demand — as further developments
would show — was particularly directed against Jewish “economic sab-
otage”: It was satisfied by the law dealing with economic sabotage, pro-
mulgated in December 1936, which in fact called for lengthy prison
terms or the death penalty for the illegal transfer of property abroad;
in the following period it was primarily applied against Jews.

>4 In order to put through the other law which Hitler had proposed in his
memorandum on the Four-Year-Plan — the comprehensive accountab-
ility of German Jews — a draft of a “law concerning the compensation of
damages incurred by the Jews to the German Reich” was prepared at
the beginning of February 1937. After this draft was rejected, because
of the anticipated negative implications for the economy, Hitler in
April 1938 renewed his proposals for a special tax on Jews which could
be raised “for the specific situation — behaviour by individual Jews det-
rimental to the Volk”. A proposal of this kind was issued by the re-
sponsible departments of the government but was once again rejected
by Goring. Only after the November pogrom was the project realised
and an “atonement payment” (Siihneleistung) of billions charged to Ger-

man Jews.
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5 But on the other hand, in the Spring and early Summer of 1937, Hitler
decided not to follow through on two important antisemitic legislative
projects for the moment. One was the third decree of the law of citizen-
ship (Reichsbiirgergesetz) by which among other things, a special trade
symbol (Gewerbezeichen) was to be introduced for non-Jewish busi-
nesses; as Frick told Goring in February 1937, this proposal was to be
enacted according to Hitler’s specific order. Nevertheless, the project
was once again not treated — and this at Hitler’s explicit behest — since
the incorporation of holdings by foreign Jews would create complica-
tions; it would not be enacted until one year later. Similarly, due to
Hitler’s specific orders, the project to enact a special document on cit-
izenship (Reichsbiirgerbrief) into law was not further pursued.

>6 To conclude this section, one can say that Hitler continued to be in-

tensely preoccupied with anti-Jewish policy in the years 1936-37 and
was once again prepared to be flexible for tactical reasons in pressing
his goals, as is apparent in the different treatment accorded to the di-
verse laws — in particular, in this time period, to the further economic
discrimination against Jews. However, as the following paragraphs will
show, he has not given up his basic aim: to remove the Jews from Ger-
many.

6. HITLER AND THE RADICALISATION OF THE
PERSECUTION OF THE JEWS AFTER THE END
OF 1937

®1 By the end of 1937, concurrent with the transition to an expansionist
foreign policy, a new, more radical phase in the persecution of the Jews
began. Priority was given to the goal of expelling the Jews from Ger-
many; this was to be accomplished especially through further discrim-

ination, use of direct violence and greater economic pressure.
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©2 This more radical course was actually launched by the strongly anti-
semitic address given by Hitler at the Reich Party Congress in 1937. In
this speech, he turned against, among other things, what he called — in
what was typical for his antisemitic vocabulary — “Jewish-Bolshevist
subversion” (jiidisch-bolschewistische Zersetzung); the causative organism
of the “disease” (Krankheit) Bolshevism was “that international para-
site of the Volk which for many centuries has spread in the world,
reaching once again full destructive magnitude in our time”.

©3 0On 30 November 1937 Goebbels recorded the following in his diary
about a conversation with Hitler which had taken place the previous
day: “Talked about the Jewish question for a long time... The Jews must
disappear from Germany, yes out of all of Europe. That will take some
time still, but it will happen and must happen. The Fiihrer is firmly
committed to this...” At the beginning of 1938 the Office for Foreign Af-
fairs (Aussenpolitische Amt) of the NSDAP informed the German Foreign
Office that Hitler had clearly declared himself in favour of Jewish

emigration to Palestine.

®4 In order to accelerate the expulsion of the Jews from Germany, a Reich-
wide move to arrest Jews having a criminal record (even an insignific-
ant one) began as early as the summer of 1938. Hitler frequently inter-
vened directly in these “actions”. He personally gave the order to in-
clude Jews in a general action against “asocials” as is clear from a note
by the Director of the Jewish department of the SD (Security Service,
Sicherheitsdienst) of the Nazi Party) of 8 June 1938. “In a discussion on 1
June 1938, with C (=Heydrich, P.L), it was confidentially pointed out
that — on the orders of the Fiihrer — asocial and criminal Jews should be
arrested and used for the purpose of earth-moving work .”

5 There also exists evidence that Hitler concerned himself with the de-
tails of the propaganda which accompanied the mass arrests. When in
the course of the campaign against “asocials” and Jews Goebbels as-
serted in a speech that more than 3000 Jews had moved to Berlin — he
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did this for the purpose of stirring up antisemitic feelings — Heydrich
complained to the Ministry of Propaganda about this inaccuracy. He
then learned that Goebbels had used the incorrect figures “with the
permission of the Fiihrer”.

©¢ Nonetheless, the arrests in the Reich capital degenerated: Goebbels’s
ruthlessly kindled anti-Jewish excesses turned to riots by the Party
base and threatened to endanger public order and led to critical re-
ports in the foreign press. The excesses were put to an end “upon the
Fiihrer's order”, as noted in a draft of a report of the Jewish Department
of the Sicherheitsdienst.

©7 0On 24 August 1938, in a talk with Hitler, Goebbels once again con-
firmed that despite the break-up of the campaign he had Hitler’s basic
agreement for a further radicalisation of the persecution. “We discuss
the Jewish question. The Fiihrer approves my procedures in Berlin.
What the foreign press writes is insignificant. The main thing is that
the Jews be pushed out. In 10 years they must be removed from Ger-
many. But in the interim we still want to keep the Jews here as pawns.”

©& The last sentence already points to the fact that Hitler, in view of in-
creased international tensions, was beginning to think of taking the
German Jews as hostages. The German Jews would serve as pawns.

7. HITLER AND THE POGROM OF 9 NOVEMBER

71 The course of the November pogrom of 1938 also clearly demonstrates
Hitler’s personal initiative. It is inconceivable that Hitler was taken by
surprise during the party meeting commemorating the 9th of Novem-
ber, 1923 by the news of the death of the German diplomat vom Rath —
the event which the Nazis used as an excuse for launching the pogrom.
Rath died in the late afternoon (17.30 German time); Hitler had ex-

pressly sent his personal physician Brandt to Paris “for consultation
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and for direct reportage”, according to the Volkische Beobachter. He
must therefore have already been informed at first hand in the after-
noon, before the party meeting had begun, along with Goebbels,
Gauleiter (i.e. one of the regional chiefs of the Nazi Party) Jordan and
the Foreign Office.

72 Before Goebbels held his speech that evening, in which he incited the
assembled party leadership to the pogrom, he had already received
clear instructions from Hitler, as he noted in his diary: “I am going to
the party reception in the old City Hall. Huge crowd. I explain the mat-
ter to the Fiihrer. He decides: allow the demonstrations to continue,
Pull back the police. The Jews shall for once come to feel the anger of
the people. That is correct”.

73 Eyewitness reports according to which Hitler seemed surprised and
annoyed about the pogrom in the late evening, if they are credible at
all, can only be related to the extent of the damages in Munich and
elsewhere, not however to the fact that the party had organised an
anti-Jewish “action” that night. The concept of an unsuspecting Hitler
is misleading if only because already on 7 November, the day of Rath’s
assassination, party activists had provoked violent anti-Jewish ex-
cesses in different parts of the Reich which were heralded by the Nazi
press as a spontaneous reaction showing the anger of the German pop-

ulation.
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8. HITLER ORDERS THE MEASURES
FOLLOWING THE POGROM

81 After the pogrom, Goring was entrusted by Hitler with the direction
and control of further “anti-Jewish policies”; while Hitler conferred
upon Goring the task of investigating all decrees relating to the “Jewish
question” before publication, in fact Hitler himself settled the details of
further “anti-Jewish policies” in the months following the pogrom.

82 Thus Goring disclosed a series of concrete decisions by Hitler in a con-
ference with leading representatives of the Reich and the Party on 6
December. According to these resolutions, there was to be no particu-
lar label for Jews; no prohibition against selling to Jews; a boycott
against Jews (Judenbann) could be ordered for certain localities.

83 On 28 December 1938, after a discussion with Hitler, Géring commu-
nicated to central party and state officials the “authoritative expression
of the will of the Fiihrer” (Willensmeinung des Fiihrers) on further meas-
ures to be taken against Jews. Accordingly, the law for the protection of
tenants was not, in general, to be abrogated for Jews. On the other
hand, in “individual cases” it was declared to be desirable to “proceed
in such a way that Jews be quartered together in separate houses in so
far as the contract situation allow”. The use of sleeping and dining cars
was to be forbidden for Jews. The use of “certain public establish-
ments” (gewisse, der dffentlichkeit zugdngliche Eirichtungen), such as bath
houses or health baths, could be prohibited to Jews. Jews who were
civil servants were not to be denied their pensions, but the possibility
of reducing payments was to be investigated. Jewish welfare organisa-
tions were to be allowed to continue to exist. Jewish patents were to be
“aryanised”. Further, Hitler gave specific orders concerning living ac-

commodations for people in “mixed marriages” and the “aryanisation”
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of their property. This catalogue is an excellent example of how pre-
cisely Hitler’s detailed instructions were transmitted by Goring and
translated into reality by the bureaucracy.

84 Thus the Reich Transport Minister (Reichsverkehrminister) forbade Jews
the use of sleeping and dining cars on 23 February, following Hitler’s
“will”. By means of the law on rentals to Jews of 30 April 1939, the law
for the protection of tenants was extensively curtailed thereby creating
a legal situation according to Hitler’s orders whereby Jews could be
quartered together in separate houses. The law, once again based on
Hitler’s “will”, however, ordered that German-Jewish mixed families
with children be allowed to remain in their homes. With the circular
put out by the Minister of the Interior on June 1939 Hitler’s wish re-
garding the “Judenbann” was fulfilled whereby the presence of Jews in
baths and health establishments could be curtailed.

85 Asearly as 12 November, at the meeting of leading representatives of
the Party and State which was held under Goring’s direction and which
dealt with further measures of anti-Jewish policy, Géring announced
that Hitler would “now finally make a foreign policy thrust, beginning
with the powers who had raised the Jewish question, in order really to
arrive at a solution to the Madagascar question. This is what he ex-
plained to me on 9 November. It doesn’t work otherwise. He also wants
to tell the other States: “‘Why do you constantly talk about the Jews?
Take them!””

86 These foreign policy initiatives took concrete form in the following
weeks. Hitler left the necessary steps to Schacht, President of the Reich
Bank, who elaborated on a plan initiated by Fischbock, Economics
Minister in annexed Austria: according to this plan, the emigration of
German Jews would be financed by means of an international loan. In
this way, within the period of the next three to five years, emigration
would become possible for some 400,000 employable Jews and their
dependants.
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87 1t was only after Hitler had expressly agreed to this plan in a general
meeting with Schacht, that Schacht was able to begin with appropriate
inquiries in London at the end of December, 1938, and later with con-
crete negotiations. They did not lead, however, to tangible results.

88 With this foreign policy initiative, “the Third Reich” tried to make the
German “Jewish problem” into an international question. The conjur-
ing up of the memory of the pogrom of 9 November and additional
threats were intended to place pressure upon German Jews to hasten
to leave the country as well as to prevail upon the international com-
munity of states to prepare to admit a greater number of Jews.

89 After Goring had already stated, in the meeting of 12 November, that in
the event of an international conflict “an important reckoning with the
Jews” would be “a foregone conclusion”, Hitler expressed himself in a
similar way in the course of the following weeks and months: The
South African minister of defence and economics minister, Pirow, who
had offered Hitler among other things his intervention in finding an
international solution to the German “Jewish question”, was told by his
host on 24 November, 1938: “But the problem would be solved in the
near future. This was his unshakeable will. It was not merely a Ger-
man, but rather a European problem”. During the conversation, Hitler
moved to an open threat: “What do you think Mr. Pirow, what would
happen in Germany if I lifted my protective hand away from the Jews?
The world can not conceive of what would happen.” With this remark,
Hitler made it clear to his guest that the authority in the German anti-
Jewish policy ultimately remained with him and that he was in a posi-
tion to decide about a new pogrom at any time — to lift his protective
hand, as he expressed it euphemistically. This expression was of
course a deception. In fact, it was never Hitler’s aim to protect the
Jews. By presenting himself as a “protector” of the Jews, he wanted to
deflect from his own central role in anti-Jewish policy and intended to
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portrait potential further anti-Jewish violence as a spontaneous out-
burst of popular fury. He followed here the official version which the
Nazis had dissmimated after the progrom of November 1938.

810 The report on Hitler’s official reception of the Czech Foreign Minister
Chvalkovsky on 21 January 1939, contains the following remarks by
the “Fiihrer”: “The Jews would be exterminated here. The Jews will not
get away with 9 November 1918. This day would be avenged”.

811 In his speech before the Reichstag on the occasion of the sixth an-
niversary of the take-over of power, on 30 January 1939, Hitler finally
expressed himself in a pivotal and lengthier passage on the “Jewish
guestion”. “In my life I have often been a prophet and was generally
laughed at. During my struggle for power it was mostly the Jewish
people who laughed at my prophecies that I would some day assume
the leadership of the state and thereby of the entire Volk and then,
among many other things, achieve a solution of the Jewish problem. I
believe that in the meantime the then resounding laughter of Jewry in
Germany is now choking in their throats. Today I will be a prophet
again: If international Jewry within Europe and abroad should succeed
once more in plunging the peoples into a world war, then the con-
sequence will be not the Bolshevisation of the world and therewith a
victory of Jewry, but on the contrary, the annihilation of the Jewish

race in Europe.”

812 This threat by Hitler contained a new quality in that it no longer was
aimed at putting further pressure on Jewish emigration. Rather, Hitler
began to adjust to the fact that in the case of a war, a Jewish minority
would continue to exist in Germany; he now intended to use this Jew-
ish minority and the Jews of other countries, who in the case of war
would fall under his domination as hostages so as to prevent an inter-
vention by the Western Powers against his war policy. This is why his
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menaces concentrated on a “world war” and not merely on “war”. The
threatened “annihilation” (Vernichtung) of the Jews is here to be under-
stood as a not clearly defined but in any case violent intimidation.

9. INTERIM RESULTS: HITLER’S ROLE IN THE
PERSECUTION OF GERMAN JEWS 1933-1939

%1 From the preceding sections it has become clear that Hitler —in ac-
cordance with his programmatic statements in the twenties — consist-
ently pursued the policy of “removal” of the Jews from Germany in the
years between 1933 and 1939: he did this, to begin with, through a
policy of systematic segregation and discrimination, finally through
the use of violence. Hitler’s direct influence can be demonstrated for
all phases of the persecution of the Jews, although the dictator re-
mained flexible: while in general he attempted to radicalise anti-Jew-
ish policies, he could also check the radical course of the persecution
of the Jews if and when for internal or foreign policy reasons this ap-

peared opportune.

%2 It has also become clear, however, that the persecution of the Jews
played a central role in Hitler’s politics and that the dictator used anti-
Jewish policy to try to gain advantages for his regime both within Ger-
many and internationally. With the help of the boycott of 1933, inter-
national criticism of the terror of the Nazi regime was to be silenced;
with the help of antisemitic laws, the hope of direct economic advant-
age, tied to antisemitic aspirations on the part of the party basis, would
be satisfied; the arms programme was possible only by means of ac-
cess to Jewish property; finally, Hitler intended to force the Western
powers to take the Jews as hostages in order to force the compliance of
the Western powers. Hitler’s antisemitic policy is therefore not merely
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to be understood as the implementation of an ideological fanatic; it ful-
filled a significant function in his policy to secure and expand his

power position.

10. HITLER AND THE MASS MURDERS IN
POLAND 1939/40

101 When Germany invaded and conquered Poland in September 1939,
the Nazi Regime radicalised its anti-Jewish Policy significantly. During
the war in Poland and in the months thereafter, German SS and police
units shot many tens of thousands of people, members of the Polish
elite, including thousands of Jews. These shootings were a part of the
policy of the German leadership of rendering Poland leaderless and
destroying it as a nation. This policy of mass murder was in accord
with Hitler’s ideas and orders.

102 When on 12 September 1939, the head of Military Intelligence, Admir-
al Canaris, drew the attention of General Keitel (Chief of the High Com-
mand of the Wehrmacht) to the existing plans for far-reaching execu-
tions in Poland, Keitel answered that “these things have already been
decided by the Fiihrer”; Hitler had made clear that “if the Wehrmacht
doesn’t want to have anything to do with this then it must also accept
that the SS and the Gestapo act separately”. On 2 October Hitler stated
that whatever happens, it should be noted that “Polish masters should
not exist, where Polish masters exist they should be killed, as tough as
this may sound”.

103 The very fact that Hitler at this time played a central role in all of these
qguestions related to the persecution of the Jews is made clear in a note
of 6 December 1939 issued from the Office “;f Hess, Hitler’s Deputy (in
party affairs). At the beginning of December, 1939, proposals had been
made by the Office of the Fiihrer’'s Deputy to approach Himmler so as to
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be able to confiscate telephones still in Jewish hands and to decree a
general identifying mark for Jews. Bormann, Chief of Staff of the Office
and close personal co-worker of Hitler, let it be known “that the Reichs-
fiihrer SS will discuss all measures against the Jews directly with the
Fiihrer”.

104 At the end of May 1940 at a meeting of leading representatives of the
police, Hans Frank, the “Generalgouverneur” in Poland (i.e. the Head of
the German occupation administration) explained the intended plan
for “extraordinary pacification” (Ausserordentliches
Befriedungsprogramm), a further chapter in the murder of Polish cit-
izens which was to be discharged while the world was distracted by the
War in the West. Frank said: “I admit openly that the planned pacifica-
tion program will cost the lives of thousands of Poles, especially of
those from the intellectual leadership of Poland. [...] The Fiihrer told
me: The treatment and security of German policy in the Gener-
algouvernement is the business of those men responsible for the Gener-
algouvernement alone. He expressed himself in the following way:
Whatever leadership we have now identified in Poland, that is what is
to be liquidated.”

11. HITLER AND THE PLANS FOR A
“RESERVATION FOR JEWS” IN POLAND

111 Along with this program for murder in Poland, the further general
anti-Jewish policy of the “Third Reich” in Poland planned above all to
set up a “reservation” (Reservat) for all Jews under German domination.
In this case as well, Hitler’s influence was decisive: in a meeting with
his heads of departments (Amtsleitern), Heydrich, the chief of the Se-
curity Police on 14 September 1939, reported that Hitler was given
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proposals regarding “the Jewish problem in Poland by the Reichsfiihrer
(i.e. Himmler, P.L..) which could only be decided upon by the Fiihrer be-
cause they carried significant foreign policy consequences”.

112 0n 21 September, Heydrich was able to report to the heads of depart-
ments of the Security Police that Hitler had in the meantime made a
decision on the issue of the deportations: “The deportation of Jews into
the foreign-language Gau, deportation across the demarkation line, is
approved.” By “foreign-language Gau” was meant those occupied areas
which were not directly annexed to the Reich but which were slated to
become part of the Generalgouvernement later; “demarcation line” re-
ferred to the line to which the Soviet Union and the German Reich in
Poland had agreed upon in order to divide their spheres of interest.
Heydrich spoke further in his report on 21 September about the
planned deportations: “However, the whole process was to take place
over the course of one year: Jewry is to be brought together in the cities
in ghettos in order to keep better control and to make later deportation
easier. The first priority is the disappearance of the Jew as a small set-
tler in the countryside. This action must be accomplished within the
next 3 to 4 weeks.”

113 0On 29 September, Hitler explained to Rosenberg, the Head of the Office
for Foreign Affairs of the NSDAP, that the newly conquered Polish ter-
ritory was to be divided into three strips: Between the Vistula and the
Bug the Jews from the entire Reich were to be settled, as well as “all in
any way unreliable elements”. At the Vistula an “East Wall” was to be
built and on the previous German-Polish border a “broad belt of Ger-
manising and colonising”, and between them, in the middle, a sort of
Polish “state”. The idea of a “Jewish reservation” was addressed relat-
ively frequently in the coming weeks by the Nazi leadership: Thus for
example, it was expressly mentioned by Hitler to the Swedish industri-
alist Dahlerus when he visited Germany at the end of September, seek-
ing to mediate between the Reich and Great Britain. The German press
was also secretly briefed on these plans. To the Italian foreign minister
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on 1 October, Hitler spoke of the idea of a re-allocation of land accord-
ing to ethnic criteria, a “general purification policy” (vilkischen
Flurbereinigung) in the East. On 6 October Hitler declared in a speech
before the Reichstag that the “most important task” which follows from
the “collapse of the Polish state”, is a “new order in ethnographic rela-
tions, i.e. a re-settlement of nationalities”. In the second part of his
speech, Hitler gave notice that in the course of the coming “ordering of
the entire living space according to nationalities” (which was to in-
clude all of Europe under German influence) “an attempt to order and
regulate the Jewish problem will be undertaken”.

114 Directly after this speech, on 7 October 1939, Hitler signed his edict on
the “consolidation of German ethnicity” (Festigung deutschen Volkstums).
Therein Hitler transmitted to Himmler two tasks: The first one was “to
take in and settle within the Reich ... German people who were previ-
ously forced to live far away”; the second was to “organise the settle-
ment of people’s communities in such a way as to set up better divid-
ing lines between them”. Hitler transmitted to Himmler in this edict,
not only the job of returning to the Reich the German nationals and eth-
nic Germans (Reichs- und Volksdeutsche) but also of “creating new Ger-
man areas of settlement through deportation” and specifically the “ex-
clusion of the damaging influence of those alien populations who im-
ply danger for the Reich and the German people’s community”. In an-
other section of the edict, Hitler specified that “those questionable
population groups can be assigned to specific living areas”.

115 While Himmler started preparations to deport Poles and Jews from the
annexed Polish areas, in accordance with these orders, Adolf Eich-
mann concerned himself with preparations to deport Jews from the
rest of the “Great German Reich”, also, as he said, on orders specific-
ally issued by Hitler. On 6 October Eichmann, at this point Director of
the Central Office for Jewish Emigration (Zentralstelle fiir jiidische Aus-
wanderung) in Prague, which worked under Gestapo instructions to de-
port Jews systematically from the Protectorates of Bohemia and
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Moravia, received the additional order from Gestapo chief Miiller to de-
port Jews from the Kattowitz district (i.e the recently annexed Polish
area) as well as from Moravian-Ostrava (in the Protectorate) and to
send them to Nisko am San in the District of Lublin of the Gener-
algouvernement.

116 His assignment was soon extended, by virtue of orders from Hitler, to
cover the deportation of all Jews from the Reich, including Austria and
the “Ostmark”. Thus he stated to the Gauleiter of Silesia, Wagner on 10
October: “The Fiihrer has for the present ordered the restructuring of
300,000 Jews from the old Reich and the Ostmark.” While visiting Vi-
enna on 7 October, Eichmann explained to the Special Commissioner
for Jewish questions in the Office of the Reich Governor for Austria:
“According to strictly confidential information from the director of the
Central Office for Emigration of Jews, the Fiihrer has given the order
that, to start the whole operation, 300.000 less well-off Jews from the
Greater German Reich area” will be deported to Poland; in the mean-
time, those Jews still living in Vienna are to be seized and deported
within the context of an operation which will take “at most 3/4 of a
year”.

117 Just as this first extensive deportation programme took place under
Hitler’s personal authority, so the crushing of the Nisko experiment is
also traceable to a decision by Hitler. On 17 October, after the first de-
portation trains with altogether about 4700 people from Vienna,
Moravia-Ostrava and Kattowitz had reached Nisko, Hitler made clear
to Keitel that precautions must be taken because the future Gener-
algouvernement “as an extended glacis which has military importance
for us, could be used as a deployment area”. This perspective was obvi-
ously not compatible with that of a “Jewish reservation”; the deporta-
tions to Nisko were stopped on the order of the Reich Security Head Of-
fice (Reichssicherheitshauptamt). From a long-term point of view, accord-
ing to Hitler, nevertheless, the “leadership of the area ... must also
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make it possible for us to clean the area of the Reich from Jews and
Poles” — a further indication that he had in no way abandoned the ba-

sic idea of a “Jewish reservation” in the Generalgouvernement.

12. HITLER’S SUPPORT FOR PLANS TO
DEPORT FOUR MILLION JEWS TO
MADAGASCAR

121 After the victory over France in June, 1940, the plan to push the Jews
into a “reservation” (Reservat) in Poland was replaced with another pro-
ject for the territorial solution of the Jewish problem: the so- called
Madagascar plan.

122 Asearly as 25, May Himmler had presented Hitler with a memor-
andum which included the following key sentence with respect to the
fate of the Jews: “I hope to see that by means of the possibility of a
large emigration of all Jews to Africa or to some other colony — that the
concept of Jew will be fully extinguished”. In the same document
Himmler had still rejected “the Bolshevist methods of physical extirp-
ation (Ausrottung) of a people because of inner conviction, as un-Ger-
man and impossible”. Hitler judged this memorandum to be “very
good and correct”, according to Himmler’s note of 28 May. The docu-
ment however was “to be held in the greatest secrecy”; Himmler was to
show it to Frank at some point “in order to tell him that the Fiihrer finds

it correct”.

123 Plans for the re-settlement of altogether four million Jews to the island
off the African east coast were worked out in the German Department
of the Foreign Office as well as in the Reich Security Head Office
(Reichssicherheitshauptamt). From the surviving records of the German
Foreign Office it is clear that the Madagascar plan (like the plan of a

“Jewish reservation” in Poland) was not a new variation of a solution
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for emigration (Auswanderungslosung), but rather that here the Jews
were to play the role of hostages; the Jews under German control
would be used in this way to prevent the United States from entering
the war. Thus in a note from the Jewish expert of the German Depart-
ment, Rademacher, it is said that under a German “police governor”
(Polizeigouverneur) “the Jews” should be set up as security under Ger-
man control for the future good behaviour of their racial associates in
America”; and in another note, the same expert wrote that the Security
Police was “experienced with carrying out appropriate punishments
which had become necessary because of unfriendly activities by Jews
in the USA against Germany”. The mere fact that Madagascar lacked
the basic conditions necessary for existence for four million European
Jews makes it clear that the plan itself was a threat to the further exist-
ence of Jews in the area of German dominance.

124 Hitler’s extreme interest in the Madagascar plan is fully documented.
Ribbentrop and Hitler sketched out the plan to the Italian Foreign Min-
ister Ciano and Mussolini during their talks in Munich on 17 and 18
June. Hitler mentioned the Madagascar project on 20 June to the Com-
mander in chief of the Navy, Raeder. On 12 July Frank passed on to his
collaborators the following information from a conversation with
Hitler which had taken place four days earlier: “Very important is also
the decision of the Fiihrer which came from a proposal of mine that
there be no further transports of Jews into the Generalgouvernement. In
general political terms I would like to say that it is planned to transport
the entire Jewish clan from the German Reich, the Generalgouvernement
and the Protectorat to an African or American colony in the shortest
conceivable time span following the peace settlement. Madagascar is
being considered; it would be separated from France for this purpose.”

125 At the beginning of August, Hitler in a discussion with his Ambassador
to Paris, Abetz, returned to the plan of expulsion (Vertreibung) of all
Jews from Europe; a similar statement of Hitler’s from the middle of
August is mentioned in Goebbels’s diary.
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13. HITLER’S PARTICIPATION IN FURTHER
DEPORTATIONS AND PLANS FOR
DEPORTATION

131 Hitler’s particular interest in the furthering of “Jewish policy” becomes
obvious especially through the fact of his personal involvement in sub-
sequent plans for deportation.

132 The initiative for the deportation of 7000 Jews from the two Gaue (i.e.
Party districts), Baden and the Saar-Palatinate area, to France on 22
and 23 October was most probably due to the intervention of the two
responsible Gau chiefs, Blirckel and Wagner. These abductions were
specifically approved by Hitler, as is clear from a handwritten note by
the Jewish expert of the foreign office, Rademacher.

133 At the beginning of November, Hitler made a personal decision con-
cerning the distribution of 200,000 ethnic Germans (Volksdeutsche) who
were to be accommodated in the Reich before the end of the year,
thanks to agreements with the Soviet Union and Romania negotiated
in September and October. In this connection, on the occasion of a
conference with leading military leaders on 4 November, 1941, he
made a decision about the further deportation of Poles and Jews from
the annexed Eastern territories: “Gouvernement: plus 150-160,000
Poles and Jews from the newly won territories”.

134 0On the very same day, discussions began on the agreement to a quota
for those to be deported from the ex-Polish areas, as we learn from the
Goebbels’ diaries; According to this source, Hitler created “joyful
peace” between the Gauleiters Koch (from East Prussia) and Forster
(Danzig-West Prussia): “All would like to throw their rubbish in to the
Generalgouvernement: Jews, the sick, the lazy, etc. And Frank resists. Not
entirely without justification. He would like to make an exemplary
country out of Poland. That is going too far. He can not and should not
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do this. Poland should be a large work reservoir for us — this is what
the Fiihrer has decided. [...] And the Jews — we will throw them out of

these areas later as well.”

135 At this same meeting or directly thereafter, deportation quotas were
set for the two Gaue — and according to this commitment mass deport-
ations of more than 47,000 Poles, Jews and non Jews from the annexed
territories into the Generalgouvernement followed in the next months.

136 At the beginning of December, Lammers told Schirach (Gauleiter in Vi-
enna) of his wish expressed two months earlier — that the deportation
(Abschiebung) of Vienna Jews be approved by Hitler. This is further
proof of Hitler’s direct involvement in the plans for deportation: “As
Reichsleiter Bormann explained to me, the Fiihrer has decided, on the
basis of one of your reports, that in the Reichsgau of Vienna, 60.000
Jews who have housing should be deported to the Generalgouvernement
as rapidly as possible, i.e. while the war is still going on, because of the
housing shortage in Vienna.” In anticipation of this deportation, begin-
ning in February and March, 5000 Jews from Vienna were deported to
the Generalgouvernement.

14. PLANS FOR THE DEPORTATION OF JEWS
UNDER GERMAN DOMINATION INTO THE
(YET TO BE OCCUPIED) SOVIET UNION

141 The Madagascar plan had became obsolete by the Fall of 1940 because
of the continuation of the war in the West. And the comprehensive de-
portation of the Jews in German-dominated areas into the Gener-
algouvernement had proved to be difficult for various reasons. Thus
Hitler assigned the responsibility for deporting the Jews to the occu-
pied Soviet areas to the Reichssicherheitshauptamt. This decision, which
was made parallel to the preparations for “Barbarossa” (the code word
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for the military operations involved in the attack on the Soviet Union)
around the end of 1940, beginning of 1941, can be reconstructed on
the basis of a series of documents.

142 0n 21 January, the Gestapo’s Jewish expert in Paris, Theodor Danneck-
er, noted the following in a paper prepared for Eichmann: “According
to the will of the Fiihrer, the Jewish question should be carried to a final
solution after the war within the German-controlled or dominated
parts of Europe,. The chief of the Security Police and the SD (Heydrich,
P.L.) has already received a mandate from the Fiihrer — via the RF-SS
(Himmler, P.L.) or through the Reichsmarschall (Goring, P.L.) to submit a
proposal for a final solution project. On the basis of the wide experi-
ence of the departments of the CdS (Chief of the Security Police, P.L.)
and SD in the treatment of the Jews and thanks to the lengthy prepara-
tions made in this domain, the most significant features of this project
have been worked out. It is now in the hands of the Fiihrer and the
Reichsmarschall. 1t is clear that the execution involves an enormous
amount of work and that it can only be successful if the greatest care is
taken in its preparation. This must be based upon a comprehensive
deportation of the Jews as well as upon the planning of a settlement
action prepared to the smallest detail to take place in a territory which
has not yet been decided upon.”

143 In addition we learn from a statement to the Propaganda Ministry sub-
mitted on 20 March 1941 by Eichmann, who was head of the depart-
ment in the Reichssicherheitshauptamt responsible for “evacuations”
(Raumungsangelegenheiten) as of December, 1939, that “Pg. Heydrich,
who was commissioned with the final evacuation of Jews, had presen-
ted the Fiihrer with a proposal 8 to 10 weeks earlier which had not been
implemented for the sole reason that the Generalgouvernement was not
at that point in a position to accept a single Jew or Pole from the old
Reich”.
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144 1f we piece these various bits of information together, it becomes clear
that sometime before January 1941, Heydrich -through Hitler and via
Himmler and Goéring — had received a commission to prepare a first
draft for a “final solution project” “after the War” for all Jews in a yet to
be decided territory. This plan was ready in January, but because of
the situation in the Generalgouvernement it was not implementable. For
on 15 March the deportations to the Generalgouvernement were stopped
due to the transport situation in view of the military preparations for
the attack on Russia.

145 Apparently completely unimpressed by the blockade on deportations
which had been imposed two days earlier, those who gathered at
Hitler’s midday dinner table on 17 March conversed about further de-
portation programs, as Goebbels described it almost euphorically in
his diary: “Vienna will soon be totally free of Jews. And now it is Ber-
lin’s turn. I discuss this with the Fiihrer and with Dr.Franck (sic!). He
hires the Jews to work and they are also obedient. Later they must
leave Europe entirely.”

146 Frank, in the meantime once again in the Generalgouvernement, also ex-
pressed himself on the issue of Hitler’s further plans in regard to the
persecution of the Jews. Thus the minutes to a meeting of 25 March,
read as follows: “SS-Ogruf (Obergruppenfiihrer, P.L.) Kriiger announced
the provisional stoppage of the resettlement of Poles and Jews in the
Generalgouvernement. Frank states that the Fiihrer had told him that the
Generalgouvernement would be the first area made free of Jews.”

147 From these statements by Frank and Goebbels we thus can conclude
two things: first of all, the Generalgouvernement was not the final destin-
ation for the intended “evacuation of the Jews” because it was sup-
posed to be made “free of Jews” and the Jews were supposed to “leave
Europe altogether”. Secondly, the assurance which Hitler made to
Goebbels and Frank that their respective areas of domination were to
be made “free of Jews” could only be realised over the long- term. This
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14.9

14.10

is because he gave this promise at a moment when the deportations
had in fact been stopped; what Hitler’s timetable for a “Germanisation”
of the Generalgouvernement really was can be deduced from another
statement by Frank, made on the same day: “The Fiihrer is decided to
make this area (i.g. the Generalgouvernement, P.L.) a purely German
country in the course of the next 15 to 20 years.” Shortly thereafter,
Frank went on to occupy himself with the planning for the Warsaw
Ghetto, which would provide the basis for at least a medium-term ex-
istence for the Jewish “residential district” in Warsaw. Also Goebbels’
diary entry for 22 March 1941 shows that the Propaganda Minister had
in the meantime understood that the “evacuation” from Berlin could
only be implemented over a longer period of time; “The Jews can not
be evacuated out of Berlin since 30,000 work in the armaments in-
dustry there.”

In fact, by March 1941, at the very latest, the Nazi leadership was
clearly aware of what was the destination planned for the Jews who
were to be expelled over the long- range period “out of all of Europe”
really was to be: They were to be deported to the newly conquered
Eastern territories after the war against the Soviet Union for which
Hitler had concretely begun preparations as early as the last months of
1940.

More evidence for this intention is supplied by a memo by Heydrich
from 26 March 1941 concerning a discussion with Goring: “In relation
to the solution of the Jewish question, I reported briefly to the Reichs-
marschall and showed him my draft which he accepted with one altera-
tion regarding Rosenberg’s jurisdiction and ordered me to resubmit
it.”

By “Rosenberg’s jurisdiction” was meant the latter’s designated role as
chief of an authority that was to administer the eastern occupied territ-
ories — what was later to become the Ministry of the East. Herewith it is
clear that the planned “solution of the Jewish question” was to take
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place in the soon to-be-occupied areas of the Soviet Union. The re-
newed submission of the draft was to take place on 31 July 1941, when
Goring entrusted Heydrich with the responsibility of “preparations in
organisational, technical and material aspects for the complete solu-
tion to the Jewish question in the German area of influence in Europe”,
and stated that the “jurisdiction of other central authorities” should be
taken into consideration; this was a general formula to solve the prob-
lem of Rosenberg’s jurisdiction.

What those involved in the phase of preparation of “Barbarossa” un-
derstood by the term “final solution” within the to-be-conquered So-
viet Union is not clear. Before the beginning of Barbarossa, the German
attack upon the Soviet Union, there had been no preparations made —
not for a reservation nor for mass murder. Just as in the case of the
plan for a reservation in Poland and in the case of a Madagascar plan,
in the case of a deportation to the Soviet Union the European Jews
would have found a situation in which the basic conditions for human
existence were impossible — particularly since the essence of German
policy was to systematically starve the Soviet population. Mass death
would have been the consequence.

For the months before “Barbarossa” a series of concrete indications
proves that Hitler, in particular, had declared himself in favour of such
a comprehensive deportation “to the East”: Frank explained to
Goebbels directly before the beginning of the attack on the Soviet Uni-
on that he was preparing for the banishment of the Jews (Abschiebung),
as reported in the Goebbels diaries: “Dr. Franck (sic!) tells about the
Generalgouvernement. There they are already pleased to be able to ban-
ish the Jews. Jewry in Poland is gradually decaying. A justified punish-
ment for having incited the people and instigated war. The Fiihrer has
also prophesied this to the Jews.”
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From statements which he made a few weeks later, it becomes clear
where Frank got his certainty: to his staff he explained that there
would be no further ghetto construction in the Generalgouvernement; ac-
cording to a pledge which Hitler had made to him on 19 June, the Jews
would be removed in the foreseeable future from the Generalgouverne-
ment, which would then be made into a “transit camp”
(Durchgangslager).

A further source is a complaint from the Romanian Head of State, Ant-
onescu, to Hitler on 16 August 1941: Antonescu complained that
Bessarabian Jews who had been expelled from their homes by Ro-
manian troops and had been forced further to the east, to Ukraine,
were now being pushed back from there by the Wehrmacht. This prac-
tice, according to Antonescu, stood in opposition to “the guidelines
laid down to him by the Fiihrer in Munich regarding the treatment of
Eastern Jews”. Antonescu was instructed, according to this source, that
the Jews of Eastern Europe were going to be deported to the conquered
Soviet areas — which is what his troops did right away — without wait-
ing for the end of the war — as Hitler had intended.

As a conclusion to this section, we can state that Hitler was well aware
of the plans of the Reichssicherheitshauptamt for the deportation of the
Jews in the to-be-conquered Soviet Union.

15. HITLER AND THE MASS SHOOTINGS OF
JEWS DURING THE WAR AGAINST RUSSIA

In the course of the preparations for the racist war of extermination
against the Soviet Union, Hitler played a central role when it came to
converting Nazi ideological thought into concrete instructions. On 3
March, Hitler gave instructions to the Chief of the Army Leadership
Staff (Wehrmacht-Fiihrungsstab), Jodl, for the new version of a proposal
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presented to him by the High Command of the Wehrmacht (OKW) on
the: “guidelines for special areas relating to instruction No. 21”, which
was to constitute the basis for the occupation administration in the to-
be-conquered Soviet territories. “This coming campaign is more than
just a struggle of arms; it will also lead to the confrontation of two
world views. In order to end this war it will not suffice by far merely to
defeat the enemy army. [...] The Jewish-Bolshevik intelligentsia, the
hitherto oppressor of the people, must be eliminated.”

152 Already one week earlier, the Head of the Armaments Office of the
OKW, Thomas, had learned while reporting to Goring, that Hitler had
stated that it was “most important to execute the Bolshevist leaders”.
Explicit was also the tenor of Hitler’s statement of 17 March to the top
officers of the army: “The intelligentsia installed by Stalin must be des-
troyed. The leadership machine of the Russian empire must be de-
feated. In the Greater Russian area the use of the most brutal force is
necessary.”

152 0On 30 March, Hitler made a speech with a similar tone to a meeting of
Generals, recorded by the Chief of the General Staff of the Army, Gen-
eral Halder, in an abbreviated fashion: “Struggle of two world views
against one another. Devastating judgement about Bolshevism — it is
the same as asocial criminality. Communism unbelievable danger for
the future. We must disavow the standpoint of soldierly camaraderie.
The Communist is not a comrade, neither before nor after. We are talk-
ing about a war of extermination. If we don’t look at it this way than we
might well beat the enemy — but in 30 years we will once again be faced
with the Communist enemy. We are not waging war in order to con-
serve the enemy... war against Russia: extermination of the Bolshevik

Commissars and the Communist intelligentsia.”

154 According to Hitler’s guidelines of 3 March and Jodl’s precise instruc-
tions from the same day, a “directive concerning the special areas of
Barbarossa” was issued on 13 March by Jodl. In this directive it says:
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“In the operation area of the Army, the Reichsfiihrer SS is granted spe-
cial responsibilities by order of the Fiihrer for the preparation of the
political administration; these special responsibilities arise from the
ultimate decisive struggle between two opposing political systems. In
the context of these responsibilities, the Reichsfiihrer SS will act inde-
pendently and at his own risk.”

155 What the military men understood by these “special responsibilities”
becomes clear from JodlI’s directive of 3 March, in which he spoke of
the “necessity of rendering all Bolshevik chieftains and commissars
harmless without delay”.

156 The massacres of the four Einsatzgruppen, the task forces consisting of
SS and police personnel subordinate to the Reichssicherheitshauptamt,
commenced with the beginning of the war in the East. They are extens-
ively documented, above all in the situational reports (Ereignismeldun-
gen) for the UdSSR, put out by the Reichssicherheitshauptamt; these re-
ports openly describe the murder of hundreds of thousands of people,
more of 90% of them Jews. These reports were relatively widely circu-
lated: for example 45 copies of situational report No. 40 of 1 August
1941 were distributed; they were sent not only to numerous offices of
the SS and police but also to the Leadership staff of the Wehrmacht. In a
radio telegram to the Einsatzgruppen on 21 August, Gestapo Chief Miiller,
who was responsible for the compilation of situational reports, ordered
that “especially interesting illustrative material” should be sent to Ber-
lin because “the Fiihrer should be presented with continuous reports
on the work of the Einsatzgruppen in the East from here”. The distribu-
tion list of the situational report No 128 of 3 November 1941, of which
there were 55 copies, included the Party Chancellery (Hitler’s office re-
sponsible for communication between him and the Nazi Party). It is
therefore not possible to argue that the mass murders by the Einsatz-
gruppen were kept secret from other agencies by the Reichssicherheit-
shauptamt; in fact, these reports were available to many — including
also to Hitler. The grounds for the mass executions which were given
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by the Einsatzgruppen precisely correspond to the justifications offered
by Hitler for the extermination of the “Jewish-Bolshevik complex” be-
fore the beginning of the war.

157 After these murders had begun on a large scale, Hitler once again
demonstratively endorsed the brutal course which was being pursued;
on 16 July in a conference with leading functionaries placed in the
Eastern territories dealing with the ground rules of the future policy of
occupation he said: “The giant area must naturally be pacified as
quickly as possible; this will happen at best in that anyone who just
looks funny should be shot.”

158 With the beginning of the massive murder of the Soviet civilian popu-
lation in the summer of 1941, a stage was reached in which these
statements and similar ones by Hitler could no longer be understood
as general threats of violence. The “eliminatory” language of the dictat-
or must rather be seen in the context of the beginning mass murder of
people by special commandos specially set up by “particular order of
the Fiihrer”. When Hitler now spoke of the “annihilation” (Vernichtung)
of people his underlings must have understood it as it was meant: as
direct or indirect orders for a radicalisation of the already begun mass

murders.

16. HITLER’S ORDER TO BEGIN THE
DEPORTATIONS FROM GERMANY

161 In the middle of September 1941 Hitler ordered the deportation of the
Jews from the Greater German Reich into ghettos in Eastern Europe.
He thereby set in process the deportation plans which he had pursued
at the beginning of 1941, without waiting for the original precondition
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— the military victory over the Red Army. Only a month earlier, in the
middle of August, Hitler had spoken against the “evacuation” of Jews

from the Reich area.

162 0On the 18 September 1941 Himmler nonetheless announced to the
Gauleiter in Warthegau, Greiser, the following: “The Fiihrer would like
the Altreich and the Protectorate from the West to the East to be emp-
tied and liberated of Jews as soon as possible. I am therefore trying —
hopefully still in this year — to transport the Jews of the Altreich and
those from the Protectorate — at least as a first stage — into the Eastern
territories, which had been acquired two years earlier; this is in order
to push them further East in the coming spring. I intend to place about
60,000 Jews of the Altreich and the Protectorate in the Litzmannstadt
ghetto, which I understand has enough room to accommodate them,
for the winter.”

163 In the following weeks Hitler repeatedly confirmed his determination
to deport the Jews from Central Europe to the East. On 6 October he
announced to his lunch guests as he expiated over the planned penal-
ties against the Czechs, that all Jews from the Protectorate must be “re-
moved” (entfernt), and not just sent to the Generalgouvernement but
rather “directly further, to the East”. This however, was not possible at
the moment according to Hitler, due to the shortage of transport capa-
city. At the same time as the “Protectorate Jews”, the Jews from Vienna
and Berlin were also to “disappear” (verschwinden).

164 0On 25 October Hitler made the following remark at his table talk, after
he had once again made mention of his “prophecy” of 30 January
1939: “This criminal race has the two million dead from the World War
on its conscience, now again hundreds of thousands. No one can say to
me: we can’t send them in the morass! Who then cares about our
people? It is good if the terror we are exterminating Jewry goes before

”

us.
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165 In fact the deportations from the Reich area began on 15 October 1941.
Why did Hitler at this point make the decision to start deportations
which he had begun to plan from the beginning of 1941 ? Leading
functionaries of the regime demanded such measures: among others,
the Reich Minister for the Occupied Eastern Territories, Rosenberg,
had suggested deportations in September — as a reaction to Stalin’s de-
cision to deport the Volga Germans to the East. Several Gauleiters de-
manded at this time that Jews be pushed out of their living areas in or-
der to create housing for those affected by the bombing raids. For
Hitler it seems that yet another motive played a role; he wanted to put
out a warning to “world Jewry” by means of the deportation of Central
European Jews — in the sense of his “prophesy” of 30 January 1939. In
this way he intended to prevent the entry of the United States into the
war (the leadership of the US in his opinion was a puppet of “world Je-
wry”, a theme which was particularly conspicuous in German propa-
ganda in the following few weeks).

166 Hitler’s motives become apparent from a memo written by the repres-
entative for the Eastern Ministry in Hitler’s headquarters, Koeppen, on
20 September. Koeppen wrote that the Envoy von Steengracht (repres-
entative of the Foreign Office in the headquarters of the Fiihrer) had
told him that Hitler was considering the question of postponing pos-
sible “Pressalien” (i.e Repressalien, reprisals) against the German Jews
“for an eventuality of an American entry into the war”. One of the ele-
ments behind the deportations of October 1941 which took place
openly and which were registered by the international press was thus
also the idea of using the Jews as hostages. This motive had also been
involved in the projects of a “Jewish reservation” in Poland and a po-
lice government on Madagascar.

167 These different motives for the implementation of the deportations ap-
pear secondary however, when one keeps in mind that Hitler, from the
beginning of his political career, had intended to get rid of the Jews

within the German “Lebensraum” in one way or another and had
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pressed forward with plans for mass deportation from the very begin-
ning of the war: with the conquest of the enormous Soviet area it
seemed to him for the first time that a practical possibility was avail-
able for the realisation of these plans.

17. RADICALISATION OF THE PERSECUTION
OF THE JEWS BY HITLER AT THE TURN OF
THE YEAR 1941-1942

171 Hitler’s decision of September to deport the Jews from Central Europe
did not yet include the resolution directly and systematically to
murder them at the given destinations in occupied Poland and the So-
viet territory (especially Lodz, Riga and Minsk). Clearly Hitler initially
held on to the idea of deporting these people further to the East once
the expected military victory over the Soviet Union had been achieved.
When in November, 1941, a total number of 6000 Jews, coming on six
transports from the Reich to Kovno and Riga, were shot on the orders of
the local Security Police, Himmler ordered Heydrich to stop the execu-
tions. (In fact this order arrived too late.) This intervention, however,
concerned only the Jews from the Reich. The policy of extermination

continued in the Soviet areas undiminished.

172 With the declaration of war on the USA on 11 December, the idea of
taking Western and Central European Jews hostage became obsolete.
Now the final solution —i.e. the systematic mass murder — of all
European Jews was launched; Hitler’s pivotal role in this last step of
the escalation process can be demonstrated once again.

173 One day after the declaration of war on the USA, on 12 December,
Hitler addressed the Gau and Reich leaders of the Party. In this speech
he returned once again to his prophecy of 30 January 1939 and now
announced the approaching extermination of the Jews living under
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German domination, as we can read in the Goebbels’ diaries: “As con-
cerns the Jewish question, the Fiihrer is determined to make a clean
sweep. He had prophesied to the Jews that if they once again brought
about a world war they would experience their own extermination.
This was not just an empty phrase. The World War is there, the exterm-
ination of Jewry must be the necessary consequence. This question
must be seen without sentimentality. We are not here in order to have
sympathy with the Jews, rather we sympathise with our own German
people. If the German people have now once again sacrificed as many
as 160,000 dead in the Eastern campaign, then the authors of this
bloody conflict must pay with their lives.”

174 Rosenberg, the Reich Minster for the occupied Eastern territories, re-
ported in his diary that 14 on December he showed Hitler the manu-
script for an address he was planning to give in Berlin. Rosenberg, who
in a press conference of 18 November had openly spoken of a “biolo-
gical eradication of the entirety of Jewry”, was now, “after the de-
cision”, i.e. after the declaration of war on the United States, uncertain
as to whether his initially planned “comments on the New York Jews
did not perhaps have to ... be somewhat altered. [...] I took the position
not to speak about the extirpation (Ausrottung) of the Jews. The Fiihrer
agreed with this attitude and said they saddled us with the war and
they brought the destruction; it would be no wonder if they were the
first to feel the consequences.” Rosenberg’s uncertainty was related to
the propagandistic representation of “extirpation” — not the fact itself;
here there was agreement between himself and Hitler.

175 0On 18 December, Himmler noted these key words in his appointment
calendar (recently re-discovered in Moscow) regarding a conversation
with Hitler: “Jewish question/to be extirpated (auszurotten) as partis-
ans”. This memo does not, in my opinion, provide the decisive order to
Himmler to start the systematic mass murder of the Jews of Europe, as
has been recently argued, but rather can more reasonably be read as a

confirmation of Hitler’s intention to continue and to intensify the mass
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murders of Soviet Jews, which had up until then already claimed the
lives of hundreds of thousands, under the same rationale as before.
This memo is thus significant proof of the direct and fundamental par-
ticipation of Hitler in the decision-making process concerning the

mass murder of the Jews.

176 The deportations which once again began on a large scale in the Spring
of 1942, after the Wannsee Conference of 20 January, were preceded in
January and February 1942 by a series of public declarations by Hitler,
in which he unmistakably returned to his “prophecy” of January 1939,
that in the case of a new world war the Jews of Europe would be ex-
terminated. The recent entry of the USA in the war — thus the exten-
sion of the war to a world war — and the fact that in his statements
Hitler continually mentioned the date of 1 September, 1939 — particu-
larly underlined his threat.

177 Accordingly, in the Fiihrer’s New Year address, Hitler said: “The Jew,
however, will not extirpate the European people, but he will be the vic-
tim of his own attack”. In his address on the occasion of 30 January,
Hitler exclaimed: “We are clear that the war can only end if either the
Aryan peoples are extirpated or if Jewry disappears from Europe.” In a
statement read on 24 February 1942, in the Munich Hofbduhaus, on the
22 anniversary of the founding of the Nazi Party, Hitler once again al-
lowed it to be announced (he was not present) that: “My prophesy will
find its fulfilment in that through this war it will be not be Aryan man-
kind that will be exterminated, but the Jew will be extirpated.” At the
same time, Hitler expressed himself in a smaller circle, among mem-
bers of his entourage and private guests, in the same way: “The Jew
must get out of Europe! The best would be if they went to Russia! I have
no sympathy with the Jews. They will always remain an element which
stir up the peoples against one another.”

Irving v Penguin Books & Lipstadt 49



178 Four weeks later, he expressed himself before a similar circle: “The
Jew will be identified! The same battle which Pasteur and Koch had to
fight must be led by us today. Innumerable sicknesses have their origin
in one bacillus: the Jew! Japan would also have got it had it been re-
mained open any longer to the Jew. We will get well when we eliminate
the Jews.”

18. HITLER AND THE BEGINNING OF THE
SYSTEMATIC MURDER OF EUROPEAN JEWRY
IN SPRING, 1942

181 In the period around the second half of April 1942, the hitherto exist-
ing modus operandi of the mass murder of Jews was altered: henceforth,
the Jews of Central Europe would no longer be deported to the East-
ern-European ghettos nor would the local population who were la-
belled “not fit for work” be murdered; from now on instead, in the
period between April and July a step-by-step European-wide murder
program was to be set in motion: Those Jews no longer fit to work
would be deported directly to the extermination camps while those
who could still work were to be killed through strenuous work under
the most extreme conditions. This programme included the murder of
those who had been previously spared, those Central European Jews
already deported to the East.

182 A direct order by Hitler initiating this entire program has not been
found. It is however unthinkable that these last steps in the escalation
of “Jewish policy” of the “Third Reich” could have taken place without
Hitler’s express consent. Hitler had expressed himself in the most
drastic possible manner on the “solution” to the Jewish question from
the beginning of the Russian campaign and would continue to do so
until the end of his life.
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183 As shown above, Hitler had been constantly involved with “Jewish
policy”, had issued the most important orders in this area himself and
had even occupied himself with the details. Over and over again, Hitler
had personally radicalised the persecution of the Jews or recommen-
ded such radicalisation: he had urged the mass executions of Poles and
Jews in 1939-40; he had repeatedly pushed forward the deportation
plans in the years 1939 to 1941; through his guidelines, he had decis-
ively influenced the ideological war of extermination against the Soviet
Union; he had pushed forward the deportation of the Central-
European Jews from 1941 on, and by means of various statements
after 1941 on he had demanded the “annihilation” of European Jews.

184 Also in this phase, as in the years between 1933 to 1939, Hitler would
sometimes slow down that radicalisation of the anti-Jewish policy
which he himself had decisively accelerated; he did this when it came
into conflict with other elements of his policy. Thus in the fall of 1939
he stopped the Nisko project and in the spring of 1941 he stopped the
further deportations into the Generalgouvernement because they in-
terfered with military campaigns. However, these measures to halt the
persecutions were invariably introduced as tactical manoeuvres and
were of a provisional nature; they must be seen in the general context
of the policy of extermination which was decisively determined by
Hitler.

185 Agfar as terminology is concerned, the concepts of “deportation” (Aus-
siedlung) or “resettlement” (Umsiedlung) or “evacuation” (Evakuierung) to
the East were used in this phase of the policy, just as before: thus the
concept of a “territorial final solution”, which would occur after the
war, “outside of Europe” was still used. Illustrative for this is for in-
stance the entry in Goebbels’s diary for 27 April 1942: “I spoke with
the Fiihrer once again in great detail about the Jewish question. His
point of view on this problem is unyielding. He wants to push the Jews
altogether out of Europe. That is also correct. The Jews have brought so

much misfortune to our Continent that the most severe punishment
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which could be imposed upon them would still be too mild. Himmler is
at the moment carrying on the greatest resettlement of Jews from the
German cities to the Eastern ghettos.”

186 One must proceed on the assumption that even those who were in-
volved in mass murder up to the period May-June 1942 believed that
the “real” “final solution” would only take place after the end of the war
and that the murders taking place before then were only “provisional”
measures, “anticipatory” measures to the “final solution”. Only in
Spring and early Summer of 1942 did the realisation slowly come
through that the “final solution” would take place during the war: it fi-
nally became clear which means would be chosen to achieve the “final

solution”.

187 Even at the end of May 1942, when the preparations for the systematic
murder of European Jews in extermination camps were in full swing,
Hitler referred in a talk with Goebbels to the old plan to deport Jews to
Africa, according to Goebbels’s diaries: “Thus I plead once again for a
more radical Jewish policy, whereby talking to the Fiihrer is like walk-
ing through an open door [...] The Germans only ever take part in sub-
versive movements when the Jews seduce them to it. Therefore one
must liquidate the Jewish danger, cost what it may [...] Therefore the
Fiihrer also does not wish at all for the Jews to be evacuated to Siberia.
There, under the harshest living conditions, they would undoubtedly
form an element of vitality once more. He would rather settle them in
Central Africa. There they live in a climate that would surely not render
them strong and capable of resistance. In any case it is the Fiihrer's aim
to make Western Europe completely Jew-free. Here they will not be al-
lowed to have any home any more.” To interpret this statement as evid-
ence for a clear intention or a plan of Hitler to deport European Jews to
Africa seems rather absurd.
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188 However, even at this stage, only a few weeks before the deportations
to extermination camps were being extended General Gouvernement,
to Slovakia and Western Europe, one can not exclude the possibility
that Hitler and leading organisers of the extermination programme
were talking about “alternatives” to the “final solution”, i.e. deporting
Jews from countries still not affected by the programme of systematic
mass-murder to areas other than occupied Poland and to killing or let-
ting them perish there. These eventual “alternative” considerations
were clearly speculative and had nothing to do with the reality of mass
murder which was unfolding at the same time. Hitler himself referred
here to a wish (“he would rather...”) which was completely unrealistic
at a time when Central Africa was entirely inaccessible to the Nazi re-
gime. One can interpret his statement as an attempt to camouflage the
consequences of the murderous decisions already taken. Even talking
to his closest associates Hitler avoided speaking openly on mass
killing. That he did not seriously consider stopping the preparations
for the deportations to extermination camps is clear from his state-
ment in the last sentence of Goebbels’s note that he wanted “in any
case” to make “West Europe completely Jew free”.

189 Hitler’s statements after this point, i.e. from the Summer of 1942 on —
about possible “resettlement projects” — are unquestionably diver-
sions meant to deceive his listeners; for example, his remarks at his
dinner table on 24 July 1942, when he tried to make his listeners (con-
sisting of personal aids and private guests) believe that the “Fiihrer”
had nothing to do with the rumoured murder of the Jews: “After the
end of the war, he will rigorously take the standpoint that he will smash
to pieces city after city if the dirty Jews don’t come out and emigrate to
Madagascar or another Jewish national state. [...] When it was reported
to him that Lithuania was also free of Jews, that was therefore signific-

”

ant.
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1810 In fact, the plan to deport Jews to Madagascar (occupied by British
troops in May), had been officially abandoned in February 1942; ac-
cording to the files of the Foreign Office, it was Hitler who had taken
this decision. The fact that Hitler referred in the same statement to the
fact that Lithuania had been made “free of Jews” (in fact the vast ma-
jority had been murdered, only those forced to work for the Germans
had been spared) gives us a clear idea what the term “emigrate” rep-
resented.

19. EVIDENCE FOR HITLER’S LEADING ROLE
IN THE POLICY OF EXTERMINATION AFTER
1942

191 In the period 1942-1945 we have numerous further statements by
Hitler that show that he continuously intervened in “anti-Jewish
policy” and tried to push it forward in the sense of a radical “solution”.
(1) From Goebbels’ diary entry of 29 May it emerges that Hitler on
Goebbels’s insistence, agreed to order Speer to “be sure to see to it, as
soon as possible, that Jews presently working in the German arma-
ments industry be replaced by foreign workers”. In September 1942
once again speaking at an armaments conference, Hitler was sup-
posed to have insisted that the “pulling out of Jews from armament
works in the Reich” was an important priority. A few days later, Hitler
communicated to Goebbels “once again his firm decision to bring the
Jews out of Berlin under all circumstances”, according to the Goebbels’
diaries. In so far as this group of people were at all active in produc-
tion, it would not be difficult to replace them by foreign workers.

192 (2) At the above-mentioned conference on arms in September 1942,
Hitler had expressed agreement with a proposal from Sauckel (his spe-
cial Commissioner for forced labour) to continue using qualified Jew-
ish skilled workers in the Generalgouvernement, in view of the enormous
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shortage of workers. Himmler then, on 9 October 1942, gave out the
order that “so-called armament workers” in the textile firms etc. in
Warsaw and Lublin should be collected in concentration camps. The
Jews in the “real armament industries” were to be progressively re-
leased from these factories, so that there would finally only be “fewer
Jewish Kl (=Konzentrationslager, concentration camps, P.L.) large-scale
enterprises in the East of the Generalgouvernement if possible”: “Never-
theless, the Jews are supposed to disappear from there as well, accord-

ing to the wishes of the Fiihrer.”

193 (3) On 28 July 1942 Himmler wrote to Gottlob Berger, one of the senior
SS-officials: “The Fiihrer placed on my shoulders the implementation
of this very difficult order. The responsibility cannot be taken away

from me in any case.”

194 (4) On 29 December 1942, Himmler presented Hitler with the “report
to the Fiihrer on fighting against gangs”, No. 51.1 This report, which
covered the period from August to November, 1942, and which re-
ferred only to a part of the occupied Soviet area (southern Russia,
Ukraine and the district of Bialystok); included the following numbers
concerning persons imprisoned or executed:

1. Bandits

a) established number of deaths after combat 1.337

b) prisoners executed immediately 737

c) prisoners executed after lengthy thorough interrogation 7.828
2. Gang helpers and suspects

a) arrested 16.553

b) executed 14.257

c) Jews executed 363.211.

195 According to this, from the altogether 387.370 people killed, more
than 90% were Jews. This document shows that according to Hitler’s
orders to Himmler of 18 December 1942, in fact Jews were extermin-
ated as “Partisans” systematically and on a large scale.
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196 (5) For a report to Hitler on 10 December 1942, Himmler set up a
hand-written list of the points which he wanted to bring up. Under “II.
SD and police affairs” Himmler specified as point 4 the following key

word:

« Jews in France
« 6-700 000

« other enemies.

‘1. Banditen

a) festgestellte Tote nach Gefechten 1.337

b) Gefanene sofort exekutiert 737

c) Gefangene nch ldngerer eingehender Vernehmung exekutiert 7.828
2. Bandenhelfer und Bandenverdichtige

a) festgenommen 16.553

b) exekutiert 14.257

c) Juden exekutiert. 363.211.

197 Next to these key words can be found a tick and in Himmler’s own
handwriting the word “abolish” (abschaffen): Himmler had thus
brought up these points with Hitler and received permission from him
to “abolish” i.e. to liquidate the estimated 600.000 to 700.000 Jews in
France as well as “other enemies”. After the meeting, Himmler sent a
note to Miiller, head of the Gestapo, in which he stated: “The Fiihrer
gave orders that enemies in France should be arrested and deported.
This should take place, however, only once he has spoken with Laval
about it. It is a matter of 6-700.000 Jews.”

198 Two months later, in February 1943, Eichmann, on a brief Paris visit
submitted a maximum programme for the deportation of all Jews liv-
ing in France including those with French citizenship.

199 At the meeting on 10 December 1942 Himmler presented Hitler with a
proposal to set up a work camp for Jewish hostages from France, Hun-
gary and Romania, for altogether 10.000 people. According to a hand-
written note by Himmler, Hitler accepted this proposal. After the meet-
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19.10

19.11

19.12

19.13

ing, Himmler sent an order to Miiller to concentrate these 10.000
people in a “special camp” (Sonderlager). He stated: “Certainly they
should work there, but under conditions whereby they remain healthy
and alive.”

Himmlers handwritten notes about this meeting with Hitler and the
orders sent to Miller confirm that it was Hitlers will that those French
Jews which did not fall under this rule were not “to be kept alive “ (am
Leben bleiben) but were to be “abolished”, i.e. to be murdered.

(5) On the occasion of an address by Hitler on 19 June 1943, Himmler
learned of his decision “that the evacuation of the Jews, despite the
disturbances this will cause in the next 3 to 4 months, is to be radically

expedited and must be endured”.

(6) By the time of the so-called first Klessheim conference on the 17
and 18 April 1943, according to the protocol, Ribbentrop answered —
in Hitler’s presence — Horthy’s question “what he then should do with
the Jews” (“he [=Horthy, P.1.] can’t kill them after all”) by stating unam-
biguously that they must either be exterminated or brought to concen-
tration camps”. Hitler thereupon noted, in regard to the Jews in Po-
land: “If the Jews there don’t want to work they will be shot...If they
cannot work, they must rot. They should be treated like tubercular ba-
cillus which could attack healthy bodies. That is not cruel - if one
keeps in mind that even innocent natural beings like hares and deer

must be killed so that no damage occurs.”

In various addresses over the years 1943-1944 Himmler expressed
himself very clearly about the murder of the European Jews by his SS
and at the same time referred to having received a commission for
these mass murders. Also without naming names it was clear to his
listeners from whom he had received this commission since as Reichs-
fiihrer of the SS he was subordinate to only one person, namely Adolf
Hitler.
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19.14

19.15

19.16

On 6 October 1943, Himmler explained to Gau and Reich chiefs of the
party in Posen: “I ask of you that that which I say to you in this circle be
really only heard and not ever discussed. We were faced with the ques-
tion: what about the women and children? — I decided to find a very
clear solution to this problem — say, to kill or have them killed — and
then allow the avenger in the form of the children to grow up for our
sons and grandsons. The difficult decision must be made to have this
people disappear from the face of this earth. For the organisation
which had to execute this task, it was the most difficult which we had
ever had.”

It is true that Himmler in this speech gives the impression that the
murder of women and children was his responsibility, yet he refers at
the end of the paragraph to the most difficult “task which we ever had”
and not for instance to a task which he might have assigned to the SS.

In a speech on 5 May 1944 to generals of the Wehrmacht who joined an
ideological-political training in Sonthofen, Himmler became even
clearer: “The Jewish question has been solved within Germany itself
and in general within the countries occupied by Germany. It was
solved in an uncompromising fashion in accordance with the life and
death struggle of our nation in which the existence of our blood is at
stake [..] You can understand how difficult it was for me to carry out
this military order which I was given and which I implemented out of a
sense of obedience and absolute conviction. If you say:’'we can under-
stand as far as the men are concerned but not about the children’, then
I must remind you of what I said at the beginning. In this confrontation
with Asia we must get used to condemning to oblivion those rules and
customs of past wars which we have got used to and prefer. In my view,
we as Germans, however deeply we may feel in our hearts, are not en-
titled to allow a generation of avengers filled with hatred to grow up
with whom our children and grandchildren will have to deal because
we, too weak and cowardly, left it to them.”
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19.17

19.18

19.19

A few weeks later, on 24 May 1944, he spoke once again in Sonthofen,
again to a group of Generals of the Wehrmacht: “Another question
which was decisive for the inner security of the Reich and Europe, was
the Jewish question. It was uncompromisingly solved after orders and
rational recognition. I believe, Gentleman, that you know me well
enough to know that I am not a bloodthirsty person; I am not a man
who takes pleasure or joy when something rough must be done. How-
ever on the other hand, I have such good nerves and such a developed
sense of duty — I can say that much for myself — that when I recognise
something as necessary I can implement it without compromise. I
have not considered myself entitled — this concerns especially the Jew-
ish women and children — to allow the children to grow into the
avengers who will then murder our fathers and our grandchildren.
That would have been cowardly. Consequently the question was un-

compromisingly resolved.”

Himmler is thus speaking here — in the context of the murder of the
Jews — unmistakably about an “order” and of a “sense of duty”. His way
of formulating it — that he considered himself “entitled” to have the wo-
men and children killed as well- speaks for the view that this mass
murder followed from a Himmler initiative; it also however shows that
Himmler was firmly convinced that this decision was covered by
Hitler’s authority and was in accordance with his will.

Even more clearly, a few weeks later Himmler spoke on 21 July once
again in the context of an ideological-political training for the Gener-
als: “It was the most terrible assignment and the most terrible task
which an organisation can possibly get: the task of solving the Jewish
guestion. I am allowed to say this once again quite openly in this circle
a few sentences. It is good that we had the toughness to extirpate the

Jews in our area.”
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19.20

19.21

19.22

Hitler himself stated in a speech addressing high officers of the Wehr-
macht on 26 May 1944: “By removing the Jew, [ abolished in Germany
the possibility to build up a revolutionary core or nucleus. One could,
naturally, say to me: Yes, couldn’t you have solved this more simply —
or not simply, since all other means would have been more complic-
ated — but more humanely? My dear officers, we are engaged in a life
and death struggle. If our opponents win in this struggle than the Ger-
man people would be extirpated.”

Hitler described in the following sentences what sort of gruesome ex-
tirpation would take place and then went on to say: “Humanity would
mean here as well as in general the worst atrocities against one’s own
people. If I draw the hate of the Jews upon myself than at least I don’t
want to miss the advantage of such hate. The advantage consists in
that we will have a clean, organised body of the Volk, where no others

can ever again meddle in our affairs.”

In his testament of 29 April 1945, Hitler once again, in what was liter-
ally his last written words, gave vent to his deep antisemitic hatred:
“But I have also never left open any doubt about the fact that if the
peoples of Europe were once again to be regarded only as packages of
shares of these international monetary and financial conspirators,
then that people would be held responsible, which is the true culprit
behind the murderous struggle: Jewry ! I have also not left anybody in
the dark about the fact that this time it would not only be millions of
children of Europeans from the Aryan nations who will die of hunger,
not only millions of grown men who will suffer death, and not only
hundreds of thousands of women and children who will burn to death
in the cities and be permitted to be bombarded to death, without hold-
ing the true culprit responsible for this crime, even though it may be
by more humane methods. Above all I pledge the leadership of the na-
tion and its followers to the scrupulous observation of the racial laws
and to an implacable opposition against the universal poisoner of all

peoples, international Jewry.”
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CONCLUSION

201 Throughout his entire career — in the time span from the period imme-
diately after the German defeat in 1918 until the end of the Second
World War — Hitler’s behaviour and thinking was dominated by the
idea of “removing” the Jews from Germany. Antisemitism was clearly
the central binding element in Hitler’s political ideology, which in fact
was a conglomerate of highly contradictory ideas. His language con-
cerning Jews was full of hatred and threats.

202 Through the twenties and early thirties, Hitler wanted to achieve the
“removal” of the Jews by emigration or expulsion which would, accord-
ing to his view, be enforced by violent measures and even murderous
acts.

203 From the beginning of his time in office, Hitler was continually occu-
pied with anti-Jewish measures. He was not only actively engaged in
the preparations for the central anti-Jewish enterprise (the “boykott”
of 1 April 1933, the Nuremberg Laws and the pogrom of November
1938), but gave also orders and directions concerning detailed anti-
Jewish legislation and other measures against Jews.

204 He took the initiative to radicalise anti- Jewish policy step by step. The
fact that from time to time he was prepared to make tactical conces-
sions and to postpone single anti-Jewish mesasures reveals how much
he was engaged in the formulation of policy in this field.

205 After Kristallnacht, when Hitler realised that Jewish emigration might
not be completed before the beginning of a war, he announced (proph-
esized?) at different occasions the “annihilation of the Jews” living in
the territory under his control. With these statements Hitler
threatened to use the Jews as hostagages to prevent the Western
powers from intervening on the continent. These statements clearly

included the possibility of Genocide.
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20.6

20.7

20.8

20.9

20.10

20.11

Hitler avoided giving a clear written order to exterminate Jewish civil-
ians. He avoided speaking openly about killing in his entourage. How-
ever, there is clear evidence that he was deeply involved in the anti-
Jewish policy during the war, particularly when it reached a murder-
ous stage. In general, Hitler’s comments on the “Jewish question” re-
veal his essential commitment to radicalise persecution to the ex-

treme.

Hitler was fully responsible for the order for the mass executions in
Poland in 1939 and 1940. He was also actively engaged in setting up
plans for a Jewish reservation in Poland and he backed the Madagas-
car plan. He was continually preoccupied with further deportations
and deportation plans.

In 1941 Hitler ordered the extermination of the “Jewish-Bolshevist in-
telligentisa” and the elemination of every potential enemy in the occu-
pied Eastern territories. He was fully aware of mass executions of Jew-

ish civilians in the occupied Eastern territories.

In mid September 1941 Hitler ordered the beginning of mass deporta-
tions from Germany to ghettos in Eastern Europe. During Autumn
1941 and the following Winter, when preparation for the “Final Solu-
tion” in Europe were in full swing, Hitler spoke at various occasions
openly about the annihilation of the Jews in Europe. It can be ruled out
that the massive preparations for the systematic murder of European
Jews in extermination camps in Poland, undertaken in Spring and

Summer of 1942, were taken without his consent or his knowledge.

Finally, from a number of letters and speeches of Himmler it becomes
clear, that the Reichsfiihrer SS referred to the Holocaust as a task
which he had to carry out on the behalf of the highest authority in the
Third Reich — Hitler.

I have understood that my overriding duty is to the Court. My para-
mount obligation, as I have been advised by my Instructing Solicitors,
is to assist the Court on all matters within my expertise regardless of
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whom my instructions are from and who is paying my fees. I confirm
that this report is impartial, objective and unbiased and has been pro-
duced independently of the exigencies of this litigation. I believe that
the facts I have stated in this report are true and that the opinions I
have expressed are correct. Signed: Date:
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