INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

FINAL REPORT



www.polirom.ro

Editura POLIROM
lasi, B-dul Carol I nr. 4, P.O. BOX 266, 700506
Bucuresti, B-dul I.C. Bratianu nr. 6, et. 7, ap. 33, O.P. 37, P.O. BOX 1-728, 030174

Descrierea CIP a Bibliotecii Nationale a Romaniei:

INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA (Bucuresti)

Final Report / International Commission on the Holocaust in Romania; president of
the commission: Elie Wiesel; ed. Tuvia Friling, Radu loanid, Mihail E. lonescu. — lasi:
Polirom, 2004

ISBN: 973-681-989-2

I. Wiesel, Elie (presed.)
II. Friling, Tuvia (ed.)

Il. loanid, Radu (ed.)

IV. lonescu, Mihail E. (ed.)

323.1(=411.16)(498)"1939/1945”
94(=411.16)(498)"1939/1945”

Printed in ROMANIA



INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

FINAL
REPORT

President of the Commission: Elie Wiesel

Editors: Tuvia Friling,
Radu loanid, Mihail E. lonescu

POLIROM
2004



The members of the International Commission on the Holocaust in Romania :
Chairman : Elie Wiesel

Vice-chairmen : Tuvia Friling (State Archivist of Israel), Radu Ioanid (United States Holocaust
Memorial Museum) and Mihail E. Ionescu (Institute for Political Defense and Military History,
Bucharest)

Members : loan Scurtu (Commission secretary — “Nicolae Iorga” Institute of History, Bucharest),
Viorel Achim (“Nicolae Iorga” Institute of History, Bucharest), Jean Ancel (Yad Vashem, Jerusa-
lem), Colette Avital (member of the Israeli Parliament), Andrew Baker (American Jewish Commit-
tee), Lya Benjamin (Center for the Study of Jewish History, Bucharest), Liviu Beris (Association
of the Survivors of the Holocaust in Romania), Randolph Braham (City University of New York),
Irina Cajal Marin (Federation of Jewish Communities of Romania), Adrian Ciofldnca (“A.D.
Xenopol” Institute of History, Iasi), Ioan Ciuperca (“Al.I. Cuza” University, lasi), Alexandru
Elias (Federation of Jewish Communities of Romania), Alexandru Florian (“Dimitrie Cantemir”
University, Bucharest), Mihai Dinu Gheorghiu (Centre de Sociologie Européenne, Paris), Hildrun
Glass (“Ludwig-Maximilians” Universitaet, Munich), Menachem Hacohen (Chief Rabbi of Ro-
mania), Vasile Ionescu (Aven Amentza Roma Center), Corneliu Mihai Lungu (National Archives
of Romania), Daniel S. Mariaschin (B’nai B’rith International), Victor Opaschi (Presidential
Counselor), Andrei Pippidi (University of Bucharest), Ambassador Meir Rosenne (Israel), Liviu
Rotman (University of Tel Aviv), Michael Shafir (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty), Paul Shapiro
(United States Holocaust Memorial Museum), William Totok (Arbeitskreis fuer Geschichte, Ger-
many), Raphael Vago (University of Tel Aviv), George Voicu (National School for Political and
Administrative Studies, Bucharest), Leon Volovici (Hebrew University of Jerusalem)

(Government Decision no. 672/May 5, 2004, published in Monitorul Oficial al Romaniei, no. 436/
May 17, 2004)



Contents

FOVOWOFA ... e e e e e e e e e 7

Speech Given by Mr. Ion Iliescu, President of Romania, at the Meeting Dedicated
to the Holocaust Remembrance Day in Romania — October 12, 2004 ..............cooviiiiiinenen.e. 9

Message from Elie Wiesel, Chairman of the International Commission
on the Holocaust in ROMANIA ...........oiitiitiiii e e 15

Message of President Traian Basescu at the Ceremony
for the Commemoration of the Martyr Jews Killed on January 21-22, 1941 ....................... 17

Background and Precursors to the Holocaust.
Roots of Romanian Anti-Semitism. The League of National Christian Defense
and Iron Guard Anti-Semitism. The Anti-Semitic Policies of the Goga Government

and of the Royal DictatorShip ..........oueuiiiii e 19
Romanian-German Relations before and during the Holocaust............c.c.coooiiiiiiiiiiiiin. 57
The June-July 1940 Romanian Withdrawal from Bessarabia

and Northern Bukovina and Its Consequences on Interethnic Relations in Romania ............. 71
Anti-Semitic Propaganda and Official Rhetoric concerning

the Judeo-Bolshevik Danger : Romanian Jews and Communism between 1938-1944 ............ 89
The Holocaust in Romania .............cooiiiiiiiiiii e 109

The Exclusion of Jews from Romanian Society during the Antonescu Governments
with and without the Iron Guard : Anti-Semitic Legislation,

Romanianization and EXPropriation ..............c.oeiuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 181
The Life of Jewish Community under Ion Antonescu

and the Jewish Community’s Response to the Holocaust in Romania ............................. 205
The Deportation of the Roma and Their Treatment in Transnistria ...............c.coooeeininnn. 223
The Role of Ion Antonescu in the Planning and Implementation

of Anti-Semitic and Anti-Roma policies of the Romanian State....................c.coooeiin. 243
The Holocaust in Northern Transylvania ...........c.cooeiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 255
Solidarity and Rescue. Romanian “Righteous among the Nations” .................ccooeoiiiiann. 283
Trials of the War CriminalS ..........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 313
Distortion, Negationism, and Minimalization of the Holocaust in Postwar Romania .......... 333
Findings and Recommendations ...............o.ouiuiuiuiiiiiiii e 381
ASTETWOTA ... 391






Foreword

On the initiative of Mr. Ion Iliescu, President of Romania, the International Commission on the
Holocaust in Romania was established on October 22, 2003. The Commission was conceived from
the very beginning as an independent research body, free of any influence and political considera-
tion. The Commission’s budget and composition were approved under Government Decisions
no. 227 of February 20, 2004, and no. 672 of May 5, 2004, respectively.

At the invitation of the President of Romania, Mr. Elie Wiesel, Nobel Peace Prize laureate and
honorary member of the Romanian Academy, accepted the chairmanship of the Commission.

The Commission’s aim was to research the facts and determine the truth about the Holocaust
in Romania during World War II and the events preceding this tragedy. The results of the research
by the Commission are presented in this Report, based exclusively on scientific standards.

The Commission met three times — in Washington from May 16 to May 22, 2004, in Jerusalem
from September 6 to September 9, 2004, and in Bucharest from November 8 to November 13,
2004 - to evaluate the state of research and draft the Final Report. On November 11, 2004, the
Final Report of the International Commission on the Holocaust in Romania was presented to the
President of Romania.

We hope that the Commission’s conclusions and recommendations will promote the education
on and understanding of the Holocaust among all citizens, and particularly the youth of Romania,
as well as contribute to further research on the subject.

Besides Mr. Elie Wiesel, the Commission included respected experts in history, the humani-
ties, and the social sciences from Romania and abroad, survivors of the Holocaust, representatives
of national and international Jewish and Roma organizations and representatives of the Romanian
Presidency : Tuvia Friling (State Archivist of Israel), Radu loanid (United States Holocaust
Memorial Museum) and Mihail E. Ionescu (Institute for Political Defense and Military History,
Bucharest) — vice-chairmen ; Ioan Scurtu (Commission secretary — “Nicolae Iorga” Institute of
History, Bucharest), Viorel Achim (“Nicolae Iorga” Institute of History, Bucharest), Jean Ancel
(Yad Vashem, Jerusalem), Colette Avital (member of the Israeli Parliament), Andrew Baker
(American Jewish Committee), Lya Benjamin (Center for the Study of Jewish History, Bucharest),
Liviu Beris (Association of the Survivors of the Holocaust in Romania), Randolph Braham (City
University of New York), Irina Cajal Marin (Federation of Jewish Communities of Romania),
Adrian Cioflanca (“A.D. Xenopol” Institute of History, lasi), Ioan Ciuperca (“Al.I. Cuza” Univer-
sity, lasi), Alexandru Elias (Federation of Jewish Communities of Romania), Alexandru Florian
(“Dimitrie Cantemir” University, Bucharest), Mihai Dinu Gheorghiu (Centre de Sociologie
Européenne, Paris), Hildrun Glass (“Ludwig-Maximilians” Universitaet, Munich), Menachem
Hacohen (Chief Rabbi of Romania), Vasile Ionescu (Aven Amentza Roma Center), Corneliu Mihai
Lungu (National Archives of Romania), Daniel S. Mariaschin (B’nai B’rith International), Victor
Opaschi (Presidential Counselor), Andrei Pippidi (University of Bucharest), Ambassador Meir
Rosenne (Israel), Liviu Rotman (University of Tel Aviv), Michael Shafir (Radio Free Europe/
Radio Liberty), Paul Shapiro (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum), William Totok
(Arbeitskreis fuer Geschichte, Germany), Raphael Vago (University of Tel Aviv), George Voicu
(National School for Political and Administrative Studies, Bucharest), Leon Volovici (Hebrew
University of Jerusalem) — members.






Speech Given by Mr. Ion Iliescu,
President of Romania, at the Meeting Dedicated to the Holo-
caust Remembrance Day in Romania - October 12, 2004

Messrs. Presidents of the Legislative Bodies,
Your Holiness, Father Patriarch,

Your Eminence, Chief Rabbi,

Honorable religious leaders,

Ladies and gentlemen,

Ambassadors,

Dear guests,

Having emerged from the darkness of totalitarianism, Romania has embarked on a
long and not so easy road to the recovery of memory and the assumption of responsibil-
ity, in keeping with the moral and political values grounding its new status as a demo-
cratic country, a dignified member of the Euro-Atlantic community.

Upon deciding to establish a “Holocaust Remembrance Day,” we intended to bring
pious homage to all those who suffered as a result of the discriminatory, anti-Semitic and
racist policies promoted by the Romanian state in a troubled moment of our national
history. This dark chapter in our recent past, when the Romanian Jews became victims
of the tragedy of the Holocaust, must not be forgotten or minimized. While paying
homage to the dead or deported, to those forced to leave the country, to those deprived
of their belongings, of their rights and liberties guaranteed by the Constitution, and
treated like inferior beings, we search our conscience and try to understand the causes
and consequences of our abdication of the values and traditions of our people, of the
obligations assumed affer the Great Union of 1918.

A critical evaluation of the past is always necessary, so as not to forget it, but also to
set with clarity the landmarks of our effort to build ourselves, as part of constructing the
future of our nation. Such remembrance is all the more appropriate when it refers to
tragic events befallen for so long by an unmotivated silence.

Ladies and gentlemen,

The outbreak of World War II found Romania unprepared to face its multiple chal-
lenges. Under the shield of neutrality, proclaimed almost immediately, the Romanian
leadership of the time hoped to be able to prevent the country’s involvement in a conflict
that was foreign to us and could result in many losses and no gains.

However, the evolution of events brought Romania into the whirl of the war much
sooner than expected. In June 1940, under an agreement with Germany, based on the
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Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact, the USSR gave Romania an ultimatum, whereby it forced our
country, under the threat of hostilities, to surrender Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina.
Then, on August 30, 1940, under the Vienna Dictate, Germany and Italy forced Romania
to surrender Northern Transylvania to Hungary.

Against this background of profound national tragedy, following a coup, a radical
change of political regime took place in Romania. General Ion Antonescu came to power,
and in a first stage (from September 1940 to January 1941) he relied on the political force
of the Legionary movement — an extremist, anti-Semitic, xenophobic, antidemocratic,
and pro-Nazi party. In November 1940 Romania joined the Axis, rallying to the group of
states dominated by Hitler’s Germany. Anti-Semitism and the crusade against Bolshe-
vism gradually became the main topics of the official propaganda, which attempted to
manipulate public opinion.

Germany’s war against the USSR, launched in June 1941, which Ion Antonescu
joined from the very beginning based on the need to recover the territories abducted by
the Soviet Union a year before, enforced this obedience to the political aims and ideo-
logical orientations of Hitler’s Germany.

Pressure from the pro-fascist organizations in the country, as well as from Hitler’s
Germany and fascist Italy, led to the promotion of anti-Semitism as a state policy as early
as the time of the Goga-Cuza government (December 1937 - February 1938) ; but it was
on August 8, 1940, under the royal dictatorship of Carol II, that a systematic policy of
excluding Jews from the life of Romanian society began.

After the instauration of the Antonescu-Legionary dictatorship in September 1940,
the anti-Semitic policy became extremely harsh : laws were adopted that excluded Jews
from schools and universities, bars and theatres, the army and the liberal professions ;
commissions for Romanianization took over Jewish properties ; forced labor was im-
posed on the males of the Jewish population.

During the Legionary rebellion of January 1941, a genuine pogrom took place, in
which 120 Jews were killed. After the Legionnaires’ removal from power, the anti-Semitic
policy continued at even higher levels. Of the most serious events we mention the
pogrom of lasi, in June 1941, when thousands of Jews perished.

A significant aspect, practically the most important chapter of the Holocaust in
Romania, refers to deportations. Initially, the regime led by Ion Antonescu planned the
deportation of all citizens of Jewish origin from Bessarabia and Bukovina, following that
later on, the citizens of Jewish origin from other areas of the country would be subjected
to the same policy. The place chosen for deportation was Transnistria, the territory
between the Dniester and the Bug that came under Romanian administration.

Massive deportations started on October 9, 1941, and continued for a year. Romanian
citizens, our fellow men, about 120,000 of them, were taken from their homes and
embarked on true death trains or marched through rain and snow tens and hundreds of
miles, across the Dniester. On the way, as well as in Transnistria, many thousands Jews
died as a result of the inhuman treatment, freezing, illness, or even shooting.

In memory of these people, at the proposal of several organizations of Holocaust
survivors and the Federation of the Jewish Communities in Romania, as well as from the
consciousness of our moral duty to the memory of the Romanian Jews who had to suffer
during those terrible years, the government has decided to make October 9 the annual
Holocaust Remembrance Day in Romania.
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Deportations were not the only component of the Holocaust. I will only mention the
retaliations of October 1941 in Odessa, following the explosion of the city’s Romanian
Military Command. In August 1942 the Romanian side was presented with a plan
prepared by the German authorities that aimed to send all the Romanian Jews to the
Belzec death camp. However, this plan was never put into practice, and Antonescu
decided in October 1942 to put a stop to the deportations to Transnistria.

It must be said here that the evolution of the attitude of Ion Antonescu’s regime in this
regard was determined by the evolution of the war. In the phase of the German victories
on the Eastern front, the repression against the Jewish population reached its height, and
the regime’s leaders often stated that the so-called Jewish problem was almost solved. As
the tides of war changed, the attitude of Ion Antonescu’s regime became more nuanced,
and measures were taken that limited the number of victims. This resulted in Romania
being one of Germany’s allies where a significant part of the Jewish population on their
territory managed to survive. Moreover, many Jews from Northern Transylvania, under
Horthyst occupation at the time, succeeded in saving themselves by fleeing to Romania
with the help of Romanian citizens and the tacit agreement of some officials.

The terrible tragedy of the Holocaust was possible due to the complicity of top state
institutions — secret services, army, police, etc. —, as well as of those who executed, often
overzealously, Marshal Antonescu’s orders.

On this Holocaust Remembrance Day it is also natural to mention the fact that many
personalities — politicians, high priests, military officers, writers, journalists, actors,
other public figures - intervened with the state authorities to cancel, or at least to ease,
certain frustrating and repressive measures. Many Romanians, known or unknown,
risked their freedom, and even their lives, to save their Jewish fellow men from death.
Those who are known are acknowledged today by the State of Israel as “Righteous
among the Nations,” and we are certain that many others are going to be found from now
on. Recently, a Romanian priest was awarded, at a venerable age, this high distinction for
his courage to help his Jewish fellow men in Transnistria. Such deeds ennoble a human
being and the community to which he or she belongs. Mention must be also made of
other similar acts of human solidarity in support of Jewish compatriots made by many
simple Romanians, such as the Transylvanian Romanians who, as we have reminded
here, helped many Jews in occupied Transylvania illegally cross the border to Romania.

We bring homage today to the resistance of the Jewish community, which knew how
to organize itself so as to oppose the tragedy and ensure its existence and continuity.
From the organization of its own educational system under circumstances in which young
Jews were forbidden access to state schools, to continuing its specific cultural life,
including the functioning of the Barasheum Theater, from the repeated interventions by
the authorities to acts of revolt, from the support granted to the deportees by those who
had remained in the country to actions designed to help organize the emigration of
thousands of Jews to Palestine.

Ladies and gentlemen,

Commemorating for the first time the Holocaust Remembrance Day in Romania, I
take the opportunity of this solemn reunion to propose that we all bow down before the
memory of the victims of this tragic event, which is part of our past, just as the repre-
sentatives of the religions living together in Romania have done under our administration.
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According to the latest research, over 250,000 people were killed during the Holocaust
in the territories under Romanian administration for the sole guilt of having been born
Jews, destroying people for their origin. To these we must also add the over 12,000
citizens of Roma descent who died in Transnistria in similar circumstances.

The Holocaust was one of those serious historical issues whose approach was avoided
both during the communist regime and after 1990. There were attempts to hide the facts,
or even distortions of the truth. In not a few cases there was also a transfer of responsi-
bility. The Ion Antonescu regime was credited, for instance, with having saved the
approximately 400,000 Jews who were still alive at the end of the war, while the
liquidation of the over 250,000 Jews of Romania and the occupied Soviet territories was
turned into the responsibility of the German troops in the country and Berlin’s orders.

Undoubtedly, Germany’s Nazi regime bears the main responsibility for the European
Holocaust. But it is Ion Antonescu’s regime that is responsible for the initiation and the
organization of the repressive actions and the extermination measures directed against
the Jews of Romania and the territories under Romanian administration. Reality cannot,
and must not, be concealed. Assumption of one’s own past, with its goods and evils, is
not just an exercise in honesty but also the proof of a democratic conscience, of the
responsibility of the Romanian state’s leadership, which, at a turning point in its history,
did not manage to rise up to its essential mission, namely, to ensure the security of all its
citizens, regardless of their ethnic origins.

The Holocaust tragedy has today a special significance. Such a tragedy must never be
repeated, and for that, no effort is too small for the younger generations to know and
understand the entire truth. This is the best way to prevent future repetition of the past’s
tragedies.

An international commission was established for the in-depth study of the Holocaust
in Romania, which includes renowned experts led by Professor Elie Wiesel, a native of
Romania and winner of the Nobel Prize for Peace. The Commission’s report will be
presented in a few weeks at a meeting to be held in Bucharest. The document shall
provide the basis for a complete activity of future investigation into this tragic pheno-
menon and informing public opinion, particularly the young generation. In its turn, the
Ministry of Education and Research has decided to include in the school curricula an
optional course dedicated to the Holocaust in Romania. We also see with satisfaction that
the press, radio, and television stations have lately devoted increasing space to this
phenomenon, approaching it from objective positions.

These actions are part of a wider program that aims at knowledge of the past and the
events related to the Holocaust. This program includes the adoption of legislative meas-
ures banning fascist, racist, xenophobic, and anti-Semitic organizations and symbols as
well as the cult of persons guilty of crimes against humanity and peace. The first such
measure was taken by the government in March 2002 and was met with satisfaction by the
Jewish organizations and the overwhelming majority of public opinion.

Also as of 2002, the National Defense College has been organizing a course in the
history of the Holocaust. All these represent the implementation of the commitments
made by Romania when joining the Final Declaration of the International Forum on the
Holocaust in Stockholm, a group established in 1998 at the initiative of prime minister
Goran Persson, with the aim of promoting education meant to remember the tragedy of
the Holocaust and stimulate the historical research of this phenomenon.
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We sincerely wish to understand why, in a country like Romania, which in 1918 had
managed to fulfill its destiny through the Great Union of December 1, which had taken
an ascendant course of economic and social development, which had political structures
and institutions compatible with the great Western democracies, and which had success-
fully integrated the values of the Western culture and civilization, the development of
such a virulent anti-Semitic trend, which degenerated into the monstrosities of the Holo-
caust, was possible. The interwar Romanian anti-Semitism was the result of a democratic
failure and of the refusal of the political elite and a large part of the intellectual elite to
assume this failure. It also was a serious moral perversion.

When a nation suffers from a trauma of the kind suffered by Romania in the 1940s,
it can lose its way in the absence of a civic spirit and a consciousness of values and moral
duty. There is, however, no excuse for those who cynically and cold-bloodedly sent their
fellow citizens to death, who discriminated, humiliated, and excluded them from society.

The recent past obligates us to create mechanisms and institutions designed to serve
as the society’s antibodies against these illnesses of the spirit that are racism, anti-
-Semitism, xenophobia.

This time, Romanians and Jews are on the same side of the barricade, a sign that we
have learned the lesson of solidarity and mutual respect.

Ladies and gentlemen,

In my opinion, the Holocaust Remembrance Day should lead, first and foremost, to
a deeper knowledge of this collective tragedy. Beyond the concrete historical facts, very
important are the educational aspects, the change in the perception of an event of such
tragic dimensions.

This first commemoration of October 9 should mark the conscious and sincere
assumption of a painful episode of our national history, which the public conscience and
our collective memory must neither conceal, nor hide, nor relativize in significance.

Looking forward to the future, tenaciously pursuing the objectives that await us as
members of the North-Atlantic Alliance and future members of the European Union, we
have the duty to understand and assume all the moments and lessons of the past.
Holocaust Remembrance Day should be a moment of reflection for all of us, an occasion
to meditate on totalitarianism and its tragic consequences, on community relations and
values of human solidarity, on the perenniality of democracy, legality, and the respect for
the fundamental rights and liberties of citizens.






Message from Elie Wiesel,
Chairman of the International Commission
on the Holocaust in Romania

What is true about individual human beings is also true of communities. Repressed
memories are dangerous for, in surfacing, they may destroy what is healthy, cheapen
what is noble, undermine what is lofty.

A nation or a person may find various ways to confront their past but none to ignore
it. It is this principle that has motivated you, Mr. President, to repair years of forgetful-
ness and face the demands of History by creating this body of scholars and witnesses,
teachers and social activists. It is in their name that I have the honor to speak and present
to you, the Romanian people and the entire civilized world, the report the International
Presidential Commission has prepared on Romania’s ambivalent but not monolithic role
in the implacable and tragic events during the Holocaust years.

For my part I am indebted to its members - all eminent scholars, teachers and social
activists from various countries and backgrounds - for their extraordinary efforts in
analyzing that singular era with skill, talent, sensitivity, sincerity and fairness. Their
endeavor, President Iliescu, will constitute an invaluable contribution to and perhaps the
understanding of the history of that era, its evil aberrations as well as its heroic martyrs.

Why have so many citizens betrayed humanity, theirs and ours, in choosing to
persecute, torment and murder defenseless and innocent men, women and children ?
Granted, Jews were not the only ones to be singled out ; there were others, particularly
the Roma. But remember : though not all victims were Jews, all Jews were victims —
why ? There were good and brave Romanians who risked their own lives and saved the
honor of their nation by opposing the oppression and death of their fellow citizens — and
they deserve our deepest gratitude — but why were they so few? And also, why has
Romania waited so long to come to terms with its past?

All these questions, and many related others, all pertinent and related to the painful
subject, have been studied and explored in depth without any particular reservation or
complacency. All the relevant documents were examined, all the available testimonies
investigated. When questions were ambiguous or not sufficiently clear, we said so. As
we did when a difference of opinion regarding the interpretation of certain events or
figures.

For us this was our sacred mission: to honor truth by remembering the dead. For
them, it is too late ; but not for their children — and ours.

November 11, 2004






Message of President Traian Basescu at the Ceremony
for the Commemoration of the Martyr Jews Killed
on January 21-22, 1941

Today, January 20, 2005 we are paying our pious respects to those who, starting with
1941, died in the extermination acts for the only fault of being Jewish.

The pogrom started by the legionnaires in Bucharest in 1941, where 120 of our
Jewish fellow citizens died is just a phase in the series of events which victimized
common people, with common lives, thrown in the midst of history’s storm and killed
during actions that cannot possibly be ever justified by anyone.

Ethnocentricity, which in the modern age represented one of the ways used by the
South-Eastern European countries to build their national identities is to this day tempting
for any society that finds itself at a cross-road. And not just by chance the lack of a
mature civic spirit is sometimes coexistent with the emergence of a stronger and stronger
xenophobic sentiment.

Romania is no longer a society at a crossroad. Its choice of the democratic values is
obvious and there is no way back. We can only support those voices, attitudes and actions
that will eventually lead to the crystallization of a civic spirit which is going to be
intolerant towards intolerance, which will promote the idea that people can only be
judged according to what they do and not to their genetic and cultural inheritance.

I think that, under these circumstances, the practice of dialogue is more than needed,
as it is benefiting everyone and it can contribute to the avoidance of all limitations and
confinement.

A phenomenon at the scale and tragedy of the Holocaust cannot and must not be
forgotten.

One of the objectives of my mandate will be that of fighting all xenophobic and
anti-Semitic acts, of reminding everybody that there was a time when the respect for the
other was only a slogan emptied of any actual meaning.

I consider that to say what happened in the past to our Jewish fellow is a duty we have
towards those who lived in those times, towards the youth of this country who have to
send a common message of coexistence and cultural exchange.

That is why I consider the educational process to be overwhelmingly important.

I think that the subject of the Holocaust needs to be more and more present in the
Romanian schools and universities, so that the mistakes of the past will never be repeated
again. The memory of the Holocaust should not be just a one day event.

There was much talk of the danger of annihilation, of uprooting that was considered
to be too high a price for the contemporary human being to pay. From the point of view
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of otherness, any of us need not only the feeling of belonging to some place, some past
but we also need an “other” who is our equal, for us to discover ourselves as autono-
mous, independent individuals.

The youth who are shaping their distinctive personalities today must know their past,
where they come from in order for them to know where to go from here.

I am counting on the support of institutions like the Yad Vashem Memorial in
Jerusalem and the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington to consolidate together
this process of molding our youth on the basis of the respect for truth and moral values.

I take this opportunity to salute every collaboration with institutions, research centers,
Jewish organizations or foundations that can help us to start further such activities.

I think that such an approach is even more necessary in a country that is a unique area
of Sephardic and Ashkenazi confluence, which defines its special profile among the
countries that enjoyed the presence of Jewish people during the centuries.

We can take pride in our original Jewish inheritance which significantly imprinted
Romanian culture and civilization. I would say that it is our duty towards our great
personalities, not only those belonging to the Jewish community, but of the whole
Romanian people, to reestablish the truth and to make it known by all means we have at
our disposal. That is why I think that the application of the recommendations of the
International Commission for the Study of the Holocaust in Romania is a decisive step in
this direction.

I am sure that the remarkable progress Romania has made so far for the research,
education and commemoration of the Holocaust will continue in the future.

I’'m ending with the beautiful words of the traditional prayer NIZKOR (We will
remember).



Background and Precursors to the Holocaust.

Roots of Romanian Anti-Semitism. The League of National
Christian Defense and Iron Guard Anti-Semitism.
The Anti-Semitic Policies of the Goga Government

and of the Royal Dictatorship

The Roots of the Romanian Anti-Semitism

The roots of Romanian anti-Semitism are intertwined with the origins of the modern
Romanian state and the emergence of the rich national cultural tradition that accompa-
nied unification of the principalities, independence, and the creation of Greater Romania.
The anti-Semitism that manifested itself in Romania between the two world wars grew
directly from seeds sewn at the major turning points of the country’s development
starting in the mid-nineteenth century. For reasons that may have differed from person to
person or group to group, strong anti-Semitic currents were present in various forms and
with varying intensity in the political, cultural and spiritual life of the Romanian society
for most of the century that preceded the accession to power of the National Christian
Party in 1937, the installation of the Royal Dictatorship in 1938, and the Antonescu —
Iron Guard National Legionary State in 1940 - that is, for most of the century that
culminated in the Holocaust.

The anti-Semitic actions of that succession of governments drew inspiration from the
anti-Semitic themes that had entered the Romanian lexicon of ideas long before the thirties
and long before the Nazi rise to influence and then to power in Germany. While each of these
three governing configurations mixed the essential elements of widespread anti-Semitic
concepts somewhat differently — leaning more or less heavily on certain themes, perhaps
adding to native concepts notions adapted from non-Romanian anti-Semitic expression,
and advocating sometimes greater and sometimes lesser violence to accomplish their
goals - they all represented essential continuity with Romanian anti-Semitic ideas that
had their origins in the pre-World War I era. It is true that politicians with radical
anti-Semitic views achieved greater legitimacy in the public eye after Hitler’s accession
to power in Germany. But what was novel under the National Christian Party, during the
Royal Dictatorship, and especially when control passed to the Iron Guard and Antonescu,
was not the nature of the anti-Semitism they espoused, but the fact that anti-Semitism had
passed from the realm of verbal expression and occasional outbursts of anti-Semitic
violence by private groups or individuals to the realm of government policy and state action.

The anti-Semitic policies of the National Christian Party government, the Royal
Dictatorship and the National Legionary state set the stage for far worse that was yet to
come under the wartime regime of Ion Antonescu. Antonescu wanted to eliminate the
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Jews of Romania through “Romanianization” (romdnizare - the deprivation of property
and livelihood), deportation, and finally murder. This change was supported - or at least
accepted - by the majority of the country’s political, cultural, and religious elite. And
little wonder. Even this adjustment in policy was within a framework of fundamental
continuity with the ideas that had been an integral part of the political, intellectual, and
spiritual discourse from the nineteenth-century struggle for creation of an independent
Romanian state to the establishment of Greater Romania, which Antonescu and his
acolytes were seeking to reestablish.

The Jewish Community of Greater Romania

The Jewish community of Greater Romania was diverse and numerous, with roots in the
histories and civilizations of the Regat, of Habsburg Austria, of prewar Hungary, and of
the Czarist Empire. According to the national census of 1930, there were 756,930 Jews,
or 4.2 percent of the total population, in the country at that time, and there was
undoubtedly some increase during the decade that followed. Jews constituted 13.6 per-
cent of the urban population of approximately 3,632,000, and just 1.6 percent of the
rural population of approximately 14,421,000. Over two thirds of the country’s Jews
lived in cities and towns, less than one third in rural areas. The Jewish population was not
spread evenly across the country, as the following table demonstrates :

Jews as a percentage of population,
by province and urban/rural area, 1930

Population Jews as % Jews as % # Jews as %

Total Jews of Total of Urban of Rural
Romania 18,057,028 | 756,930 4.0 13.6 1.6
Oltenia 1,513,175 3,523 0.2 1.6 <0.1
Muntenia 4,029,008 94,216 2.1 7.8 <0.1
Dobrogea 815,475 4,031 0.5 1.8 <0.1
Moldavia 2,433,596 | 162,268 6.5 23.1 1.2
Bessarabia 2,864,402 | 206,958 7.2 26.8 4.3
Bukovina 853,009 93,101 10.8 30.0 3.9
Transylvania 3,217,988 81,503 2.4 8.6 1.3
Banat 939,958 14,043 1.2 5.8 0.2
Cris.-Mara. 1,390,417 97,287 6.4 16.7 3.8

*  See Institutul Central de Statistica, Recensdmantul general al populatiei Romaniei din 29 decemvrie
1930, 10 vols. (Bucharest, 1938-1940), vol. 9, pp. 440-443. For a summary presentation of the
statistics, see Sabin Manuild and D.C. Georgescu, Populatia Romdniei (Bucharest: Institutul
Central de Statistica, 1938).

While sharing many common interests and concerns in the new state, the Jewish
population was composed of several distinct communities, differentiated by the political
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history of the region in which they lived, the degree to which they had been assimilated
to Romanian language and culture, the degree and visibility of their adherence to Jewish
tradition and religious practice, and other factors.

Unfortunately, virtually every segment of Romania’s Jewish population was viewed
with antagonism by the Romanian elites that had succeeded in 1918-1920 in bringing all
Romanians under a single state authority for the first time in the modern era.

The Jews of the Regat, assimilated in Walachia but less so in Moldavia, were per-
ceived unfavorably for all the reasons that had fostered the growth of Romanian anti-
-Semitism in the decades leading up to the Great War - political, economic, cultural and
religious — and because foreign support for their struggle to obtain citizenship had led to
a widespread sentiment that the Jews, with the help of outside powers, were seeking to
limit the sovereignty of the Romanian state. The Jews of Transylvania and Crisana-Maramures,
the majority of whom spoke either Hungarian or Yiddish, were viewed as “foreign” not
only because they were not Christian, but because their cultural identity and political
loyalty in post-1867 Austria-Hungary had been cast clearly with the Magyar majority in
Hungary. Constituting 5 percent of Ausgleich Hungary’s population, the Jews had been
counted as “Hungarians” in Hungary’s prewar cultural identity census, thus allowing the
Hungarians to claim majority status in their state. These Jews were perceived by Roma-
nians to be sympathetic, or potentially sympathetic, to Hungarian revisionist claims. The
Jews of Bukovina, culturally aligned with the Germans in the Habsburg monarchy or
speaking Yiddish, were also stigmatized by Romanians as “foreigners” who had lived
well in a region of historical Moldavia pared off by the Habsburgs in 1775 and only
returned to Romania in 1918. Finally, the Jews of Bessarabia — numerous, principally
Yiddish and Russian-speaking, and more of a presence in the countryside than in other
regions of the country - served as the model of the stereotypical foreign Jew against
which anti-Semites in the Regat had been agitating for decades.

In this atmosphere it is not surprising that anti-Semitism was common coinage in the
newly expanded Romanian state created in the aftermath of World War I. Anti-Semitism
manifested itself in three forms — political, cultural/intellectual, and popular.

Anti-Semitic Precursors

In a parliamentary speech he delivered as leader of the National Christian Party in
December 1935 and later published as a pamphlet entitled Romdnia a romanilor, Octavian
Goga, a poet and a political and spiritual leader of the struggle of Transylvanian Roma-
nians for political rights before World War I, repudiated the Romanian press :

...because it is not produced by Romanians. People who do not have burial plots in Romanian
cemeteries think that they can direct our soul, the ethereal impulse of our thought; they
imagine that any moral manifestation of ours is their patrimony and grasp it with their filthy
hands ; they have transformed their printing presses, quite simply, into a tool for the ruination
of Romanian society.

His attack on Jews was greeted enthusiastically by National Christian Party members
of the Chamber of Deputies. Goga, who as prime minister three years later would initiate
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decree-laws that deprived tens of thousands of Jews of their citizenship and other rights,
was not satisfied. He wanted to link the stance of his party to the “noblest spirits” of
Romanian tradition. Later in the speech, citing the peasantry as the foundation of the
Romanian “race,” he added :

I might say that for decades before the war the entirety of Romanian ideology was consti-
tuted on this basis: we have to establish a national state. Who represents our race? The
peasants... There is no monopoly in this way of thinking ; it is the result of all the fibers of our
intellectual thought from before the war.

At this point, Goga was interrupted by Pamfil Seicaru, who was editor of Curentul
and who certainly understood the national slogans and mood of the day. Seicaru shouted
out: “Beginning with Eminescu, from 1876.” Then a National Liberal Party parliamen-
tarian broke in to add “Kogilniceanu.” And Goga concluded :

...I could say, without exaggeration, that the entire nineteenth century constitutes one
current of logical thinking along this line.’

Clearly it was not just Goga who identified the antecedents of Romanian anti-Semitism
in the intellectual, cultural and political patrimony of the country. There was a general
sense, expressed on that particular day in Parliament, that aspiring to an exclusionist,
race-based Romanie a romdnilor was part of the national inheritance passed down from
the founders of modern Romanie and its culture. Goga concluded his speech with a call
to recognize the instinct of “differentiation based on race” and “differentiation based on
religion” ; and to recognize that the “organic entity” of the Romanian people and
Romanian soul cannot absorb foreigners and is being unjustly assaulted by an invasion of
“foreigners” - Goga’s shorthand for Jews.

Was this, indeed, Greater Romania’s inheritance ? There are sufficient examples that
can be cited in the political, cultural and religious spheres to support the notion that
anti-Semitism must be dealt with as an integral part of the sweep of Romanian history.

One of the issues that evoked an enormous outpouring of anti-Semitic sentiment of
every sort from the mid-nineteenth century through to the mid-twentieth was the juridical
status of Jews in the new Romanian state. The leadership of the 1848 uprisings in
Walachia and Moldavia had called for the emancipation of the Jews and political equal-
ity. However, after the uprisings were crushed and as the status of the principalities
became the subject of diplomatic negotiations among the European Powers, improvement
of the juridical status of Jews in the principalities became an issue of international
interest. With no action to improve the status of Jews forthcoming from within the
principalities during the period of European guardianship that followed the Crimean War,
the Powers pressed the issue, gently at first and then more insistently, as the principalities
sought first unification and ultimately independence. This external pressure caused
extreme resentment among a Romanian elite seeking to establish Romanian self-determination
and sovereignty, and reinforced in the minds of many questions that still persisted a

All citations are from Octavian Goga, Romdnia a romdnilor (Sibiu : Tipografia Sateanului, 1936).
See Article 27 of “Dorintele Partidei Nationale in Moldova” and Article 21 of the “Proclamatia de
la Islaz,” cited in Carol lancu, Evreii din Romania, 1866-1919. De la excludere la emancipare
(Bucharest : Hasefer, 1996), pp. 52-54. The French edition appeared in 1978.
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century later about the loyalties and motivations of Romanian Jews seeking full citizen-
ship and equal rights in the Romanian state.

Thus, in the Convention of Paris (August 19, 1858), which set the terms on which the
European Powers would accept the unification of Walachia and Moldavia, Article 46
opened the door to, but did not require, the eventual grant of full juridical rights to the Jews :

Moldavians and Walachians will all be equal before the law, in tax status and will have
equal access to public functions in both Principalities... Moldavians and Walachians of all
Christian rites will have equal political rights. The benefit of these rights may be extended to
other cults (religions) through legislation.

Prince Alexandru Ioan Cuza took important steps in this direction during his six years
on the throne of the United Principalities. Article 26 of the Communal Law of May 31,
1864, granted certain rights, including the right to vote in municipal elections, to certain
categories of Jews who fulfilled specific conditions. The Civil Code he proposed in
1864, which came into effect a year later, allowed for granting citizenship to Jews under
certain very limited conditions. No Jews actually received citizenship under Cuza,
however, and there was a general sense in his last twenty-four months in power, as
internal as well as external opposition to his rule grew, that the reforms he inaugurated
would not last. Nevertheless, these improvements in the situation of the Jews sharpened
opposition to his rule among the political and cultural elite and hastened the coup that
removed Cuza from power in early 1866.°

A real explosion of openly expressed anti-Semitism occurred as the prospect of
achieving national independence became more certain. During discussions of the new
Constitution of 1866, Romanian leaders began to portray Jews as a principal obstacle to
Romanian independence, prosperity, and culture. Later, the extended debate over the
acceptance or rejection of the requirement levied in the Treaty of Berlin in 1878, which
granted Romania independence on condition that citizenship be granted to Jews, further
radicalized these views.

When the majority Conservative/minority Liberal government charged with drafting
a new constitution presented a draft text that included the language, “Religion cannot be
an obstacle to obtaining citizenship,” the drafting committee in Parliament immediately
modified it by adding the sentence, “Regarding Jews long established in Romania, a
special law will regulate their gradual admission to naturalized status.” As Parliament
met to consider this new text, street demonstrations against the provision in any form
took place outside the building, followed by a destructive rampage through the Jewish
quarter of Bucharest.

Ion Bratianu, minister of finance in the Government that had proposed the original
text, but whose Liberal Party was generally unsympathetic to citizenship rights for Jews
and would lead the opposition to any such measure for the next half century, immediately
attacked the already weakened proposal, declaring in the parliamentary session of June 19,
1866, “...we have stated that the Government does not intend to hand the country over
to the Jews, nor to grant them rights that affect or damage in the slightest way the

3. On the period of Russian domination of the principalities and of European guardianship following
the Crimean War, see Barbara Jelavich, Russia and the Formation of the Romanian National State
(Cambridge : Cambridge University Press, 1984), chapters 1 and 2 ; and lancu, op. cit., pp. 56-65.
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interests of Romania.” The following day he labeled the Jews a “social plague” (plagd
sociald) for Romania, that :

...pure and simply because of their large number threaten, as everyone acknowledges, our
nationality... Only [strong] administrative measures can save us from this calamity and prevent
this foreign underclass from invading our country.*

Two days later, a revised text that specifically excluded Jews from acquiring Roma-
nian citizenship was introduced as Article 7 of the new constitution :

The status of Romanian citizen is acquired, maintained, and forfeited in accordance with
rules established through civil legislation. Only foreign individuals who are of the Christian
rite may acquire Romanian citizenship.

By the end of the year the harsh restrictions of Article 94 of the Organic Law,
imposed on the principalities by Russian occupiers in the 1830s, were reinstated.

Bratianu’s anti-Semitic language sharpened from that point on, as his influence in
succeeding governments grew. As minister of interior in 1867, Bratianu issued a series
of Circulars to prefects across the country ordering them to enforce harsh exclusionary
measures against the Jews, restricting their right to live in rural areas, expelling them
from certain livelihoods, and exposing them to physical expulsion from Romania.
Protests from abroad, from foreign governments seeking to guide Romania toward
independence as well as from Jewish organizations, further intensified Bratianu’s
anti-Semitic rhetoric.’ Setting the tone for many of his countrymen, who looked to him
for national leadership, Bratianu responded to a parliamentary question from P.P. Carp
about these policies by laying blame on Romanians who hired Jews for creating a
situation in which “they have latched on to our land so tightly that we will never be
able to get rid of them,” and laying blame on the Jews for bringing down the wrath of
the Great Powers of Europe on Romania and serving as tools in the hands of the
nation’s enemies :

...Jews, even when they commit crimes, are better treated than others... Not because Jews have
greater morality than Christians, at least when it comes to fraud, but because whenever you lay
a hand on a Jew, all Israelites, not only in Romania but abroad as well, come screaming... [I]f
you lay a hand on a Jew, even one caught in a crime, a Consul comes to you and says, “This
is my subject.” Whether he is or is not a foreign subject, a Consul always appears to say he is...
This is what the enemies of our nation are doing today ; they are taking the Jews and using
them to attack us.®

Two years later he summarized his view in a single sentence : “The goal of the Jews
is nothing less than to put an end to our national existence.”’

Brétianu was not the only 1848 revolutionary to adopt such extreme views as Romania
moved toward independence. Thus we find Cezar Bolliac labeling the Jews “a real

4. Monitorul Oficial, June 19 and 20, 1866.

See Iancu, op. cit., pp. 74-80.

6. Parliamentary Speech of April 30, 1868, in Din scrierile si cuvantdrile lui Ion C. Bratianu, vol. 1
(Bucharest : Carol Gobl, 1903), pp. 441, 445-446.

7. Monitorul Oficial, January 4, 1870.
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parasite” and complaining that while Jews are the same everywhere, nowhere is the
Jewish problem more severe than in Romania :

It is frightening, gentlemen, to see the spread, day by day, of this deadly congregation, but
even more frightening to realize that nowhere has it sunk its roots in as deep as here.®

And Mihail Kogédlniceanu, whose anti-Semitism was recalled during Goga’s speech
in Parliament in 1935, as government minister in 1869 resumed the process of expelling
the Jews from Romanian villages to deprive them of their livelihood. When foreign
governments protested, Kogidlniceanu responded angrily that Romania’s treatment of
Jews living there was no one else’s business.’

Lesser political figures echoed the national leadership. Parliamentary Deputy
I.C. Codrescu of Barlad, for example, published one of his parliamentary speeches in its
entirety in a pamphlet entitled Cotropirea judoveascd in Romania. He attacked the
Alliance Israelite Universelle and painted Jews as anti-national elements undermining
Romanian character both in the countryside and in urban areas :

The term Romanian Jew is an insult hurled at our nation... Whatever the Jew is, Jew he will
remain... Must we really resign ourselves to permanently seeing an enemy population such as
this among us ? Gentlemen, the growth of this element has always proven so dangerous for all
countries that no people has hesitated to take the most energetic steps, and often the most
crude, to get rid of them.!

Anti-Semitic expression was not limited to Romania’s founding political elite. It was
also widespread among the cultural and intellectual elite of the country ; that is, among
people trained to understand the importance of universal values, people who, through
their genius, were establishing the cultural values of the nation. In 1866, as Bratianu,
Bolliac and others were establishing the anti-Semitic themes that would resonate for a
century in the political sphere, philologist Bogdan-Petriceicu Hasdeu wrote that Jews
bring hatred upon themselves and provoke economic ruin because they are characterized
by three “hideous” traits : “the tendency to gain without work, the absence of any sense
of dignity, and hatred of all other peoples.”!!

When the European Powers stipulated in Articles 43 and 44 of the Treaty of Berlin in
1878 that recognition of Romanian independence was to be conditioned on the grant of
citizenship and political rights to Jews, the voices of the new country’s cultural elite were
as outraged as any in the political realm. The philosopher Vasile Conta, arguing that the
real goal of the Jews was to drive Romanians out of Romania and establish a purely
Jewish country there, declared in the Chamber of Deputies, “If we do not fight against
the Jews, we will die as a nation.”!? The poet Vasile Alecsandri added a vitriolic attack :

What is this new challenge, what is this new invasion? Who are these invaders, where do
they come from, what do they want?... They are an active, intelligent people, tireless in

Monitorul Oficial, December 20, 1870.
See lancu, op. cit., 1996, pp. 105-109.
. Speech of December 16, 1869, in I.C. Codrescu, Cotropirea judoveascd in Romdnia (Bucharest :
Noua Typographia a Laboratorulilor Romani, 1870).
11. Industria nationald, industria strdind si industria ovreeascd fatd cu principiul concurentei (Bucharest,
1866), p. 30.
12. Speech of September 5, 1879, in Vasile Conta, Opere Complecte (Bucharest : Libraria scoalelor,
1914), pp. 647, 660.
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fulfilling their mission. They are adherents of the most indiscriminate religious fanaticism, the
most exclusive (to themselves) of all the inhabitants of the earth, the most inassimilable to the
other peoples of the earth... Their country is the Talmud! Their power is without limit,
because it is based on and supported by two other forces : religious freemasonry and gold.'

The novelist and essayist loan Slavici, in his Soll si Haben — Chestiunea ovreilor din
Romadnia, characterized the Jews as a “disease” that is virtually impossible to get rid of
and, tapping into the religious anti-Semitism that motivated the mass of the population
more than the elite itself, described Judaism as “the denial of all religions” and the God
of the Jews as “the denial of all Gods.” Blaming the Jews for Romania’s problems, he
suggested expelling them, but was certain that no one would accept them. Thus, he
concluded :

The solution that remains for us is, at a signal, to close the borders, to annihilate them, to throw
them into the Danube right up to the very last of them, so that nothing remain of their seed ! *

Thirty years later, a more mature Slavici, in a series of essays written in 1908 and
entitled Semitismul, had not mellowed in tone at all. Blaming the Jews themselves for
their fate — a favorite tactic of anti-Semites — he called for the use of all resources against
them, and again suggested that a violent solution would be acceptable :

The hatred that has welled up against these people is natural, and this hatred can easily be
unleashed against all of them that have inherited wealth or acquired it themselves, and could
lead at the end to a horrible shedding of blood."

Thus from the earliest decades of the development of modern Romania, there was a
strong anti-Semitic current in the country’s political and intellectual life that was not on
the fringes of society, but at its very heart. Moreover, the language used to discuss the
Jews was extreme, even in those early years. Restrictions on where Jews could live,
denial of citizenship, denial of livelihood, physical expulsion, blood-letting, talk of
drownings in the Danube, assault on Jewish religious belief and practice, designation of
Jews as foreign agents, enemies of the state and of the nation - the language of separa-
tion, de-humanization, and killing — appeared early on the Romanian scene.

In fact, the extreme anti-Semitic language introduced in those years echoed through
the following decades, right up to, during and even following the Holocaust. Much has
been written about the anti-Semitism of Mihai Eminescu. His opinions about the Jews
were complex and not as extreme as sometimes stated. But it is important that it was
credible for a large segment of the population in the thirties when the name of the
country’s national poet was invoked repeatedly, as during Octavian Goga’s 1935

13. Speech in Senate, October 10, 1879, cited in lancu, op. cit., p. 240.

14. Ioan Slavici, Soll si Haben — Chestiunea ovreilor din Romania (Bucharest, 1878). For anyone who
has read Holocaust-related documents in the archival repositories of Romania, there is a chilling
echo of Slavici’s language in the language of Romanian perpetrators of the Holocaust. Many Jews
were drowned in the Dniester River during the forced deportations of Jews from Bessarabia and
Bukovina to Transnistria in 1941. The river was the Dniester, not the Danube, but Antonescu’s
intention to eliminate the entire Jewish community of the region, to the last individual, was the
same.

15. Ioan Slavici, “Semitismul (IV),” Tribuna, vol. XII (1908), no. 133 (June 18/July 1).
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parliamentary speech, as the forebear of rabid twentieth-century anti-Semitic extremism
in Greater Romania.'® Eminescu was not alone among the cultural leaders who expressed
anti-Semitic opinions during the period between the achievement of national independ-
ence and the establishment of Greater Romania. Historian Alexandru D. Xenopol de-
clared at the turn of the century that only baptized Jews should be eligible for Romanian
citizenship and that those who did not convert to Christianity should be physically
removed from the country.'’

Even Nicolae Iorga, maturing during this period, despite his genius and admirable
accomplishments in scholarship and other fields, must be acknowledged to have been
blind on the issue of anti-Semitism. A creature of the culture he came to epitomize, Iorga
joined with A.C. Cuza in 1910 to establish the National Democratic Party, the first
explicitly anti-Semitic political party in Romania. His early writing was steeped in
blatantly anti-Semitic language. In a speech in the Chamber of Deputies in 1910, which
he later republished in a pamphlet that included an introduction by A.C. Cuza entitled
“The Nationalists and the Problem of the Kikes” (Nationalistii si problema jidoveasca),
Iorga reacted to Jewish demands for citizenship rights by charging that “Jews from
everywhere, the entirety of Kikedom” had lined up against Romania and that granting
rights to Jews would so fundamentally change the character of the state that:

...Romania would no longer be Romania. Its entire mission would disappear, its future destiny
could not be maintained.

Echoing the voices that decades earlier had charged the Jews with wanting to displace
the Romanians from their lands, Iorga argued that the Jewish question was the most
significant issue facing the Romanian nation, since its essence was :

...the question of our rights in all areas and in the whole expanse of the territory to which we
alone have ethnic and historical claim.'®

In another speech published the same year, Iorga attacked Zionism as a movement
intended not to create a homeland for Jews in Palestine, but aimed at expelling Romani-
ans, so that Romania might become the Jewish homeland :

Zionism, represented by the newspaper Adevdrul, is cultivating Jewish national sentiment,
and it is cultivating it against us... Some non-Zionist Jews do not hate us, but the Zionist Jews all
hate us and cannot forgive us for the fact that we are where we are and that, because there is not
room for both them and us here, we do not depart for Zion, in order to leave this space for them. 19

16. On Eminescu, see the excellent summary in Leon Volovici, Nationalist Ideology and Anti-Semitism :
The Case of Romanian Intellectuals in the 1930s (Oxford : Pergamon, 1991), pp. 10-13; G. Ibraileanu,
Spiritul critic in cultura romdneascd, 3™ ed. (Bucharest, 1929), pp. 153-192; and for an Iron
Guard perspective published after World War II, D. Murarasu, Nationalismul lui Eminescu (Madrid :
Carpatii, 1955), esp. pp. 183-202. In many respects, Eminescu’s opinions were similar to those of
nationalist poets in other European countries in this era.

17. See A.D. Xenopol, “La question israélite en Roumanie,” La Renaissance latine, October 15, 1902,
pp. 165-192; and “Nationalism si anti-Semitism,” Noua Revistd Romand, vol. 5, pp. 277-280.

18. Problema evreiascd la Camerd (Valenii de Munte : Tipografia Neamul Roméanesc, 1910).

19. Parliamentary speech “in chestia manifestatiilor studentesti : Ce represinti adevirul,” December 17,
1909, published in N. lorga, Doud cuvantdri in chestia muncitorilor/in chestia agitatiilor evreiesti
(Valenii de Munte : Tipografia Neamul Romanesc, 1910), p. 48.
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After Iorga and A.C. Cuza parted ways in 1922 - after a dozen years of political
partnership - Jorga tempered his anti-Semitic language for a period, though never
denying that he was anti-Semitic.?® Still, in 1937, with Nazi Germany threatening the
peace of Europe, with extreme right-wing movements on the verge of power inside
Romania, and with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the country clearly in
jeopardy, lorga issued a call to arms against the Jews in his ludaica. It is difficult to
understand his motivation. Perhaps he hoped to ride a wave of popular sentiment back to
political prominence. It is possible that he wanted to deflect growing sympathy for
extreme action against the Jews by directing Romanians to overcome the Jewish menace
by competing with them. This would have been in keeping with the more moderate
anti-Semitic stance Iorga had adopted following World War I and his criticism of the
radical anti-Semitism of Cuza’s League of National Christian Defense (Liga Apdrdrii
National-Crestine - LANC) and Corneliu Z. Codreanu’s Iron Guard (Garda de Fier).*
Whatever his intention, however, ludaica was not moderate in tone by objective stand-
ards. Writing in response to a series of articles on the history of Romanian Jewry by Dr.
Wilhelm Filderman, President of the Federation of Jewish Communities, Iorga asserted
that the country had no need for Jews, as could be seen in his beloved Vilenii de Munte,
“a Romanian place without Jews” (o localitate romaneascd fard evrei). He then dredged
up all of the canards of Romanian anti-Semitism - national, economic, religious, moral,
social, cultural, demographic, and political - of the previous ninety years to support the
following assault on Jews :

[The Jews] are at work to accumulate for themselves, as an invading nation, as much as
they can. Even in the liberal professions, in education, in science, in literature, as lawyers, as
doctors, as architects, as professors, more and more of them, with philologists, with philoso-
phers, with journalists, with poets, with their critics, they are quite simply throwing us out of
our own country... They are razing our churches, taking over our shops, occupying our jobs,
and, what is even more devastating, they are falsifying our soul, they are degrading our
morality by means of the journalistic and literary opiates with which they enchant us.

Instead of preferring to relieve the pressure, which through prudently organized emigra-
tions would reduce their proportion in cities to a level that could be acceptable in a national
setting, they seek to advance their banner at every moment and with whatever means lie at their
disposal, and in order to hide their advance, they resort to changing their names in real life and
to pseudonyms in literature.

We must organize ourselves for a war of conscience and work. Let us band together where
we still are able to do it. Let us set out to regain through daily effort and with perfect
understanding, by breaking ties with those who want to take our places, and let us reconquer
what we have lost.

They with their own, for themselves, as they have wanted. We with our own, for ourselves,
that’s what we want ! [author’s emphasis]?*

20. Iorga’s relationship with A.C. Cuza preceded the creation of the National Democratic Party. In
1906 Cuza was writing articles for Iorga’s journal Neamul Romdnesc ; see Enciclopedia Cugetarea
(Bucharest : Georgescu Delafras, 1940). Iorga expressed his opinions about Cuza and his political
activity in several of his books. See, for example, N. lorga, Istoria romanilor — Intregitorii
(Bucharest, 1938), vol. 10, pp. 305, 460, 489-493 ; and idem, Supt trei regi, 2™ ed. (Bucharest,
1932), p. 77. See also William O. Oldson, The Historical and Nationalistic Thought of Nicolae lorga
(Boulder : East European Quarterly/Columbia University Press, 1973), pp. 84-88.

21. On lorga’s shifting attitudes, see Volovici, op. cit., passim; and Oldson, op. cit.

22. N. lorga, Iudaica (Bucharest: Bucovina E. Toroutiu, 1937).
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These were not the words of Octavian Goga, who would become prime minister a few
months after Iorga wrote Iudaica ; nor of A.C. Cuza, whose entire raison d’étre was
anti-Semitism ; nor of Corneliu Codreanu, although they captured some of the intense
animosity of Codreanu’s language. They were the words of a man recognized by many as
the intellectual mentor of the nation.

Anti-Semitism in the Mainstream Political Parties
of Greater Romania (1919-1937)

With the Romanian political and intellectual elite steeped in anti-Semitic sentiment and
producing anti-Semitic rhetoric uninterruptedly for decades, it was not surprising that
the two principal political parties of Greater Romania, the National Liberal Party and the
National Peasant Party, were indifferent, at best, to the situation of the country’s Jewish
minority. While neither party had openly anti-Semitic positions in their political plat-
forms, neither did they take positions that were designed to ensure equal rights, equal
status and security to the Jews. The granting of citizenship en masse to Jews, which was
forced upon Romania as a condition for international recognition of its expanded
post-World War I borders, angered broad strata of the leadership in both parties. Their
anger at having lost the stranglehold on the citizenship issue that had been maintained
since the Treaty of Berlin simmered throughout the interwar period and regularly emerged
to the surface in parliamentary discourse and in the press.?

Both the Liberals and those who presumed to represent the interests of the peasantry
saw the Jews as adversaries in economic terms to their own aspirations and those of their
constituents. In the minds of the Liberals, control of the country’s industry and banking
system had to be wrested away from the Jews. And despite the weight of evidence to the
contrary, both the National Liberals and the National Peasantists, not to speak of more
openly anti-Semitic political organizations, found it more convenient to place blame for
the peasant uprising of 1907, the most traumatic internal crisis experienced since the
country’s independence, disproportionately on the Jewish leaseholders (arendasi) who
represented Romanian landowners on many rural estates in Moldavia, rather than exploring
the root causes of the unrest. This was lorga’s position, as well, and certainly colored the
attitude of General Alexandru Averescu, who had put down the uprising with armed force
in 1907 and served twice as prime minister after 1918.%*

23. Anti-Semitic violence broke out in Bucharest and Brdila immediately after the withdrawal of
German troops in November 1918, and occurred in different localities with regularity throughout
the interwar period ; see, for example, Andrei Pippidi, Despre statui si morminte (lasi: Polirom,
2000). For a description of developments under the National Liberal and National Peasant govern-
ments, see chapter 6 in Carol lancu, Les Juifs en Roumanie, 1919-1938: De [’émancipation a la
marginalisation (henceforth : Iancu, Les Juifs) (Paris-Louvain: E. Peeters, 1996).

24. For a short analysis of the economic issue by one of Romania’s leading interwar sociologists, see
Stefan Zeletin, “Finanta si antisemitismul,” in his Neoliberalismul (1927 ; reprint, Bucharest:
Nemira, 1997). For the classic discussion of the peasant uprising of 1907, see Radu Rosetti,
Pentru ce s-au rdsculat tdranii (Bucharest: Atelierele grafice Socec, 1907); Rosetti, writing
under the pseudonym Verax, had published four years earlier La Roumanie et les Juifs (Bucharest :
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Moreover, both the Liberal and the National Peasant parties included powerful fig-
ures who were intent on using opportunities that presented themselves to promote
anti-Semitic policies whenever it was possible to do so, in particular in the economic and
education spheres. While these parties were in power, Jews in different parts of the
country were subjected to regular outbreaks of violence and received little effective
protection. And the Jewish community found itself regularly on the defensive, constantly
battling in order not to lose rights recently obtained. When Romanian Jews appealed for
help from Jewish communities and organizations abroad, or from foreign governments,
this reinforced the position of those who sought to portray the Jews as anti-Romanian.
Other political parties that led governments between 1918 and 1937, such as Alexandru
Averescu’s People’s Party (1920-1921, 1926-1927), lorga’s National Democratic Party
government of experts (1931-1932), and the National Peasant Party governments led by
Alexandru Vaida-Voievod (1932-1933), were more openly anti-Semitic in their posture,
stimulating public and governmental discussion of the possible introduction of numerus
clausus (sometimes numerus valahicus) legislation regarding Jews in higher education,
the economy, and state administration. Still, while all of these governments may have
condoned non-governmental anti-Semitic acts, none of them enacted or implemented
anti-Semitic legislation.

This situation changed during the long National Liberal Party government headed by
Gheorghe Tatarescu between 1933 and 1937. While it at times encouraged some move-
ments of the Right, the Tatarescu government also sought to control the rise of right-wing
extremist and violently anti-Semitic movements inside Romania - the Iron Guard and the
League of National Christian Defense, in particular, as well as Vaida-Voievod’s breaka-
way Romanian Front (Frontul Romdnesc). It sought as well to blunt the impact of other
right-leaning movements sympathetic to Nazi Germany, including Gheorghe Bratianu’s
“Young Liberal” Party and Goga’s National Agrarian Party. As the flavor of debate
sharpened inside Romania, especially after the rise of the Nazi Party to power in Germany,
the Tatarescu government introduced certain laws that, while not explicitly aimed at Jews,
began the systematic process of stripping away the resources and rights of Jews.

The “Law for the Use of Romanian Personnel in Enterprises” (1934) called for at
least 80 percent of the personnel in all economic, industrial, commercial, and civil
enterprises to be Romanian and for at least half of the administrative board to be
Romanian. It also required special approval of a committee appointed by the ministries
of war, labor and industry for all hiring by industries involved in national security and
defense affairs.”> While not explicitly aimed at the Jews, the law had a much greater
impact on them than other minorities, who frequently lived in compact ethnic areas
where implementation of the law was impracticable. For the first time Jews were
confronted with the possibility of a government-managed process that would deprive
them of their jobs and professions. Some Jews who worked for the railroad system and
the postal and telegraphic service were demoted or simply fired. Despite international

1.V. Socecu, 1903), a detailed study of the status of the Jews in Romania that focused attention on
the direct contact between Jews and the Romanian peasantry and called for continued denial of
citizenship rights to the Jews. For a modern analysis, see Philip G. Eidelberg, The Great Rumanian
Peasant Revolt of 1907 (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1974).

25. Lege pentru utilizarea personalului roménesc in intreprinderi (Bucharest: Monitorul Oficial and
Imprimeriile Statului, 1934).
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protests, the law remained on the books. In its wake, professional schools began to deny
admission to Jewish students, and some private professional associations, like the Bucha-
rest Bar and then the National Bar Association (in May 1937), expelled their Jewish
members. University campuses became centers of anti-Semitic sentiment and “action,”
and street violence against Jews increased.

In December 1936, a parliamentary commission began consideration of a draft law to
review the citizenship lists through which Romania’s national minorities, including the
majority of Romanian Jews, had obtained Romanian citizenship. This sweeping draft did
not become law, but the Tatarescu government issued a series of less ambitious decree-laws
and administrative orders aimed at limiting or eliminating the presence of Jews in the
liberal professions, finance and other branches of the economy.?®

This record of Romania’s mainstream political elite opened the door to the more
radical anti-Semitic policies that would follow during the short-lived National Christian
Party government, under the Royal Dictatorship, Antonescu and the Iron Guard. The
National Christian Party government proved to be a watershed in Romanian interwar
political development.

Anti-Semitism of the National Christian Party.
The National Christian Party in Power
(December 1937 - February 1938)

After its creation in 1935 as a nationalistic and virulently anti-Semitic party of the conserva-
tive Right,?” the National Christian Party (Partidul National-Crestin - PNC) of Octavian
Goga and Alexandru C. Cuza was unquestionably the leading competitor of the Iron Guard
on the Right of the Romanian political spectrum. During the thirties, the National Christian
Party (and, before 1935, Goga’s National Agrarian Party) was the principal Romanian
recipient of German National Socialist support, despite the closer ideological affinity of the Iron
Guard movement to Nazism.?® And while the PNC’s time in power was short, the anti-Semitic
policies that Goga and Cuza pursued survived their precipitate fall from power and
exerted considerable influence on the policies of the governments that followed. A
significant number of PNC adherents served in the governments of the Royal Dictatorship
and resurfaced again in the civilian bureaucracy of wartime dictator Ion Antonescu.?

26. On the Tatarescu government and the restrictive measures introduced in 1937, see lancu, Les Juifs,
pp. 295-303.

27. For useful definitions and distinctions between the “conservative Right,” “radical Right,” and
“reactionary Right,” see Eugen Weber, “The Right,” in Hans Rogger and Eugen Weber (eds.), The
European Right : A Historical Profile (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1966), pp. 1-28.

28. Armin Heinen, Legiunea Arhanghelului Mihail - o contributie la problema fascismului international
(Bucharest : Humanitas, 1999), pp. 314-319 (original in German: Die Legion Erzengel Michael in
Rumanien - Soziale Bewegung und politische Organization, Munich : R. Oldenbourg, 1986). Also
addressed in Paul A. Shapiro, “German Foreign Policy and the Romanian National Christian
Party,” manuscript, 1971.

29. Nicholas M. Nagy-Talavera, The Green Shirts and Others : A History of Fascism in Hungary and
Romania (Stanford : Hoover Institution Press, 1970), pp. 328-329.
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Octavian Goga (1881-1938) and Alexandru C. Cuza (1857-1944) both had long
careers in Romanian politics. Goga’s prestige rested on his status as a great nationalistic
poet and on the reputation that he had acquired during World War I as an outspoken
advocate of the integration of his native Transylvania into the Romanian state. Having
fled from Transylvania to Romania in 1914, at war’s end he became minister of public
education in the short-lived coalition government of the National and Peasant Parties, led
by Alexandru Vaida-Voievod. After this he joined the People’s Party of wartime hero
General Alexandru Averescu and served in the Ministry of Interior, first as deputy and
then as full minister, during Averescu’s administrations of 1920-1921 and 1926-1927.%
In April 1932, Goga left the People’s Party and founded the National Agrarian Party
(Partidul National-Agrar). The new party’s published platform (1932) was pro-monarchy
and conservative, but also nationalistic and anti-Semitic.

The roots of Goga’s anti-Semitism are clear. In prewar Vienna Goga had come under
the influence of Karl Lueger, Vienna’s Christian Social mayor. Convinced that the Jews
were the most active “agents” of the policy of Magyarization in prewar Hungary, Goga
found Lueger’s sermons against “Judeo-Magyars” convincing and important. As Hun-
garian pressure for Transylvanian border revision grew in the thirties, Goga drew on
this experience of his youth and identified a suitable response to the renewed danger of
“Magyarization.” His response was anti-Semitism and a reliance on Romania’s youth,
part of which was already coalescing into violence-prone anti-Semitic movements, to
move from word to deed and eradicate the Jewish (and “Hungaro-Semitic”) threat.
Goga’s Mustul care fierbe, a collection of essays published in 1927, captured his
increasingly extremist position. Goga saw the situation as one of war between Roma-
nians and Jews, and called for the defense of “racial purity,” “prerogatives of the
blood,” and “the organic truths of the race.” He warned that developments were
“pushing the traditional patience of the people to its extreme limits,” and praised a
coming “purifying storm” in which the youth would save the nation from “parasites.”
He called for a “national offensive” to save the Romanian nation.®' Harking back to

30. In 1907, while a subject of Austria-Hungary, Goga won the Herescu-Nasturel Prize, joining the
ranks of only two prior recipients, Mihai Eminescu and George Cosbuc. At the outbreak of World
War I, he resigned from the National Party of Transylvania and fled to Romania. See V. Curticdpeanu,
“L’Action d’Octavian Goga pour 1’unité politique roumaine,” Revue Roumaine d’Histoire, vol. IV,
nos. 3-4 (July-December 1938). In conflict with Tuliu Maniu since the outbreak of the war, Goga
participated in the Averescu Government’s dismantling of Transylvanian regional autonomy plans
in 1919 and remained at odds with Maniu thereafter, over issues that included attitude toward King
Carol II, democratic versus authoritarian rule, attitude toward Germany, organization of the peasantry.

31. On the National Agrarian Party’s platform of 1932, see International Reference Library, Politics
and Political Parties in Roumania (London : International Reference Library, 1936), p. 433. The
platform called for, among other things, an increase in royal prerogatives, a reduction in the size
and powers of the Parliament, greater censorship of the press (which Goga saw as excessively
“Judaized”), and agricultural modernization. On the evolution of Goga’s thinking regarding the
Jews, see Jean Ancel, Contributii la istoria Romaniei. Problema evreiascd, 1933-1944 (hence-
forth : Ancel, Contributii) (Bucharest: Hasefer, 2001), vol. 1, part 1, pp. 30-33 ; Volovici, op. cit.,
pp. 41-44 ; and Paul A. Shapiro, “Prelude to Dictatorship in Romania : The National Christian Party
in Power, December 1937 - February 1938” (henceforth : Shapiro, “Prelude”), Canadian-American
Slavic Studies (Pittsburgh), vol. 8, no. 1 (Spring 1974), pp. 45-88. See Octavian Goga, Mustul
care fierbe (henceforth: Goga, Mustul care fierbe) (Bucharest: Imprimeria Statului, 1927),
pp- 55, 88-89, 140 and passim. On Lueger’s influence, see Nagy-Talavera, op. cit., pp. 19 and 28.
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pre-World War I rhetoric about a Jewish “invasion” of Romania, Goga described the
Jews as “impure secretions” of Galicia, who were threatening the very existence of the
Romanian state.*

The political influence of Alexandru C. Cuza, professor of Political Economy and
Finance at the University of lasi, was very localized if measured by the votes he
received in parliamentary elections. Electoral support for Cuza never expanded far
beyond the North Moldavian districts surrounding his native Iasi and, after World War I,
the heavily Jewish districts of Bessarabia. Cuza’s career in politics, however, was
remarkable for its longevity and consistency, which provided a native Romanian foun-
dation for the development of more radical and more dangerous anti-Semitic move-
ments than that of Cuza himself. Cuza’s entire political philosophy was built around a
single issue, resting on a set of anti-Semitic convictions that he pursued steadfastly
throughout his career.

First elected to the National Chamber of Deputies in 1892, Cuza maintained his seat
there, with a single hiatus between 1927 and 1931, until the beginning of the Royal
Dictatorship in 1938, at which point he became a member of the Crown Council.
Between 1895 and 1923, Cuza helped establish six different political movements. In
1897 he joined with A.D. Xenopol, whose views have been cited earlier, to found the
Romanian League against Alcoholism (Liga Romdnd contra Alcoolismului), a platform
that he used to charge the Jews with breeding alcoholism among Romanians as a means
of increasing Romanian mortality rates.** In 1910 he joined with Iorga to found the
National Democratic Party, which advocated extreme measures, including violence, to
reduce the influence of the Jews. When the two men parted ways following the creation
of Greater Romania, Cuza founded the Christian National Democratic Party (1919) and
then, together with N.C. Paulescu, the National Christian Union (1922). The National
Christian Union adopted the swastika as its official symbol in 1922, before the Nazis.
Finally, in 1923, Cuza established the League of National Christian Defense (Liga
Apdrdrii National-Crestine - LANC).**

Cuza was a prolific author of anti-Semitic tracts, which he did his best to disguise as
analytical or scholarly work, and for some of which he plagiarized broadly from foreign
propagators of anti-Semitism.>’ Some of these publications began as extended parliamen-
tary speeches, which Cuza carefully edited for subsequent publication. The titles are
indicative of the content : Despre poporatie — Statistica, teoria si politica ei; Scdderea
poporatiei crestine si inmultirea jidanilor ; Jidanii in rdzboi; Nationalitatea in artd -
Expunerea doctrinei nationaliste ; Jidanii in presc; Numerus clausus.*®

Every such work, to which Cuza added hundreds of political pamphlets, newspaper
articles, introductions and reviews, consisted of a condemnation of the Jews as the origin

32. Goga, “Primejdia strdinilor,” in idem, Mustul care fierbe, pp. 395-398.

33. A.C. Cuza, Ce-i alcoolismul ? (lasi: Tipografia Nationala, 1897), and Lupta impotriva alcoolismului
in Romania (lasi: Tipografia Nationala, 1897).

34. On Cuza’s political career, see Ancel, Contributii, pp. 23-30 ; Iancu, Les Juifs, pp. 185-194 ; and
Shapiro, “Prelude,” loc. cit. For a sympathetic description by another notable figure in interwar
Romania, see Pamfil Seicaru, Un junimist antisemit — A.C. Cuza (Madrid : Carpatii, 1956).

35. See E.M. Socor, O rusine universitard — Plagiatul d-lui A.C. Cuza, 2™ ed. (Bucharest, 1923).

36. See, for example, A.C. Cuza, Tdranii §i clasele dirigente (lasi: Tipografia Nationalda, 1895);
Despre poporatie - Statistica, teoria si politica ei (1899 ; 2™ ed., Bucharest : Imp. Independenta,
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of whatever problem was being discussed. Cuza professed an insistent, violent, racist
and religious anti-Semitism. Influenced by Chamberlain, Drumont, Mommsen, Renan
and Gobinau, he sought inspiration wherever he could find support for his obsessive
hatred, whether the source was foreign or Romanian. His arguments ranged from the
economic and cultural, which were common in Romanian anti-Semitic parlance before
World War I, to racial anti-Semitism, which Cuza enunciated very clearly as early as the
1890s and which remained a constant theme after that. In 1893 in his Meseriasul roman,
Cuza described the Jews as “an alien race” that was destroying the Romanian race.
Fifteen years later, in Nationalitatea in artd, he wrote of the Jews’ “racial inferiority”
and the danger of “race mixing.” By 1930 he was identifying his movement with Adolf
Hitler racial anti-Semitism, and he welcomed Hitler’s rise to power three years later as
an opportunity to end the international “domination” of the Jews.?’

The parliamentary platform of the League of National Christian Defense called for
the complete elimination of the Jews : “The sole possible solution to the Kike problem
is the elimination of the Kikes.” To accomplish this, the platform proposed withdraw-
ing political rights and revoking the right of Jews to be considered “natives” ; revoking
name-changes ; reviewing all grants of citizenship and revoking any made without
proper documentation ; expulsion of all Jews who had entered the country after 1914 ;
expulsion of Jews from rural areas and cession of their lands to ethnic Romanians ;
expropriation by the state of Jewish-owned land and industrial plants in the petroleum
industry ; exclusion of Jews from public offices or jobs; gradual expropriation of
Jewish urban property ; introduction of a numerus clausus in all areas of education and
economic activity ; and stricter laws and harsher enforcement of infractions of the law
relating to counterfeiting, contraband, usury, pornography, and white slave traffic.
Cuza clearly drew his parliamentary program from all the themes of traditional Roma-
nian political anti-Semitism, though he considered the numerus clausus simply as an
interim step leading to enforcement of a numerus nullus.*® He added the racial element
in a series of 10 theses on “nationality,” “religion” and “action.” The Jewish nation,
he wrote,

...is a bastard and degenerate nation, sterile, without its own land and not constituting a
complete, productive social organism, (...) thus living from its beginnings until today
superimposed on other nations, exploiting their productive labor, and thus a parasite na-
s 39

tion.

1929) ; Scdderea poporatiei crestine si inmultirea jidanilor (Valenii de Munte : Tipografia Neamul
Romanesc, 1910) ; Jidanii in razboi (Bucharest : Institutul Grafic Steaua, 1923) ; Nationalitatea in
artd — Expunerea doctrinei nationaliste (Bucharest: Minerva, 1908) ; Jidanii in presd (Vialenii de
Munte : Tipografia Neamul Roméanesc, 1911); Numerus clausus (henceforth: A.C. Cuza, Numerus
clausus) (Bucharest: LANC, 1924); Plagiatul populatiei, o calomnie “moro judaico” sau cum
lucreazda Cahalul impotriva goimilor, dupd Talmud (1911).

37. A.C. Cuza, Meseriasul roman (lasi, 1893), p. vi; “Problema jiddneasca si Adolf Hitler,”
speech delivered on December 12, 1930, in Indrumdri de politici externd — Discursuri parla-
mentare rostite in anii 1920-1936 (Bucharest, 1941) ; and “Doctrina cuzista si hitlerismul,” Cuvantul,
April 25, 1933.

38. A.C. Cuza, Numerus clausus.

39. Idem, Doctrina nationalistda crestind — Cuzismul, definitii, teze, antiteze, sinteza (lasi, 1928),
pp. 12-17.
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The League adopted as its banner the Romanian tricolor with a black swastika in a
yellow circle in the center of the flag.

After World War I, Cuza also wove into his anti-Semitic litany traditional Christian
anti-Semitic themes (and canards) and new interpretations based on Christian theology
and philosophy.*’ He was influenced in this direction by Nicolae C. Paulescu (1869-1931),
a professor of physiology at the Medical Faculty in Bucharest and world-renowned
specialist in biochemistry and physiology. Paulescu was also self-trained in philoso-
phy, which he sharpened into an anti-Semitic weapon, and, like Cuza, authored
pseudo-scientific works that served as vehicles for racial and religious hatred. Paulescu
served as co-publisher and wrote regular articles for Apdrarea Nationald, Cuza’s news-
paper starting in 1922. He wrote articles and books that sought to merge theology,
medicine, and science into “philosophical physiology” (fiziologia filozoficd), which was
in reality simply a route through which he could express an obsessive anti-Semitism that
made his views very appealing to Cuza. Paulescu found the origins of Jewish perfidy in
the Talmud, which he determined was a tool for the extermination of other nations, and
the kehillah, which he argued secretly plotted the disasters that afflicted the rest of
mankind. While he could not have anticipated the Nazi death camps, Paulescu’s condem-
nation of the Jews was so total that he even went so far as to raise the possibility of
“exterminating” the “infesting evil parasites” in the way “bedbugs are killed.” “Can we
perhaps exterminate them in the way bedbugs are killed?” Paulescu suggested in his
Fiziologia filozoficd — Talmudul, Cahalul, Francmasoneria. “That would be the sim-
plest, easiest, and fastest way to get rid of them.”* Interestingly, not only was Cuza
influenced by Paulescu, but the young Corneliu Zelea Codreanu, future founder of the
Iron Guard, specifically acknowledged the powerful impact of Paulescu’s ideas on his
development.*?

Nichifor Crainic (1889-1972) was another theoretician of religion whose work had an
important influence on Cuza and on the younger generation that would assume the
radical anti-Semitic banner in the interwar period. Crainic was Professor at the Faculty
of Theology, University of Bucharest, which became a hotbed of anti-Semitism among

40. See idem, fnvd]dtura lui Iisus - Judaismul ori teologia crestind (lasi, 1925); and Doctrina
cuzistd — Lupta pentru credinta §i problema invdtamantului religios cu ilustratii din Thora (lasi,
1928). Cuza’s argument that it is possible to separate the New Testament from the Old is also
addressed in Seicaru, op. cit., pp. 17-18. Efforts, especially by Jewish writers, to counter the
impact of such arguments, as in Horia Carp, Strdinii in Biblie si Talmud (Bucharest, 1924), and
1. Ludo, in jurul unei obsesii — Precizdrile unui evreu pentru romanii de bund-credingi (Bucharest :
Adam, 1936) had little effect.

41. See, for example, Nicolae C. Paulescu, Fiziologia filozoficd — Talmudul, Cahalul, Francmasoneria
(Bucharest, 1913) ; Fiziologia filozoficd - Sinagoga si biserica fatd de pacificarea omenirii, 2 vols.
(Bucharest : Apararea Nationald, 1923) ; Complot jidano-francmasonic impotriva neamului romanesc
(Bucharest: Apdrarea Nationald, 1924); Degenerarea rasei jidovesti (Bucharest, 1928); and
Tdlmdcirea apocalipsului, soarta viitoare a jiddanimii (Bucharest, n.d.). The quoted phrases are
from Complot jidano-francmasonic, p. 31, and Fiziologia filozoficd - Talmudul, pp. 11, 55.
Paulescu’s influence was substantial. For a similar approach, arguing that Jews must be treated as
a disease, see J.D. Protopopescu, Pericolul ovreesc (Bucharest : Atelierele Grafice Steaua, 1922).

42. Corneliu Z. Codreanu, For My Legionaries — The Iron Guard (henceforth: Codreanu, For My
Legionaries) (1% ed. Pentru legionari, Sibiu: Totul pentru Tard, 1936; English ed., Madrid:
Libertatea, 1976), pp. 36-37.
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university students.** Crainic advocated creation of a Romanian spirit that was “anti-Semitic
in theory and anti-Semitic in practice.”** He applied his theological and rhetorical skills
to breaking the Judeo-Christian relationship by arguing that the Old Testament was not
Jewish, that Jesus had not been Jewish, and that the Talmud, which he saw as the
incarnation of modern Jewry was, first and foremost, a weapon to combat the Christian
Gospel and to destroy Christians.*

Crainic’s influence on his generation was substantial, as he was able to tap into the
appeal of the mysticism and nationalism of Romanian Orthodox Christianity and use it to
sway intellectual, student, and ordinary Christian citizen alike in favor of the racist,
anti-Semitic movements that he saw as essential to secure the existence of Romania and
the Romanian nation.* The Romanian Orthodox Church itself had strong anti-Semitic
leanings, both in its senior hierarchy and among local clergy. Patriarch Miron Cristea did
not speak out against anti-Semitism. To the contrary, he demonized the Jews and called
for their departure from Romania :

One has to be sorry for the poor Romanian people, whose very marrow is sucked out by
the Jews. Not to react against the Jews means that we go open-eyed to our destruction... To
defend ourselves is a national and patriotic duty... [Y]ou have sufficient qualities and oppor-
tunities to look for, find and acquire a country, a homeland that is not yet inhabited by others...
Live, help each other, defend yourselves and exploit one another, but not us and other peoples
whose entire wealth you are taking away with your ethnic and talmudic sophistications.*’

As a political player loyal to King Carol, the Patriarch did try to limit the influence
of the Iron Guard on local clergy. Thus, in March 1937, at the request of the Tatarescu

43. It was here that Viorel Trifa, leader of the Student Movement of the Iron Guard, leader of the
demonstration that ignited the Iron Guard rebellion in January 1941, and later Romanian Orthodox
Archbishop of the United States, received his training. Despite his high ecclesiastical position,
Trifa was denaturalized and deported from the United States because of his Iron Guard past. For
a sympathetic rendition of Trifa’s life, see Gerald J. Bobango, Religion and Politics : Bishop
Valerian Trifa and His Times (Boulder : East European Monographs, 1981). On his deportation,
see The Washington Post, August 15, 1984.

44. See “Problema evreeasca”, in Nichifor Crainic, Lupta pentru spiritul nou — Germania si Italia in
scrisul meu dela 1932 incoace (Bucharest: Cugetarea, 1941), pp. 142-145.

45. This issue had preoccupied Crainic early in his career and grew in intensity as it took on greater
political significance. For an early statement, see Nichifor Crainic, “Problema biblica,” in Icoanele
vremii (Bucharest: H. Steinberg, 1919), pp. 203-207. For later statements and development of the
centrality of this religious-based argument, see idem, Punctele cardinale in haos (Bucharest, 1936)
and Ortodoxie si etnocratie (henceforth : Crainic, Orfodoxie) (Bucharest: Cugetarea, 1937).

46. On Crainic’s influence, see Z. Ornea, Anii treizeci — Extrema dreaptd romdneascd (Bucharest :
Editura Fundatiei Culturale Roméane, 1995). See also Volovici, op. cit., pp. 96-99. For an early
expression of the separation of the Jewish Old Testament from the Christian New Testament, see
Iacov, Metropolitan of Moldavia, Infruntarea jidovilor asupra legei si a obiceiurilor lor, cu
dovedirea din Sfanta si Dumnezeeasca Scripturd atat din cea veche, cdt si din cea noud (lasi:
Macarie, 1803). For an argument on the same point 135 years later, presented in the journal of the
Theology Faculty where Crainic taught, see Pr. I. Popescu Maldiesti, “Iudeii si Roméanii,” Raze de
lumind, vol. 10, nos. 1-4 (Bucharest: Facultatea de Teologie, 1938), pp. 5-63.

47. See Cristea’s attacks on the Jews in Apdrarea Nationald, August 24, 1937, and Curentul, August 19,
1937. The quotation is from Curentul, August 19, 1937, as cited in Volovici, op. cit., p. 55. See
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government, the Patriarch assembled the Holy Synod of the Church and issued a decision
that forbade local clergy from joining Iron Guard “nests” (cuiburi), allowing political
demonstrations or symbols in their churches, or addressing politics in their sermons.*
When Cristea became the first prime minister of the Royal Dictatorship in 1938, his
government tried to subdue the anti-Semitic violence that had been unleashed under
Goga and Cuza, but did not alter the anti-Semitic legislation they had introduced (see
below). Thus Crainic’s philosophy fit well within the theological-political stance of the
Church.

Crainic had a long association with Cuza. He served as secretary general of the
League of National Christian Defense and then, after its merger with Goga’s National
Agrarian Party, fulfilled the same function for the National Christian Party. After the
brief government of the National Christian Party fell from power, Crainic became
minister of national propaganda in the pro-Nazi government of Ion Gigurtu (July 4 -
September 3, 1940), the last government of the Royal Dictatorship and the first in which
a number of Iron Guard ministers participated. Days later, Crainic hailed the arrival of
the National Legionary state as a passage from “death to resurrection.”*

In addition to playing a traditional political role, the League of National Christian
Defense organized militant student groups, led initially by Codreanu, and blue-shirted
paramilitary units called Ldncieri that disrupted university life, terrorized the coun-
try’s Jews, and contributed to the street violence that became increasingly prevalent as
the interwar years progressed. The League’s electoral strength in the twenties never
exceeded 4.76 percent of the vote. It fell to less than the 2 percent required by law for
parliamentary representation in the 1927 and 1928 elections after Codreanu had bro-
ken away from the League to found his own movement, the Iron Guard. But, by the
1933 elections the League had recovered to 4.47 percent of the vote, and Cuza’s party
acquired nine seats in the Chamber of Deputies. While the party was an influential
voice of uncompromising anti-Semitism and was feared on the streets, it was losing
influence to the youthful Iron Guard, and the likelihood that it would achieve political
power was remote.

With encouragement from the royal palace, Crainic appears to have played a critical
role in organizing the merger of the National Agrarian Party and the League of National
Christian Defense to form the National Christian Party (PNC). The merger took place on
July 16, 1935. Cuza, 78 years old, was elected “supreme chief” of the new party, while
Goga, at 53, became its president and de facto leader. Crainic became secretary general.
The new party pooled the parliamentary seats of the separate Goga and Cuza parties,
giving the PNC a total of eighteen seats. The League’s swastika was adopted as the
official symbol of the new party. Goga’s newspaper Tara noastrd became the official
party newspaper. Goga and Cuza were quick to associate the PNC with international
fascist causes and retained the Ldncieri as their paramilitary force. Between 1935 and
1937, the Ldncieri were responsible for Jew-baiting and brutality that rivaled that perpe-
trated by the Iron Guard. Clashes between the Ldncieri and Iron Guard units were not

48. lancu, Les Juifs, p. 301.

49. See Crainic’s praise of Cuza’s work in Nichifor Crainic, “Nationalitatea in arta,” Gandirea, March
1935; and his effusive welcome of the National Legionary state in “Revolutia legionara,”
Gandirea, October 1940.
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unusual and were often bloody.* Imitating Hitler and Mussolini, Goga and Cuza organ-
ized massive displays of disciplined manpower in an effort to establish a claim to power.
They assembled 200,000 blue-shirted men in Bucharest on November 8, 1936, on the
occasion of a PNC congress.”

The platform of the PNC included the anti-Semitic positions that had been in the
platforms of Goga and Cuza’s pre-merger parties. They were pro-monarchy, but advo-
cated modifications to the 1923 Constitution to ensure ethnic Romanian domination in all
areas of national life. They sought to guarantee the “national character” of the press and
all cultural activity. The numerus clausus was to be imposed on the Jews. They wanted
to expel Jews if they or their ancestors had entered the country “by fraud” or “after the
signing of the peace treaty.” In addition to the numerus clausus, Jews who remained in
the country were to be excluded from all public offices and the civil service.’ Unlike the
Iron Guard, Goga and Cuza did not call for regime change, but they were anxious to
assume the reins of government in order to implement the anti-Semitic measures they had
advocated for decades.

Goga and Cuza wanted to establish closer relations with Germany, but not at the risk
of the country’s borders. They had been actively courted by elements of the Nazi regime.
As early as 1934, Alfred Rosenberg and Arno Schickedanz of the Nazi Party’s
Aussenpolitisches Amt settled on Goga as the most promising leader of any future
Volksbewegung in Romania :

A basically sound anti-Semitic tendency existed in [Romania]. But in spite of repeated
efforts this tendency had never risen above the limitations of a club because of scientific
[academic] doctrinaire leadership. What was lacking was the guiding leadership of a politi-
cal personality. After manifold, groping trials, the Bureau believed to have found such a
personality — the former minister and poet, Octavian Goga.

50. While the analyses by the authors reflect the political era in which these books were written, on the
activity of the National Christian Party, see Florea Nedelcu, Viata politica din Romania in preajma
instaurdrii dictaturii regale (Clyj : Dacia, 1973), and Gheorghe T. Pop, Caracterul antinational si
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“Prelude,” pp. 50-54. On PNC violence, see Nagy-Talavera, op. cit., pp. 289-296 ; and micro-
filmed Sigurantd and Police files in United States Holocaust Memorial Museum/Romanian Infor-
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SRI, RG 25.004M.) Goga claimed later that 200,000 adherents had participated. The German
minister to Romania, Fabricius, estimated the number at between 100,000 and 120,000 ; see
Shapiro, “Prelude,” p. 51.

52. Using the standard that they proposed, Goga and Cuza estimated that more than one quarter of
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From 1934 on, Goga was their principal Romanian client, and they provided him with
both material and advisory assistance.>®

The king’s objections to German involvement in Romania’s domestic politics kept the
PNC far from the reins of power until 1937. The December elections of that year,
however, resulted in a dramatic change of the party’s fortunes. Precipitated by the
expiration of the four-year term of the Parliament elected in December 1933, the elec-
tions represented the first and last time in interwar Romania that the party that organized
the elections did not secure a parliamentary majority.>* The National Peasant Party, Iron
Guard, and Gheorghe Britianu’s “Young Liberal” Party concluded an “electoral
non-aggression pact” to combat governmental manipulation of the elections, but in the
process the National Peasant Party and the Young Liberals eliminated themselves from
suitability to govern in the king’s eyes. The election campaign was marked by violent
armed clashes between the PNC’s Léncieri and the Iron Guard.* The Aussenpolitisches
Amt tried to arrange an alliance between the PNC and the Iron Guard, but failed.*®
Codreanu saw the PNC as simply a different face of the established regime, and in-
structed his followers not to vote for PNC candidates under any circumstances, even in
districts where no Iron Guard candidate was running.

The PNC ran an independent list of candidates in the elections. The German minister
in Bucharest gave them little chance of success, and recommended to the German
Foreign Ministry that Germany not endorse any right-wing party, but count on the
victory of Tatdrescu’s Liberal Party, which was “increasingly anti-Semitic, increasingly
willing to deal with Germany [and prepared] to protect the German minority.”>’ When
voting took place on December 20, 1937, the PNC received only 9.15 percent of the
vote, barely more than the combined 8.56 percent of the vote Goga and Cuza, running
separately, had attracted in 1933. Significant support for the party existed only in
Northern Moldavia and Bessarabia - Cuza’s traditional base. In all other parts of
Romania the Iron Guard was clearly the dominant party of the political Right.®

53. Afred Rosenberg’s Aussenpolitisches Amt (APA) of the NSDAP claimed to have been the decisive
force for uniting Goga and Cuza, hoping to create a pro-German political party that might be
acceptable to King Carol; see “Short Activity Report of the APA of the NSDAP, 1935” (IMT
Document 003-PS), Office of the United States Chief Council for Prosecution of Axis Criminality,
Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (Washington, 1946), vol. 3, p. 15. The quoted passage is from
“Brief Report on the Activities of the APA of the NSDAP from 1933 to 1943” (IMT Document
007-PS), ibid., vol. 3, p. 36. Rosenberg devised many plans to filter German funds to Goga and
the PNC. In 1934 he tried to manipulate a Romanian-German clearing agreement to provide
700,000 RM. He passed funds to the PNC through Radu Lecca, a Bucharest correspondent of the
Volkischer Beobachter, who later served the Antonescu regime as chief of the Government’s
Commissariat for Jewish Affairs. A number of payments are clearly documented, as are shipments
of swastika badges and campaign literature printed in Germany. Figures for the total aid provided
are thus far not available.
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din Romania (Bucharest: Editura Partidului Social-Democrat, 1946).
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National Archives (henceforth: NARA) Microcopy no. T-120, series 1986, frame 440810-821.
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Deputies, were as follows: Government bloc 35.92 percent/152 seats; National Peasant Party
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Despite this poor showing in the elections, within a matter of days Octavian Goga was
prime minister. Because the Liberal Party failed to achieve a parliamentary majority even
while organizing the elections, and because of his strained relations with the leadership
of the National Peasant Party, King Carol’s choices were actually limited. He feared that
the Iron Guard might try to topple him from the throne, or move the country abruptly
closer to Germany and Italy diplomatically, or simply bring chaos.

In the PNC’s favor, the party leadership did not appear to constitute a threat to the
king’s authority. With limited popular support, the PNC might prove a pliant tool for
Carol’s achievement of his own authoritarian goals. The appointment of Goga might
appease the Nazis without undermining Romania’s security arrangements with Britain
and France, to which the king gave great significance. Carol might have been trying to
steal the thunder of the more threatening Iron Guard by calling on the right-wing,
conservative, but vociferously anti-Semitic PNC. The king may have viewed summoning
Goga and Cuza to govern as simply an interim step toward new elections or a calculated
maneuver to demonstrate that parliamentary democracy could no longer function in
Romania. Whatever the king’s motivation, a nominally National Christian Party govern-
ment took office on December 28, 1937. Cuza became minister without portfolio; his
son Gheorghe became minister of labor. To limit the freedom of action of the PNC
leadership both at home and abroad, the king appointed ministers of his own choosing
who were not PNC members to key security, military, and diplomatic positions in the
new government. In spite of these precautions, the appointment of the PNC government
was greeted with alarm in Western Europe because Goga was considered to be a “de-
clared disciple and worshipper of the brown-shirted Messiah of Nazi Germany.”>’

However limited their power, Goga and Cuza lost little time in seeking to implement
their anti-Semitic platform. In his inaugural proclamation, prime minister Goga de-
clared:

Romania for the Romanians ! That is the birth certificate of the new Cabinet. We believe
in the rebirth of the Romanian nation with its Christian Church. We believe that it is a sacred
duty to impress the stamp of our ethnic domination in all areas of political life.*

Governing through decree-laws, without parliamentary sanction, the PNC directed its
first administrative measures against the Jewish minority. Jewish journalists were de-
prived of their press privileges. Newspapers considered by the government to be Jewish
owned or dominated, including Dimineata, Adevdrul, and Lupta as well as Jewish
provincial newspapers that appeared in Yiddish and Hebrew, were shut down. Jews on
public payrolls were fired, and all state aid to Jewish institutions was withdrawn.

20.40 percent/86 seats ; Legionary movement 15.58 percent/66 seats ; PNC 9.15 percent/39 seats ;
Magyar Party 4.43 percent/19 seats ; National Liberal Party (Gh. Bratianu) 3.89 percent/16 seats ;
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election, especially relating to the respective strength of the PNC and the Iron Guard in different
counties, see Shapiro, “Prelude,” loc. cit. See also C. Enescu, “Semnificatia alegerilor din
decemvrie 1937 in evolutia politicd a neamului Romanesc,” Sociologie Romdneascd, vol. 2, nos. 11-12
(November-December 1937), pp. 512-526.

59. On the King’s motivation to call the PNC to govern, see Shapiro, “Prelude,” loc. cit. The quote
is from A.L. Easterman, King Carol, Hitler and Lupescu (London : Victor Gollancz, 1942), p. 101.

60. As cited in Jérome and Jean Tharaud, L’Envoyé de I’Archange (Paris : Librairie Plon, 1939), p. 186.
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Accused of poisoning the peasantry and prostituting young Romanian Christian girls,
Jews were declared unfit to hold liquor licenses or to employ non-Jewish female servants
under the age of forty. Yiddish, long used as a language of public administration in
Bessarabia and Northern Moldavia, was declared unacceptable. (A decree to ban all
Jewish lawyers from the bar was drafted, but not promulgated.) Certain Jewish real
properties, such as the land and buildings of the Jewish Center (Cdmin evreiesc) in
Cerniuti, were taken over by the state.®

Most significantly, in accordance with the PNC platform of 1935, the government
announced Decree-law no. 169 of January 22, 1938, calling for the review of the
citizenship status of Jews. The law in effect invalidated citizenship granted to Jews after
the beginning of World War I. It required that within forty days of the publication of
citizenship lists all Jews, however long their families had resided in Romania, submit
their citizenship papers, along with specified supporting materials, for “verification.”
Jews who did not comply or whose supporting materials were considered deficient would
be declared “foreigners.” In addition to loss of political rights, this would also mean the
loss of employment or professional rights for many Jews, and potential deportation at the
pleasure of the government.

These anti-Semitic measures were intended by Goga and Cuza to increase the PNC’s
popularity before new elections were held and to reassure their patrons in Berlin that they
could move Romania closer to Germany, the king’s preemption of the government’s
foreign policy, defense and security functions notwithstanding. They also had a dramatic
impact on Romanian Jews. Many lost their jobs almost overnight. Some Jews who lived
in rural areas found themselves deprived of a way to make a living and had to move to
a town or city, leaving any real or unmovable property behind. All experienced the
insecurity of not knowing where the government’s fist would strike next and whether any
documentation would satisfy the overseers of the citizenship review. While the PNC
government was ousted from power before the review process was completed, Decree-law
no. 169 remained in force under the Royal Dictatorship. When final statistics were
tallied, of the 203,423 family requests for review submitted, 73,253 Romanian Jewish
families — a total of 225,222 Jews — lost their citizenship as a result of the National
Christian Party’s initiative.%

The consequences were disastrous not only for the Jews, but for the new government
and country as well. Romanian Jews declared an economic boycott, withdrew their bank
deposits, sold their stocks, and organized a tariff and tax strike. Jews outside Romania
brought the situation before their respective governments and the League of Nations.

61. On the PNC government’s anti-Semitic decrees and ordinances, their effects, and the reactions they
evoked inside Romania and abroad, see Ancel, Contributii, pp. 65-84 ; lancu, Les Juifs, pp. 303-313;
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France and Britain both used the opportunity that the anti-Jewish measures provided to
express their dissatisfaction with a government they perceived to be tilting toward Nazism
and Nazi Germany. By the end of January, the Quay d’Orsay had let it be known that
France would consider itself relieved from its alliance obligations to Romania, which
included a border guarantee, military training assistance, and armaments credits, unless
the anti-Semitic measures were repealed. On January 22, the British government in-
formed the Romanians that King Carol’s state visit to Great Britain scheduled for March
21 would be postponed indefinitely. The British minister to Bucharest, Reginald Hoare,
told the king’s confidant Constantin Argetoianu that Britain wanted the immediate re-
moval of the Goga government.*

In the face of growing economic chaos and diplomatic pressure from Romania’s
allies, the situation of the PNC government deteriorated rapidly. Having hoped to assume
the lead position on the Romanian Right, Goga and Cuza appeared to be losing ground
to the Iron Guard in spite of interior minister Armand Cilinescu’s efforts to suppress
Codreanu’s movement. Neither Italy nor Germany extended full support either. After an
Iron Guard delegation to Rome was welcomed by huge crowds and with full official
honors, Goga’s protest led Italian foreign minister Ciano to conclude that the PNC
government was one of transition, “a sort of von Papen government” that would soon
yield to a Codreanu take-over.®> When Goga used his New Year’s message to Hitler to
seek a German guarantee of Romania’s boundaries, Hitler’s Presidential Chancellery did
not permit the message to be published in Germany and offered no guarantee.®® Fearing
that Germany, too, might prefer the Iron Guard, Goga charged that 17,000 kilograms of
printed material had been shipped to the Iron Guard via the German Foreign Ministry
(Auswdrtiges Amt) and demanded that German support for the Iron Guard be termi-
nated.®’

Internal harmony within the PNC also deteriorated. Cuza wanted radical action
against the Jews and rapid movement toward adherence to the Axis. In addition, he
sought a free hand to utilize the Ldncieri in street actions against the Jews and against the
Iron Guard. Cuza was furious when Goga, seeking to schedule a new set of elections,
opposed the terror campaign that resulted. Cuza also objected when Goga first made
exceptions to anti-Semitic decrees for personal friends and then sought to delay parts of
the anti-Semitic campaign until after the elections.®® As for rapid movement toward
adherence to the Axis, Goga had been given little power for initiative in foreign affairs
and was in no position to satisfy Cuza’s demands. Protesting foreign minister Micescu’s
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visit to the League of Nations, Cuza and his son refused to take part in the reception
arranged to welcome the foreign minister home from his first diplomatic journey.®

When the electoral campaign opened on February 6 for the parliamentary elections
scheduled for March 2, violence of such alarming proportions broke out that there was
fear, including among German diplomats on the scene, that the situation would degenerate
into total chaos. On the first day of the campaign fierce clashes took place between Iron
Guard units on the one hand and Cuzist Ldncieri and Cilinescu’s government security
forces and police on the other.”” Codreanu reported that two Iron Guard men were killed,
52 wounded, and 450 arrested.”" Goga was stunned. Through intermediaries that are not
yet conclusively identified, he reached an agreement with Codreanu to end the violence.
On February 8 they announced that while both the PNC and the Iron Guard would
present lists of candidates for the scheduled elections, the Iron Guard had agreed to
abstain from participation in the electoral campaign.’ This collaboration by Goga with
the leader of a movement that King Carol correctly thought was trying to remove him
from the throne was more than the king could tolerate. He summoned Goga on February
10 and demanded his resignation. On February 11 he declared the Constitution of 1923
invalid. Four days later he outlawed political parties, and on February 20 he promulgated
a new constitution establishing a royal dictatorship.

As Romania’s entanglement with Nazi Germany grew more intimate, the National
Christian Party government of December 1937 — February 1938 was hailed in both
countries as the initiator of their collaboration and the regime responsible for the rise to
prominence of wartime dictator Ion Antonescu. In 1943 Alfred Rosenberg wrote,
“Antonescu today appears in practice as executor of the heritage bequeathed to him by
Goga.” Antonescu stated, “Romania fulfills today the dreams and the ideals of A.C. Cuza
and Octavian Goga, setting out to solve the Jewish Question [according to] the Nazi
program.”’* This continuity of purpose regarding the Jews was understandable and part
of a progression in Romanian thought that Goga, Cuza, and Antonescu could trace back
nearly 100 years. Adherents of the PNC reappeared as part of the wartime regime’s
civilian bureaucracy after Antonescu ended his brief cooperation with Codreanu’s suc-
cessors and crushed the Iron Guard uprising of January 1941.7
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Anti-Semitism of the Iron Guard

Octavian Goga and A.C. Cuza were clearly the products of the traditional political
regime established in the mid-nineteenth century and inherited by Greater Romania after
World War 1. They functioned within it, conceived their political strategies based on it,
rose to power through it, and clung to it as their power evaporated. The same could not
be said of Corneliu Zelea Codreanu and the movement he founded, the Iron Guard. The
PNC was pro-monarchy and pro-Carol ; the Iron Guard was not. The leadership of the
PNC sought to maintain relations of equality, if not cordiality, with the political leader-
ship of other political parties ; the Iron Guard did not and defined itself differently, not
as a party, but as a “movement.” The PNC wanted to retain parliamentary government,
even if it was to be reshaped and organized along more elitist and corporatist lines ; the
Iron Guard sought to overturn the parliamentary regime. Goga and Cuza valued their
relationships with the national cultural and religious establishment at the top of Romania’s
social pyramid ; the Legion was anti-establishment, embracing youthful “action,” peasantist
populism, and mystical religiosity as exemplified by the (often illiterate) local clergy.
The PNC officially embraced the numerus clausus; the Iron Guard rejected it as not
sufficiently radical to solve the “Jewish problem.”’®

Son of a long-time associate of A.C. Cuza, Codreanu became a law student at the
University of Iasi, where he imbibed the raw anti-Semitism and pseudo-scientific theory
that Cuza and N.C. Paulescu professed. He became politically active at the university
under Cuza’s protection, becoming president of the Law Students Association and,
inspired by articles in Apdrarea Nationald, which Cuza and Paulescu had founded in
1922, founded the Association of Christian Students that same year with the purpose of
“defending our fatherland against Jewish invasion.” The leaders of the Association
embraced the principles of “anti-democracy,” “discipline,” and “leadership.””’

At the founding of the League of National Christian Defense in March 1923, Cuza
entrusted the youthful Codreanu with the task of organizing the League on a nationwide
basis, which he set out to do through the organization of a youth corps outside the
traditional political model. Cuza had first organized student paramilitary units in 1922,
when he was one of the chairmen of the short-lived National Christian Union, but they
were clearly subordinated to the Union’s senior leadership. It did not take long for
conflict to develop between Cuza and Codreanu. Cuza wanted to run the League along
the lines of a traditional political party, albeit an extremist and sometimes violent one,
and to press within the parliamentary system for specific anti-Semitic goals. Codreanu, on
the other hand, not only wanted more power for himself, in keeping with the “leadership”
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principle, but also sought to make the League a revolutionary “movement of moral
rejuvenation,” in which organized violence, not only against Jews but against the estab-
lishment, was an acceptable, even preferred, method of accomplishing the movement’s
goals. By 1927 relations between the two men had become so strained that Codreanu and
his followers resigned from the League on June 24. They founded their own movement,
first called the Legion of the Archangel Michael, then the Iron Guard.”

Anti-Semitism was a central element of Iron Guard ideology. In 1937, Codreanu
wrote in his Circular no. 119:

The historical mission of our generation is the resolution of the kike problem. All of our
battles of the past 15 years have had this purpose, and all of our life’s efforts from now on will
have this purpose.”

The anti-Semitism of the Iron Guard harkened back to the Romanian voices of
anti-Semitic intolerance that had inspired Cuza and others in the decades before the Iron
Guard appeared on the scene. In Pentru legionari, Codreanu specifically acknowledged
the inspiration he had received from Conta, Alecsandri, Kogdlniceanu, Eminescu,
Hasdeu, Xenopol and others, not to mention A.C. Cuza, Paulescu and more modern
purveyors of anti-Semitism. All the traditional themes were absorbed by the Legion :
refusal of citizenship rights ; mass invasion of Jews from the East ; Jewish over-population
in Romania’s cities ; exploitation of the peasantry through alcohol, tobacco, and other
vices ; control of the press; de-nationalization of Romanian culture ; outright service to
Romania’s enemies ; and representation of foreign interests.

Guardist anti-Semitism also contained new elements, however. It was not directed
against the Jews alone, but also against “Judaized” Romanians - especially politicians —
who had been corrupted by Jews and were allowing the “takeover” of Romania by Jews.
It embraced dictatorship as an organizational principle and violence as a tool to combat
the Jewish menace - the “Judaic State” — which had organized itself around the Talmud
and the Kehillah, and more recently in the form of Bolshevism and communism.® And
it glorified spiritual struggle and morality grounded in the mystical imagery of the
Romanian Orthodox Church.®
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These three elements produced dramatic consequences. Beginning in 1923, Codreanu
began identifying “traitors,” Romanians who betrayed their people “for Judas’s silver
pieces,” with the intention of killing them. The fiercest punishment, argued Codreanu,
“ought to fall first on the traitor, second on the enemy.”®* The first list of “traitors”
drawn up in 1923 included six Cabinet ministers, headed by George Marzescu, who had
drafted the principal law through which Jews obtained citizenship following the promul-
gation of Romania’s new constitution that year. Over the next 18 years, Codreanu’s
movement was responsible for vicious incidents of street violence, aimed mainly at
Jews ; the assassination of two incumbent prime ministers (Ion Duca in 1933 and
Armand Calinescu in 1939) ; and the murders of numerous Cabinet ministers and other
local and national personalities in both the political and cultural spheres. With their
battle against the established order integrally linked together with their “life and death”
battle against the Jews, Iron Guard violence culminated on November 26-27, 1940, with
the murder of sixty-four leading personalities and defenders of the interwar political
order (including one former prime minister) at Jilava Prison; the murder of six addi-
tional police prefects the same night ; the seizure from their homes, with the intention of
killing them, of seven additional political and internal security leaders (including three
former prime ministers) ; and the brutal murders of Nicolae lorga, also a former prime
minister, and former minister Virgil Madgearu of the National Peasant Party, also on the
same night. The Iron Guard Rebellion of January 1941 also began as an assault on the
established order, at this point personified by Ion Antonescu, but of course was again
integrally related to street attacks on the Jews, for whom the rebeliune was a “pogrom”
in which at least 120 Jews were murdered.®

The Iron Guard was considered by King Carol to be a threat to his policies, his place
on the throne, and possibly to the dynasty itself. The movement was declared illegal
three times by three separate governments in the early thirties, was aggressively surveilled
by the Tatarescu government of 1933-1937, and was pursued relentlessly during the
Royal Dictatorship. Codreanu himself was murdered in November 1938 while in custody
of the state security police (Siguranta). The assassination of Armand Cilinescu in
September 1939 was followed by yet more arrests and the flight of some members of the
movement to Germany. Following just six months of relative freedom of action during
the government of Ton Gigurtu (July-September 1940) and the National Legionary state
(September 1940 - January 1941), the movement was again outlawed following the Iron
Guard Rebellion. Clearly, the tying together of anti-Semitism and anti-establishment
ideology had its costs.

The mystical-religious component of Legionary anti-Semitism also went beyond the
traditional anti-Semitic themes of the Church. The Iron Guard did not reject earlier
ideas. It used the myths of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion to propagandize village
clergy ; condemned rabbis, the Talmud and the Kehillah as satanic weapons for Jewish
domination ; and argued that the Old Testament was not of Jewish origin and that modern
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Jews (iudei, evrei, jidani) were not the descendants of the Biblical Hebrews. Codreanu
emphasized the national-religious connection, charging the Jews with seeking to break
the “spiritual link” between the Romanian people and God, so that the Jews could
destroy the Romanian nation.* The language used by Legionary writers was replete with
religious symbolism. The elite corps of the Legion was dubbed the “Brotherhood of the
Cross” (Frdtie de Cruce), Iron Guard members who were killed fighting for Franco in
Spain were called “the crucified ones” (Crucificatii).®

Codreanu’s critics accused him of seeking to emulate Mussolini and Hitler. But in
contrast to the fascist movements in Italy and Germany, which were areligious or
anti-religious in nature, the Iron Guard “was a movement of religious rebirth or, perhaps
more precisely, a movement of regeneration with religious overtones.”® This was, of
course, for a purpose. In Pentru legionari, Codreanu relates a supper with his followers
in Vicaresti Prison after their plot to kill “Judaized” Romanian political leaders was
discovered. He says to his disciples, “I am compelled to bring you sad news. The betrayer
has been identified. He is in our midst, sitting at the table with us.” The betrayer is
identified, and Codreanu forgives him.®” The language of sacrifice (jertf), of gladly
accepting death to save the nation, of crucifixion and of resurrection (reinviere) was used
constantly by Iron Guard writers and by Codreanu himself. When the names of fallen
Iron Guardists were read out at meetings and demonstrations, “present” (prezent) was the
accepted refrain. And after Codreanu’s death, it was not uncommon for members of the
Legion to use the phrase “The Captain is with us ! 7 (Cdpitanul e cu noi !') or to refer to
his “resurrection.”*®

The Legion’s combined call for spiritual renewal, immersion in the mystical, violent
battle against Satan (i.e., the Jews), Romanian Orthodox faith, “leadership” by an
appropriately anointed figure, and overthrow of the established (“Judaized”) order had
immense appeal for the generation of young Romanian intellectuals that developed
during the interwar period, just as traditional anti-Semitism had proved a magnet for the
country’s nineteenth and early-twentieth-century elites. The Iron Guard appeared to offer
an integrated, purposeful philosophy of life and of death. The new generation of intellec-
tuals for whom anti-Semitism was an integral part of their Legionary “credo” (crez),
however, were not pseudo-scholars of the Cuza or Paulescu type. They were the main
protagonists of Romanian cultural and intellectual identity in the mid-twentieth century. Some
of those who survived World War II, like Eliade and Cioran, living outside Romania,
became internationally recognized intellectual icons after the Holocaust, hiding their
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past while demonstrating their genius. Others, like Crainic and Noica, faded into Roma-
nian prison life, but saw the power of their thinking affect a post-Holocaust generation
of Romanian youth that was also seeking, as they had done earlier, a destiny better than
that offered by the country’s established (communist) order. Some lesser lights, like
Vintild Horia and Horia Stamatu, continued their affiliation with the Iron Guard in exile
after the war, trying to maintain Legionary vitality and hoping for a final resurrection of
the movement before their own days ended.

The Legion produced a number of theoreticians whose ideas were important within
the movement but less so in Romanian society as a whole. Nicolae Rosu, Vasile Marin,
and others wrote books praising the Legion’s new role on the Romanian scene, and
especially the virtues of Codreanu.® None of these individuals had the ability to influ-
ence and impress that belonged to Nae Ionescu, Mircea Eliade, Nichifor Crainic, Emil
Cioran, or Constantin Noica. These latter figures did not emerge from within the Iron
Guard, but in the early thirties discovered in the movement the appealing promise of a
“national revolution.” These were the years when Greater Romania’s promise, so glitter-
ing in the aftermath of World War I, appeared to be slipping away. Disillusioned by the
failure of the “restoration” of Carol II to the throne in 1930 to address the country’s
woes, the so-called young generation of philosophers and scholars turned to the Legion-
ary movement in pursuit of a national “resurrection.”® Newspapers on the political
Right, literary journals, and bookstores were filled with their writings. Their quest for
philosophical, spiritual, and political renewal inclined them toward fascist doctrines,
while their ethnic, nationalist, Romanian Orthodox focus impelled them toward the
Legionary movement. Nae Ionescu joined first, and the others followed. !

Whatever their attitudes toward Jews before they affiliated with the Iron Guard, these
thinkers all adopted radical anti-Semitic language and incorporated the anti-Semitic
orientation of the Iron Guard into the intellectual framework they called “Romanianism.”*
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Nae Ionescu took the lead in definitively excluding the Jews from Romanian Christian
society :

Christians and Jews, two bodies alien to one another, which cannot fuse into a synthesis,
between which there can only be peace... if one of them disappears.®

Cioran echoed the same sentiment of inevitable separation :

The Jew is not our fellow being, our neighbor. However intimate we may become with him,
a precipice divides us, whether we want it or not. It is as if he were descended from a different
species of ape than we are and had been condemned from the beginning to a sterile tragedy, to
everlasting cheated hopes. We cannot approach him as a human because the Jew is first a Jew
and then a man.

...We Romanians can only save ourselves by adopting a different political form. The Jews
have resisted with all the means available to their subterranean imperialism, cynicism and
centuries-old experience. What we must understand once and for all is that the Jews are not
interested in living in a consolidated and self-aware Romania.”**

Noica did the same :

What we regret is that [the Jews] are forbidden to see and understand all that is good and
truthful in Legionarism. We regret their suffering at not participating in any way, with not even
a hope, with not even an illusion, in Romania’s tomorrow.”

In 1936, Mircea Eliade returned to the language of the mid-nineteenth century to
describe a Jewish invasion of the country and to excoriate the Romanian political class
for permitting Romania to be overrun by Jews :

Since the war, Jews have occupied the villages of Maramures and Bukovina and gained the
absolute majority in the towns and cities of Bessarabia... And if you tell them [the political
leaders] that in the Bucegi you no longer hear Romanian, that in Maramures, Bukovina, and
Bessarabia they speak Yiddish, that the Romanian villages are dying and the face of the towns
is changing, they consider that you are in the pay of the Germans or assure you that they have
passed laws for the protection of national labor.”

In his public declaration of support for the Iron Guard a year later, Eliade, too, made
it clear that the relationship between Romanians and Jews was, in fact, a battle to the
death :

Can the Romanian nation end its life in the saddest decay witnessed by history, undermined
by misery and syphilis, conquered by Jews and torn to pieces by foreigners, demoralized,
betrayed, sold for a few hundred million lei? o7

Iron Guard anti-Semitism, of course, was not limited to abstract consideration of the
nature of Jews, Romanians, and their (non-)relationship. Legionary writers produced
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works intended to incite pogroms and crimes, and designed practical proposals of mass
murder. In 1938, Alexandru Razmerita, a Romanian Orthodox priest, described a plan
for the total elimination of the Jews in the cities and their deportation to forced labor
camps in the countryside. Attempts to escape the work camps would be punished by
execution.”® Traian Herseni developed Legionary racial theory, which combined the
“doctrine of inequality” with a “doctrine of the betterment of the human races.” Calling
the racial purification of the Romanian people “a question of life and death,” Herseni
argued for a eugenics program and the complete separation of inferior races from the
ethnic group.”

Weakened by Carol’s dissolution of political parties in February 1938 and decimated
after the killing of Codreanu and the assassination of prime minister Armand Calinescu
in reprisal in November 1938 and September 1939, respectively, the Iron Guard got its
first opportunity to give practical implementation to its anti-Semitic ideology from inside
government during the last few months of the Royal Dictatorship.

The Royal Dictatorship and the Jews

On February 13, 1938, Patriarch Miron Cristea, the first prime minister under the Royal
Dictatorship, issued a position statement that could not have been encouraging to Jews.
The Patriarch established the following goals :

...Repair of the historical injustices of all sorts done to the dominant Romanian element,
without acts of injustice toward the long established national minorities... Reexamination of
the acquisition of citizenship after the war and annulment of all naturalizations made fraudu-
lently and contrary to the vital interests of the Romanians... This reexamination... will also
promote broader economic participation by the Romanian element. The organization of the
departure from the country of foreign elements that, recently established in the country,
damage and weaken our Romanian ethnic national character. Romania will cooperate... with
other states that have an excess of Jewish population, helping [the Jews] to find their own
country...'®

The new Constitution promulgated by King Carol one week later promised equal
rights to Romanian citizens, regardless of ethnic origin or religion (Paragraph 5), but
also called for “preference to the majority nation” ; allowed for laws that could differ-
entially limit those rights (e.g., Paragraphs 12 and 22, regarding education and press
freedom) ; restricted civil and military service to Romanian citizens belonging to “the
majority strata of society” (Paragraph 62); and effectively prevented Jews, with the
exception of the Chief Rabbi, from serving in Parliament. Provisions regarding the
granting of citizenship to people who were not “ethnic Romanians” returned to the terms
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of Article 11 of the 1877 Constitution, requiring a separate special law for each indi-
vidual case.

This ambiguous, self-contradictory set of statements and provisions foreshadowed the
inconsistency and uncertainty that would characterize the situation of Romania’s Jews
during all but the last months of the Royal Dictatorship. In this matter as in others, Carol
and his ministers were trying to balance between policies that might keep the increas-
ingly assertive Nazi regime in Germany satisfied and policies that would enable Romania
to retain a degree of credibility and its security arrangements with France and Britain.
Carol was cracking down on the Iron Guard internally and resisting the Nazis diplomati-
cally. A more aggressive stance toward the Jews might have provided some maneuvering
room vis-a-vis the Germans, but Carol knew, based on the recent protests from Paris and
London that Goga’s policies had elicited, that clearly-defined new anti-Semitic policies
would set off reactions there that he wanted to avoid.

As a result, no new anti-Semitic legislation appeared for well over two years of the
“new regime.” But the Royal Dictatorship continued to implement the “review of citizen-
ship” called for by the PNC government’s Decree-law no. 169, which remained in force.
This resulted in 225,222 Romanian Jews being deprived of their citizenship. In many
cases citizenship was lost not because the mandated procedures had not been followed
when citizenship had been granted, but simply because the documentation available then
had been lost or scattered, or because it was beyond the financial means of some families
to assemble the necessary evidence. The law was implemented by local authorities that
were more lenient toward the petitioners in some districts and more severe in others, thus
introducing a high degree of anxiety and uncertainty into the process. Jews might be
expelled from their positions in one administrative district, while in another district Jews
who had lost their jobs or whose shops had been closed during the PNC regime were
allowed to go back to work. Still, a large number of Jews were no longer able to earn a
living when they lost their citizenship, and it was not unusual for state authorities at both
the national and the local levels to suggest to Jews that they might be better off emigrat-
ing “voluntarily.” "

While no new explicitly anti-Semitic laws were promulgated until August 1940, a
series of administrative decisions and instructions gradually imposed greater separation
and material hardship on the Jews. While in theory Jews were not excluded from the
Front of National Rebirth (Frontul Renasterii Nationale), the only political “party”
permitted in the newly declared Royal Dictatorship, in practice Jews could not gain
admission. Responding to their requests was postponed, because it made little sense to
admit Jews whose citizenship status was being reviewed, and in order not to unnecessar-
ily strain relations with Germany over the Jewish issue. When the Front of National
Rebirth gave way to the Party of the Nation (Partidul Natiunii) in June 1940, the situation
became clearer. Members of the Iron Guard just released from prison were admissible
into the new party ; Jews were not. In September 1938, the Ministry of Internal Affairs
ordered that Jews who had lost their citizenship had to register as foreigners. Again,
implementation of the order was inconsistent ; but the humiliation was not. In Bukovina,
Royal Resident Gheorghe Alexianu, who would later serve the Antonescu regime as

101. See, for example, the radio remark of foreign minister Grigore Gafencu on February 1, 1939,
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52 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

governor of Transnistria, ordered Jews who had lost their citizenship to register and
suggested that it would be appropriate for them to sell their property and businesses
within fourteen days. He also banned the speaking of Yiddish in public, which made it
more difficult for the Jews of the region to function professionally, survive commercially,
or simply live normally.

Additional administrative measures reinforced the gradual “disengagement” to which
Jews were subjected. Recipients of foreign university and professional degrees were
required to seek recertification of their degrees in order to teach or practice their
professions. Job applicants had to include documentation of their ethnic origin with their
requests, encouraging the evaluators to make ethnicity part of their decision-making
process. Because many Jews had been forced to study abroad to avoid becoming victims
of Iron Guard and LANC youth group violence at Romanian universities and professional
schools, this measure was especially damaging as well as demeaning for Jews. Restric-
tions were placed on Jewish participation in banking and accounting, pharmacies, pub-
lishing houses, and other fields of professional activity.'”

The Romanian government continued to hope that Jews would leave the country
“voluntarily” as their conditions deteriorated. The government tried through diplomatic
channels to encourage a cooperative effort for mass emigration of Jews from Romania,
Poland, and other European countries.'® As time passed, however, fewer and fewer
Romanian Jews had the connections abroad or the resources necessary to emigrate.
Moreover, the Evian Conference in July 1938 demonstrated just how few countries were
prepared to receive even a modest number of Jews.

Anti-Semitic violence during the first two years of the Royal Dictatorship was limited.
The Iron Guard had been dissolved at the beginning of the new regime, as had the PNC’s
Ldncieri. Interior minister and later prime minister Armand Calinescu gave priority to
preventing Legionary violence from upsetting the country’s already difficult political
situation. After Calinescu himself fell victim to Legionary assassins in September 1939,
reprisals and arrests by the government took additional large numbers of Iron Guard
members off the streets. Others found refuge in Nazi Germany.

This ambiguous but “survivable” situation for the Jews changed dramatically after the
German defeat of France at the beginning of June 1940 and the Soviet ultimatum to
Romania for the cession of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina at the end of the same
month. With only Germany available as a possible shield against further territorial
demands from Romania’s neighbors, King Carol acted with a sense of urgency. The king
called on Ion Gigurtu to serve as prime minister and help convert the authoritarian
one-party state the king had installed two years earlier into a fascist-style dictatorship
that would be acceptable to Nazi Germany. Gigurtu was an industrialist with strong
German connections. He had served as minister of industry and commerce in the PNC
government and was minister of public works and communications in the government led
by Gheorghe Tatarescu that was in place in June 1940. The king abolished the Front of
National Rebirth and established the totalitarian Party of the Nation, with restricted
access, in its place. He appointed three Iron Guard leaders, recently returned from their
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refuge in Germany, in addition to a group of former National Christian Party officials, to
ministerial posts. Nichifor Crainic became minister of national propaganda.

In the wake of the loss of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina to the Soviet Union,
major incidents of anti-Semitic violence shook the relative physical security that Roma-
nian Jews had enjoyed during much of the Royal Dictatorship. Romanian military units
assaulted Jews throughout southern Bukovina following the spread of rumors that Jews
had vilified Romanian troops as they withdrew from the ceded territories. Major assaults
on Jews by military units and civilians took place in Dorohoi and Galati as well.'®

As part of its frantic effort to realign Romania’s diplomatic position, the Gigurtu
government quickly made it clear to the Nazi leadership in Berlin that it intended to
change Romania’s policies toward Jews to bring them closer to the German model.
During a visit to Berlin in late July, Gigurtu assured both German foreign minister
von Ribbentrop and Hitler himself that Romania hoped to solve its Jewish problem
“definitively” in the context of a German-led “total solution” for all of Europe. Gigurtu
told Hitler that “he was determined to move ahead step by step with the process of
eliminating the Jews.”! On the delegation’s return home, foreign minister Mihail
Manoilescu, who had accompanied Gigurtu to Berlin, declared on July 30:

...Romanians cannot succeed in being masters of their own house, as they would like,
unless the problem of the Jewish element in our country is resolved through categorical and
decisive measures. In this regard we are determined to undertake serious and well planned
measures, and to carry them out... In this way we will fulfill to a degree greater than ever
before in our history the venerable slogan of Romanian nationalism : Romania for Romanians
and only for Romanians. '

The Gigurtu government began to consider concrete new actions against the Jews as
soon as it assumed office.'” Through a decree-law issued on August 9, 1940, it estab-
lished a definition of Jews based on both religion (rif) and race (sdnge), with either
criterion sufficient to identify an individual as a Jew. Decree-law no. 2650 dramatically
altered the juridical status of Jews, with little regard to whether they were Romanian
citizens or not. Jews might be “Romanian citizens” (cetdteni romdni), but they could not
achieve the status of “Romanians by blood” (romdni de sdnge), and that distinction was
sufficient basis to establish a regime of extensive legal discrimination. Jews were sepa-
rated into three categories for the purpose of further regulating their status, but all of the
categories were subjected to major restrictions on their political, civic, economic, and
cultural activity. Jews were excluded from government office and other public functions,
numerous professions, the boards of both public and private enterprises, and ownership
of rural property or economic activity in rural areas. They were subjected to numerous
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additional restrictions that endangered their ability to earn a living. Jews could no longer
adopt Romanian names, and, following the model of Germany’s infamous Nuremberg
Laws, conversion to Christianity provided little protection from the discriminatory meas-
ures aimed at Jews. The decree-law required the development of special regulations
regarding education for Jews, from primary school through professional and post-graduate
study.'® A separate decree-law forbade intermarriage between Jews and “Romanians by
blood.”

In the few weeks that passed between the loss of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina —
the beginning of the end of Greater Romania — and the establishment of the National
Legionary State led by Ion Antonescu and Iron Guard leader Horia Sima in September
1940, the physical and economic security of Romanian Jews deteriorated rapidly. The
day on which they would suffer the full cumulative fury of nearly a century of Romanian
anti-Semitism was near.

Conclusion

With the benefit of history and hindsight, it should not have been a surprise that in the
thirties and forties large segments of the Romanian population accepted the anti-Semitism
of the League of National Christian Defense, the National Christian Party, and the Iron
Guard, and then either participated in or acquiesced to the murderous crimes committed
by the Antonescu regime against the Jews. It should have been no surprise that the
intellectual icon Mircea Eliade, who gained international acclaim for his spiritual study
of eastern religions, had extreme right-wing roots in Greater Romania. Nor that Viorel
Trifa, having become the Romanian Orthodox Archbishop of the United States, was
stripped of his American citizenship in the seventies because of his leadership role in the
Iron Guard rebellion and anti-Semitic pogrom in Bucharest in January 1941. Nor that in
France in 2003 it became impossible to honor an accomplished scientific figure of
Romanian origin, N.C. Paulescu, because Paulescu had authored flagrantly anti-Semitic
tracts in Romania in the twenties. Nor that a staunchly xenophobic and anti-Semitic
political party pretended to political power — and even the presidency of the country - in
post-communist Romania.

The political and intellectual roots of these tragic realities stretch back to the emer-
gence of modern Romania. For well over 100 years many of the country’s most respected
political and cultural leaders embraced anti-Semitism and with consistency and persever-
ance inserted it into the rich mixture of action and inspiration that came to constitute
modern Romanian political culture and modern Romanian intellectual life. It was not
possible during the communist era to undertake the difficult task of critically examining
the pillars of Romanian consciousness who made anti-Semitism part of the Romanian
mainstream. Much of the work required to understand fully the legacies left by these
individuals still remains to be done.

108. For the extensive discriminatory provisions of the Decree-law on the Juridical Status of Jews
Residing in Romania (Decret-lege privitor la starea juridica a locuitorilor evrei din Roménia), see
the introduction (referat) presented by minister of justice Ion Gruia and the text of Decree-law
no. 2650, in Benjamin, op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 37-50.
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Understanding the deep roots of anti-Semitism in Romanian politics and culture will
make it easier to confront the factual record that is emerging regarding Romania’s role
in the Holocaust from the hundreds of thousands of Romanian Holocaust-era documents
that are now available for research. The Holocaust did not arrive in Romania like a
meteorite from outer space. Nor did it arrive from Nazi Germany. The rise of fascism
and Nazism in Western Europe may have increased the confidence of Romanians with
radical anti-Semitic views, and may have increased the chances that they might one day
play a role in government. But their anti-Semitism was not dramatically altered by those
developments. Hitler’s rise did not substantially change Romanian anti-Semitic ideology.
Hitler’s rise opened the door to the possible implementation of anti-Semitic programs
that had been discussed in principle for decades. The anti-Semitism of the National
Christian Party and the Iron Guard, the genocidal regime of Ion Antonescu, and the
lengthy history of Holocaust denial in Romania since World War II all rested firmly on
the foundations of a century of anti-Semitism preached at the highest levels of Romanian
political and intellectual life. The separation, expropriation, deportation, and murder of
Jews were not new themes in the thirties and forties. The Holocaust had deep Romanian
roots and must be dealt with as an integral part of Romanian political and cultural
history.






Romanian-German Relations
before and during the Holocaust

Introduction

It was a paradox of the Second World War that Ion Antonescu, well known to be
pro-Occidental, sided with Germany and led Romania in the war against the Allies. Yet,
Romania’s alliance with Germany occurred against the background of the gradually
eroding international order established at the end of World War I. Other contextual
factors included the re-emergence of Germany as a Great Power after the rise of the
National Socialist government and the growing involvement of the Soviet Union in
European international relations. In East Central Europe, the years following the First
World War were marked by a rise in nationalism characterized by strained relations
between the new nation-states and their ethnic minorities.! At the same time, France and
England were increasingly reluctant to commit force to uphold the terms of the Versailles
Treaty, and the Comintern began to view ethnic minorities as potential tools in the
“anti-imperialist struggle.”*In 1920, Romania had no disputes with Germany, while its
eastern border was not recognized by the Soviet Union.

Romanian-German Relations during the Interwar Period

In the early twenties, relations between Romania and Germany were dominated by two
issues : the reestablishment of bilateral trade and German reparations for war damages
incurred during the World War I German occupation. The German side was mainly
interested in trade, whereas the Romanian side wanted first to resolve the conflict over
reparations. A settlement was reached only in 1928. The Berlin government acted very
cautiously at that time. In regard to internal political affairs in Romania, German policy
was one of strict neutrality.?

From 1928 onward, Germany began to pursue its political and economic interests
more actively. This shift affected all aspects of Romanian-German relations. It was not
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East Central Europe,” vol. 9 (Seattle : University of Washington Press, 1974).
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until this period that the fate of the German minority became an issue in bilateral
relations. The German side now granted not only modest financial support to their
cultural and religious organizations, but also a measure of political support. As another
way to further the interests of its minorities abroad, Weimar Germany tried to establish
itself as a protector of the international ethnic minority movement. In this respect, it also
began to take an interest in the situation of the Hungarian and Jewish minorities in
various eastern European countries.*

German-Romanian relations, both political and economic, suffered after the Nazis
seized power in Germany and demanded a radical revision of the World War I peace
treaties. This policy was diametrically opposed to Romanian interests. But soon enough,
economic relations between the two countries were to improve again : the beginnings of
the German-Romanian rapprochement date back to 1936. Romanian officials were mo-
tivated by economic interests and by security considerations ; they wanted Germany to
keep Hungarian revisionism in check and to protect Romania against potential Soviet
threats.® Nazi foreign policy placed particular emphasis on economic penetration of the
southeastern European states.® This, in turn, helped Romania to alleviate some of the
effects of the Great Depression. Germany was, in effect, the only open market for
southeastern European grains, the region’s most important export.’ As a result, by 1938
Germany had become Romania’s most important commercial partner, accounting for
almost 50 percent of Romania’s foreign trade.®

But Romania managed to deepen trade relations with Germany without being forced
to forsake the protection of its Western allies.” It is worth mentioning that in the pre-Antonescu
period, the new eastern European states, notably Romania and Czechoslovakia, believed
they could trust French and British guarantees, in part due to their opposition to Mussolini’s
proposal to revise the Versailles Treaty.

Political relations, therefore, remained precarious. The increasingly aggressive Ger-
man revisionist policy was interested not only in a reorientation of Romanian foreign
policy, but also in a change in its internal affairs. Ideologically and financially, Germany
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supported the Romanian radical right and anti-Semitic groups, which helped to under-
mine Romania’s democratic order from within. According to German historian Armin
Heinen, Octavian Goga was the first Romanian politician to be financed by Nazi Germany."

Germany also played an active role in the internal conflicts of the German minority
in Romania, and supported and financed the creation of a Nazi movement from within.
During the thirties Berlin succeeded in bringing the ethnic Germans in Romania under its
control.'? The fact that anti-Semitism in Germany had become official state doctrine,
encouraged anti-Semitism elsewhere, especially in Romania. The rise of this German-
-influenced anti-Semitism, which intensified Romanian anti-Semitism, occurred even
before German efforts to draw Romania away from its former allies had begun to take
effect. '

As the thirties advanced, German diplomacy also encouraged direct measures against
Romanian Jews, such as forcing them out of German-Romanian commercial relations. It
pressured German companies in Romania not to employ Jews or let them sell German
goods. In 1939 the German Foreign Office required each of its Romanian consulates to
supply comprehensive information on the number of Jews in its area and their role in the
community’s business life. At the signing of the economic agreement in March 1939, the
leader of the German delegation reported to Berlin that, aside from the real economic
cooperation intended by the agreement, it also aimed to eliminate Jews from the Roma-
nian forest industry.

However, German anti-Jewish actions were still somewhat restrained during this
period for fear of a negative impact on the German minority in Romania. Thus, in 1937 the
German Ambassador in Bucharest protested against the Romanian government’s plans to
introduce the “Law for the Protection of National Labor.” If enacted, this measure would
have required Romanian firms to employ, at minimum, 75 percent so-called Romanians
by blood. The Romanians repeatedly reassured the Germans that this measure was not an
attempt to damage German interests and was intended to affect only the Jews. Indeed, the
Romanians did request German help in achieving the intended “elimination of the Jews,”
a request to which the German diplomats had no principal objection.'*

The German-Soviet rapprochement exemplified by the Ribbentrop-Molotov Agree-
ment (August 23, 1939), the fall of France in June 1940, and Romania’s humiliating
territorial losses that same summer were all incentives for a closer relationship with
Germany. Arguably, the range of options available to the Romanian government in 1940
was narrowing. After the loss of Bessarabia to the Soviet Union in June 1940, the
Romanian government envisaged Germany as a defender against Hungarian and Bulgar-
ian revisionism. Yet, Romanian hopes for German protection were not to be realized, as

11. Armin Heinen, Die Legion “Erzengel Michael” in Rumdnien. Soziale Bewegung und politische
Organisation. Ein Beitrag zum Problem des internationalen Faschismus (Munich: Oldenbourg,
1986), pp. 322-335.

12. Wolfgang Miege, Das Dritte Reich und die deutsche Volksgruppe in Rumdnien 1933-1938 (Frank-
furt: Lang, 1972); Johann Bohm, Deutsche in Rumdinien und das Dritte Reich (Frankfurt: Lang,
1999) ; Vasile Ciobanu, Contributii la cunoasterea istoriei sasilor transilvaneni 1918-1944 (Sibiu :
Hora, 2001), pp. 179-219.

13. Hildrun Glass, Zerbrochene Nachbarschaft. Das deutsch-jiidische Verhdltnis in Rumdnien 1918-1938
(Munich : Oldenbourg, 1996), pp. 357-457, 527-560.

14. Ibid., pp. 544-547.



60 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

Hitler supported Hungarian and Bulgarian territorial claims against Romania.'> At the
same time, the use of population transfers as a policy tool was gaining credibility ;
Romanian foreign minister Mihail Manoilescu saw population transfers as a way to ease
Bulgarian and Hungarian demands for territory. Such moves were part of a broader
debate about ethnic homogeneity within the borders of nation-states, and its legitimation
in diplomatic statements further encouraged harsh anti-minority rhetoric and policies. It
was only a small step from here to “cleansing the land,” the implementation of ethnic
purification — a small step, which triggered the tragedy of the Jews and Roma under
Romanian authority during World War II.

In fact, however, the shift from Franco-British to German protection actually oc-
curred before the end of March 1940 - three months before the defeat of France -
apparently because the Romanian government had lost faith in an Allied victory. As a
symbol of this fundamental change, the Romanian government signed an oil agreement
with Germany after months of negotiating. Throughout the war Romania remained a
sovereign state, but committed itself more and more to dependence on its new ally,
which initially had seemed so overwhelmingly powerful. Romania delivered its raw
materials and put its army at Germany’s disposal, thereby helping to keep the German
war machine going.

Moreover, Nazi Germany insisted that Romania sign an agreement granting extensive
autonomy to the German minority in Romania. Thus, the ethnic Germans, in effect,
erected a small state within the state. This de facto territorial entity was built directly by
the Reich and followed the Nazi model ; and in 1943 Romania was forced to allow ethnic
Germans to join the Waffen-SS instead of being drafted into the Romanian army.'® In a
parallel to German maneuvers removing the German minority from Romanian sovereignty,
Nazi Germany also attempted to gain control over Jewish life in Romania, with the
intention of destroying Romanian Jewry. Beginning in spring 1941 Gustav Richter,
diplomat and member of the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (RSHA - Reich Main Security
Office), was active in Bucharest. His job was to ensure that all regulations regarding
Romania’s Jews were to be formulated in accordance with the German example. In strict
conformity with German directives, the Romanian Jews were to be exterminated.

Antonescu and Germany

When Antonescu came to power in September 1940, it was not obvious that he would be
Berlin’s favorite. The Nazis identified him as a potential leader through their embassy in
Bucharest ; yet the German Ambassador’s endorsement of Antonescu was accompanied
by a cautionary note : Antonescu had criticized the Munich Conference and Anglo-French
appeasement.'” Nevertheless, when Antonescu’s Romania joined the Axis on Novem-
ber 23, 1940, Antonescu showed an unabashed commitment to “the German option.”
The vision of the Antonescu regime was that of a Romania able to retrieve its lost
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territories and to participate in the new international order planned by the Tripartite
Pact.'® In his plea against German support for a Ukrainian state or for Bulgarian territo-
rial claims, Mihai Antonescu, vice president of the Council of Ministers, added to this
vision a racial element during his meeting with Hitler on November 27, 1941 : “For me,
the greatest challenge of European reconstruction is the solving of the Slav problem ; ”
to ensure an enduring peace, it was necessary to “link the German action against the
Slavs with the one of the Latin race ; our position vis-a-vis the Slavs must not be toned
down by hesitation and any policy viewed at the isolation, neutralization, or occupation
of Slavic territories may be considered legitimate.”!

Mihai Antonescu further added that German support for Ukrainian and Bulgarian
claims would be tantamount to an injustice to Romania and the Romanian people, which
“is and was anti-Slav, just as it has always been anti-Semitic.”?° This rhetoric was well
received by Hitler, who used the opportunity to declare that there was space in Europe
only for Germanic and Latin “races” and that these two races needed to work together
against the Slavs. He also promised Mihai Antonescu that Romania could “grab as much
[territory] in the East as it pleases,” as long as Romanian settlers were sent to help win
“the common fight against the Slavic race.”” Yet, Hitler made no firm promises to
support the return of Northern Transylvania to Romanian sovereignty.

Romania, Germany, and the Final Solution

“The Jewish problem,” or the treatment of Jews in Romania, was neither an issue nor the
core of a conflict or cause for dissent between Germany and the National Legionary
government. It had no impact on the stance of Nazi Germany with regard to the leaders
of the Legionary regime in Romania. In the beginning, Berlin viewed the Legionary
offensive against Jewish property and the Jews themselves as characteristic of a fascist
revolution in Romania similar to that which had taken place in Germany. At the two
meetings between Marshal Ion Antonescu and Hitler (November 22-23, 1940, and
January 14, 1941), the treatment of Jews was not even addressed seriously. Romania’s
complex political situation and Germany’s immediate interests at the time — preparations
for war with the Soviet Union and the campaign in the Balkans — constituted the
backdrop for a special Romanian-German relationship. The Nazi government (Hitler, the
Foreign Ministry and Ribbentrop, and the German military mission and embassy in
Bucharest) was chiefly interested in Romania’s resources - primarily wheat, produce,
and oil - and in subordinating the Romanian army to the Reich in the upcoming war. The
anti-Semitic policy, which was already central to the ideology of the new Romanian
fascist government, was of less interest to the Germans. Another reason the “Jewish
problem” was a matter of only secondary importance was that at that time the objectives
and proportions of the Final Solution had not yet been clearly formulated ; the Nazis,
therefore, did not pressure Romania into adopting their policies.
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Some of the anti-Semitic propaganda in the Romanian press was financed by the
German embassy in Bucharest through bribing journalists and newspapers and by provid-
ing financial support to the two anti-Semitic parties, the National Christian Party of
Octavian Goga and A.C. Cuza and the Legion. On August 15, 1940, Porunca vremii, the
semi-official newspaper of the anti-Semitic movement, stated : “Any attempt at strength-
ening Romania will fail as long as the Jewish problem in Romania is not solved according
to the wonderful German model.” In conformity with the Nazi model, the solution
implied a “staunch repression” and “expulsion” of the Jews from Romania. This is but
one example out of hundreds of similar newspaper items.

The Legionnaires believed, and they were not entirely incorrect, that their movement
had the full support of the Nazis and that the Reich’s guarantees of Romania’s crippled
borders after June-August 1940 were warranted by the existence of a fascist regime in
Romania. On the last day of the Iron Guard rebellion (January 23, 1941) when the
Romanian army indiscriminately killed armed Legionnaires, their semi-official paper
Cuvdantul warned Antonescu that the destruction of the Legionary movement would
threaten the very existence of the Romanian state and Romanian sovereignty : “Only the
existence in Romania of a national movement similar to the National Socialist and fascist
ones guarantees our future.”??

Antonescu also believed that the Legionnaires had the full trust and support of the
Germans.?® It seemed that in the minds of Hitler and the Nazis, “Romania cannot be
ruled in opposition to the Iron Guard.”** On October 15, 1940, Antonescu declared his
readiness “for close political, economic, and military cooperation with Germany” and
sent Valer Pop, who was known to be pro-German, to Berlin as a special envoy.*> He then
invited a German military mission to Romania to train the Romanian army and consoli-
date the border defense. The German officers who visited Romania, led by General
Tippelskirch, were favorably impressed by the Conducdtor (Ion Antonescu ; the Leader)
but not by his deputy, Horia Sima, and reported as much to Berlin.?

In January 1941, during the struggle between Antonescu and the Iron Guard, the
Fuehrer was obliged to choose between two potential partners for the Reich. Although the
Legionary movement was the ideological counterpart to National Socialism, Hitler
favored Antonescu because he exerted firm control over his army and upheld Romania’s
economic commitments to the Reich. At the January 14, 1941, meeting with Antonescu,
Hitler basically granted him a free hand to crush the Legionnaires. Even before that
meeting, it was clear that those with a military role in Berlin supported Antonescu :
Hitler, the Wehrmacht generals who had met with Antonescu, the head of the military
delegation in Bucharest, various economic offices, and the representative in Bucharest,
Wilhelm Fabricius.

Himmler and all of his organizations as well as Goebbels, on the other hand, sup-
ported the Iron Guard. On January 24, Goebbels, who did not know that the battle had
already been decided, wrote in his diary: “In Romania, nothing is clear yet. The
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Legionnaires are continuing their revolt, and Antonescu has issued orders to shoot them.
The Fuehrer, for his part, says that he wants an agreement with a state and not with an
ideology. Still, my heart is with them.”?” Several days later, after learning of the Legion-
naires’ defeat, Goebbels added in his diary : “I am with the Fuehrer. He continues to
support Antonescu, since he needs him for military reasons. That is one point of view.
But it wasn’t necessary to wipe out the Legion.”?® Himmler’s emissaries in Romania
helped the commander of the Legionnaires, Horia Sima, and the heads of the movement
to escape to Germany. Throughout the war years, the leaders of the Iron Guard remained
in Germany under relatively comfortable conditions, albeit with restrictions on their
freedom of movement ; Sima and his henchmen could serve as an alternative to Antonescu’s
regime if something went wrong in Bucharest. In return for their assistance to the Iron
Guard, Antonescu forced Himmler’s representatives and members of the Foreign Office,
as well as known Gestapo agents to leave Romania, thereby ensuring himself control over
domestic matters.”

It should be noted that Romanian-German cooperation and Antonescu’s consent to
satisfy most of the German economic and military demands stemmed in part from his
fear of the Soviet Union. For almost four years — from September 1940 to August 1944 —
this fear was greater than his fear of Germany. The economic obligations Antonescu
accepted increased from month to month and became a heavy burden on Romania’s
finances and natural resources, particularly grain and oil. Yet, something unprecedented
for a Nazi ally or satellite country happened in Romania : the local pro-Nazi party was
forcefully deposed ; its active members were arrested, and its leaders were saved from
the death penalty only by representatives of the National Socialist party and the Gestapo.
Thus, during the years of the Antonescu government, Romania did not have an actual
fascist party. After removing the Legionary element from power, the Antonescu govern-
ment continued to implement the anti-Jewish measures, which aimed primarily at the
confiscation of Jewish property and the elimination of Jews from the national labor market.

In January 1941, Hitler and Goring revealed their plan for the invasion of the Soviet
Union, Operation Barbarossa, to both Ion and Mihai Antonescu and agreed on the
participation of the Romanian army in recovering Bessarabia and Bukovina. Mihai
Antonescu stated : “Following these talks, Romania’s participation in the war on the side
of Germany was agreed ; we set the day, and only we, Marshal Antonescu and I, knew
the day when Romania and Germany would declare war on Russia. ”*° Several months later,
in March, “special emissaries of the Reich and Himmler,” as they were described by Mihai
Antonescu, arrived in Bucharest to discuss the fate of the Jews in Romania. The emissar-
ies arrived just after the suppression of the Iron Guard rebellion, “when the political
situation was still uncertain.”? This was the first attempt by Himmler and the RSHA to
take over the “handling” of the Jews of Romania, done at a critical juncture in the relations
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between the two states at a time and when a huge German force (680,000 troops) was
stationed on Romanian soil. Mihai Antonescu, however, refused to relinquish this control,
and it was during this period that he and the Germans reached certain understandings
regarding the deportation and extermination of Bessarabian and Bukovinan Jews.*

The subsequent arrival in Romania of SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Gustav Richter at the end
of April 1941 would have grave implications for the fate of Romanian Jewry. Richter, a
special envoy of the RSHA, was an “expert” on “Jewish problems.” In August 1941,
believing that Germany stood on the brink of victory, Mihai Antonescu informed his
Cabinet that he had discussed the solution to the Jewish problem with representatives of
the Reich : “I can report to you that [ have already conducted intensive negotiations with
a high-ranking German representative... with regard to the Jewish problem. [They]
understand that the Jewish problem will ultimately require an international solution, and
they wish to help us to prepare this international solution.”*

On May 16, 1941, in a report to his immediate superior, Ambassador Killinger,
Richter recounted the first achievements :

1. All draft laws... from the Undersecretariat of State for Romanianization will be sent for my
confirmation before being seen by... Antonescu.

2. [The dissolution of] all Jewish political organizations, associations and unions, except for
the Jewish religious communities, the blocking of their bank accounts and confiscation of
their property, the total interdiction of... their legal or underground activity. Their prop-
erty will be transferred to the future Jewish Center.

3. The creation of a Jewish Center of legal public character as the sole authorized Jewish
organization.

4. The obligation to report and declare all Jewish property.

5. The creation of an evacuation (Aussiedlung) fund by the Undersecretariat of State for
Romanianization, which would constitute the financial resource for the coming evacuation
of the Jews from Romania.**

This was the Richter’s working program - essentially, the application in Romania of
“the directives for the handling of the Jewish problem” (the Final Solution) as they had
been conceived in Berlin shortly before the invasion of the Soviet Union. These included
the incitement of the local population against the Jews and the toleration of anti-Jewish
violence ; defining what constituted a Jew; forcing Jews to wear distinctive yellow
badges ; and the establishment of ghettos. The third paragraph of these directives ex-
plained : “One of the primary goals of the German measures was supposed to be the
forceful isolation of Jewry from the rest of the population.”3’

Before the war with the Soviet Union, Romanian-German military relations had
already become closer, and the joint preparations for war intensified with Antonescu
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seeking not only the return of Bessarabia and Bukovina but also to strengthen Romania
in the face of the “Slavic threat.” Antonescu’s June 12, 1941, visit to Munich to finalize
the details of Romanian-German military cooperation had a decisive impact on the fate
of the Jewish population of Bessarabia and Bukovina. At that time, under the influence
of his generals, Hitler did not give much credit to the operational capability of the
Romanian army, charging it only with the “defense of Romanian territory against
penetration by Russian forces.”

At the same time, he wished to stress his personal appreciation of the Romanian
dictator. He offered Antonescu the post of commander in chief of both the German and
Romanian troops in the Romanian territories and to provide him with a liaison headquar-
ters under the command of General Hauffe, head of the German military mission to
Romania.*® This was not the only manifestation of trust and appreciation for the Romanian
dictator. Hitler’s translator, Paul Schmidt, later stated that Antonescu “was the only
foreigner from whom Hitler ever asked military advice when he was [having] difficulties. "’

As Mihai Antonescu reminded Ribbentrop, he had reached certain understandings
(Abmachungen) with the SS on the policy toward the Jews of Bessarabia, Bukovina, and
also Transnistria.*® Following the meeting in Munich, the earlier conversations with the
RSHA delegation, and the Abmachungen, the Romanian leaders in Bucharest drew up
their own guidelines for the military forces and gendarmerie. The fate of the Bessarabian
and Bukovinan Jews was therefore quickly decided. Once he returned to Bucharest from
Munich, Ton Antonescu - now the commander of the Romanian-German troops in
southern Europe - decided to imitate the Nazis and implement his own plan for a “Final
Solution,” which he would call “the cleansing of the land.”* Before the ethnic cleansing
began, Romanian leaders, convinced of German victory, made known to the inner circle
of the civil administration their plans regarding the Jewish population in Bessarabia and
Bukovina, known as the “lost provinces.”

On June 19, General Ilie Steflea, one of Antonescu’s reliable senior officers, commu-
nicated to the army, by means of a confidential circular, Antonescu’s order “to identify
all Jidani, Communist agents or sympathizers... as the Ministry of Interior must know
where they are in order to ban their movement and in order to be able to enact whatever
orders I may transmit at a given time.”*’ This order echoed instructions issued earlier by
Field Marshal Wilhelm Keitel to the Wehrmacht.* In late July 1941, the Romanian army
quickly deported up to 25,000 Jews to Moghilev in Ukraine, but the German army forced
the Jews back, shooting roughly 12,000 of them.* Antonescu sought the assistance of
Ambassador Killinger, arguing that the return of the Jews to Bessarabia was “contrary to
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the guidelines that the Fuehrer had specified... in Munich regarding the treatment of the
eastern Jews.”* It was clear that both Ion and Mihai Antonescu were not always ready to
heed the instructions of their German advisors, whose specific task was to help the
Romanians with “certain migrations in territories under Romanian and German sovereignty.”*

Shortly before June 21, 1941, the Romanian Special Intelligence Service (Serviciul
Special de Informatii — SSI) created a select unit called the Esalon Special (Special
Echelon), which bore similarities to the Einsatzgruppen and was entrusted with the
mission of “defending the rear of the Romanian army from espionage, sabotage, and
terrorist actions.”* Like the Einsatzgruppen, the Esalon Operativ, as it was also called,
was divided into smaller echipe (teams). The Echelon was comprised of 160 elite men
and was soon assigned to Bessarabia. Its first operation was carried out in Iasi, on July 29
and 30, 1941. From Iasi, the Echelon moved on with the Romanian Fourth Army into
Bessarabia, where it collaborated with Einsatzkommando 11B in the executions in Balti
and Chisinau. In fact, as soon as the Echelon and other Romanian military units involved
in the killings crossed the Prut River, they collaborated with the Einsaizkommandos.*®
Nonetheless, relations between the various units of Einsatzgruppe D and the Romanian
army, gendarmerie, police, and Special Echelon were far from ideal. The Germans were
content only when the Romanians acted according to their directives and were dismayed
at the disorder the Romanians displayed.*’

Himmler’s emissaries, acting within the framework of the Wehrmacht, also continued
their missions in the Romanian-occupied territory of Ukraine known as Transnistria.
Representatives of the German and Romanian armies met on August 17, 1941, in Tighina
to discuss the boundaries of Transnistria and the distribution of responsibility therein.
Due to the inability of the Einsatzgruppen to keep up with the attacking forces and to
“handle” all the Jews at the same time, the Jews were not to be transferred across the Bug
river yet ; instead, they were to be placed into labor camps until such time as they could
be moved east, “following completion of military operations.”*® This agreement, con-
cluded on August 30, 1941, prevented the Romanian regime from forcing the remaining
Jews in Bessarabia and Bukovina as well as the up to 200,000 Ukrainian Jews who had
survived the first wave of executions by Einsatzgruppe D across the Bug.

On August 7, 1941, Mihai Antonescu asked Himmler to send Gustav Richter, who
had returned to Berlin in July after great success, back to Bucharest.*” Antonescu praised
Richter’s activity, stating that he hoped to work with Richter again, “[s]ince the Jewish
problem requires an international, radical and final solution, particularly by using the
German experience in this field...”*" Already, following Richter’s advice and under some
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pressure from the German embassy, the Romanian authorities had set up the Central
Office of Jews of Romania (Centrala Evreilor din Romania; the Jewish Center) - the
Romanian equivalent of the Judenrat, banned all Zionist activity, carried out a census of
“persons of Jewish blood,” and launched technical preparations for the deportation of
Romanian Jews to the Belzec death camp. Moreover, the large-scale massacres of Jews
and Antonescu’s tenacity in implementing the Final Solution in liberated Romanian
territory, and later in Transnistria, had aroused admiration among the Nazis and Hitler,
in particular.®!

On January 23, 1942, two days after the Wannsee Conference, Richter asked Mihai
Antonescu to put a halt to the emigration of Jews from Romania, “given the impending
Final Solution of the Jewish problem in Europe.” Mihai Antonescu consented in princi-
ple to the request, although ships carrying Jews continued to leave Romania.’> However,
Ion Antonescu did not have patience to wait for the German outcome of the Final
Solution. At the Cabinet meeting of December 16, 1941, he stated that “the question of
the Yids is being discussed in Berlin. The Germans want to bring the Yids from Europe
to Russia and settle them in certain areas, but there is still time before this plan is carried
out.”

According to Radu Lecca, commissar for the solution of the Jewish problem and
Richter’s Romanian counterpart, “when [Lecca] first met Richter and discussed the
reorganization of the Jews with him, [Richter] already had all the plans prepared.”>* In
late April 1942, Richter abandoned his anonymous status and - going above the heads of
the Romanian government — informed the Jews of Romania that their fate was sealed. He
published an article in the embassy newspaper advising the Jews not to seize upon “false
hopes” regarding the possibility of preventing the Final Solution. “The Jewish problem
in Romania will be solved within the framework of Europe,” stated Richter.>> He also
focused his attack on the Zionist movement and Chaim Weizmann, president of the World
Zionist Organization ; and indeed, over the coming months, he did not rest until he had
secured a ban on Zionist activity and the closure of the Zionist headquarters in Romania.*®

The negotiations regarding the “European solution” - that is, regarding the Jews of
the Regat and southern Transylvania - were conducted diligently and effectively. These
Jews were not slated for extermination in the eastern territories or in Russia, but in the
death camps in Poland. In June 1942, under the impact of impressive German victories
in the USSR and following the Romanian army’s advance to the Caucasus and its
crossing of the Don River, Antonescu agreed to the Final Solution for Romanian Jews,
which entailed their deportation.’” During July-October 1942, plans were drawn up for
the deportation of Romanian Jews to extermination camps in the General Government.
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By spring 1942 there were approximately 300,000 Jews left in Romania.’® With the
exception of the town of Cernduti, Bessarabia and Bukovina were already Judenrein
(cleansed of Jews).

Two German documents, dated July 26, 1942, and August 11, 1942, mentioned the
future deportations of Romanian Jews: the first, signed by Heinrich Miiller, head of
Section IV B of the RSHA, was addressed to the German Foreign Office ; the second, a
report by Martin Luther of the German Foreign office, was addressed to the Reichsfiihrer-SS,
Heinrich Himmler.* During his interrogation in Jerusalem, Adolf Eichmann admitted
that he had actually authored the letter bearing Miiller’s signature.® The letter advised
Undersecretary Martin Luther, a departmental (Inland II) chief in the Foreign Office,
that the deportation of the Romanian Jews was to begin on September 10, 1942.

Gustav Richter left a detailed Nazi plan for the deportation of 250,000 Jews to the
Belzec camp in Poland for extermination, enumerating the principal elements of the
process : instructions for implementation, including logistics and operational planning ;
measures to conceal and mislead in order to allay the fears of the Jewish population ;
settling the legal problems between Romania and Germany ; and the use of the local
Judenrat. According to Richter’s plan, the deportees would lose their Romanian citizen-
ship upon crossing the border, and those “unable” to work would be subject to “special
treatment.” In line with the directive issued by the RSHA, Richter obtained a pledge in
writing from Mihai Antonescu, expressing his consent to the deportations.® The fact that
Richter took great pains to obtain a written pledge from Ion Antonescu’s deputy is
illustrative of the delicate situation of Eichmann’s subordinates in German-allied coun-
tries, such as Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and Italy, in which the Nazis could not enforce
deportations directly, but required the cooperation of the governments in question.

By August 19, 1942, preparations for the solution to the “Jewish question” in
Romania were complete with regard to both the political issues involved and the practical
steps to be taken. Richter’s plan was preceded by a lengthy period of negotiations, from
the end of December 1941 through July 1942. There were two versions of the plan: the
Romanian and the German.®* On September 11, 1942, Lecca presented the Romanian
plan, also the product of negotiations with Richter, to Mihai Antonescu. This plan
confirmed the essential Romanian consent to the deportations, but established a series of
exceptions, while the German proposal was significantly more restrictive. It also pro-
vided for the deportation of Jewish former citizens of Germany, Czechoslovakia, and
Croatia, since they had lost their former nationality according to an agreement between
Germany and those countries.

Lecca added a stipulation to the Romanian plan, which allowed for the emigration to
Palestine of 3,000 Jews in exchange for a payment of two million lei. This payoff was to
be made to the Jewish Center “in order to establish a fund supplying cheap credit to the
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new Romanian enterprises, which will replace the Jewish ones.”% The Nazis did not keep
their plan secret. Certain of its implementation, they hurried to announce the forthcom-
ing deportations in the August 8 edition of the Bukarester Tageblatt, a German newspa-
per published in Belgrade. When the trains to Belzec failed to start rolling, Richter
published another article in the same paper, entitled “Servants of the Jews,” in which he
denounced Baron Neumann (a wealthy converted Jew) and Wilhelm Filderman (head of
the Federation of Jewish Communities ; FUCE) for trying “to foil the deportation of
Jews by every means, rallying influential Romanian figures in politics and the economy
for this purpose.”® Richter vehemently railed against those Romanians trying to prevent
the deportation of the Jews, claiming that Europe would be rid of Jews by the end of the
war and that Romanian relations with Germany would be damaged if they did not join the
common effort to deport the Jews. Richter sent this article to Eichmann on November 15,
1942, in explanation of his failure to deport Romanian Jewry.

In Filderman’s opinion, the German threats actually helped the cause of Romanian
Jews because they provoked negative reactions among the ruling elite, who felt very
strongly about the independence of their country.®® Thus, Richter and Lecca’s plans
failed, and the deportation of Romanian Jewry did not take place. Ambassador Killinger,
accompanied by Richter, visited Mihai Antonescu on November 26, 1942, to demand an
explanation for why the deportation of Romanian Jews to the General Government had
not begun. The Romanian foreign minister replied that Marshal Antonescu had “decided
only to explore the possibility of an evacuation from Transylvania, but that the imple-
mentation had been postponed.”%® After Stalingrad, the Romanian government officially
informed Berlin that “the only solution to the Jewish problem in Romania is emigra-
tion.”%” Antonescu did not yield to the Nazis despite intense pressure — initially through
the German Ambassador and later during the April 1943 meetings with Hitler and
Ribbentrop - to fulfill his commitment to deport Romanian Jews.®® Thus, Antonescu and
his regime spared Jews in the Regar and southern Transylvania from the Nazis and the
Final Solution.
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The June-July 1940 Romanian Withdrawal from Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina and Its Consequences on Interethnic
Relations in Romania

Introduction

Long after the end of the Second World War, the summer 1940 annexation of Bessarabia,
Northern Bukovina and the county of Herta by the Soviet Union was still a taboo subject
in Romanian historiography. Gradually, however, as Romania loosened its relations with
Moscow, studies began to be published on this topic, along with research on interwar
Romania. As a result of the studies on Bessarabia and Bukovina, Romania became the
only country from the former Soviet bloc where research was published on the Ribbentrop-
-Molotov Pact. This matter, however, was largely subordinated to the problematic rela-
tionship between Romania and the Soviet Union. When bilateral relations deteriorated,
references would appear to the June 1940 Soviet ultimatum forcing Romania to relin-
quish sovereignty over the two provinces. When relations improved, communist Roma-
nian propaganda avoided talk about the ultimatum. Due to these vacillations, until 1989
the best studies of the annexation of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the county of
Herta were written abroad.! After 1989, this omission of Romanian historiography was
partly rectified. From this point onward, both general and specialized research of varying
scholarly quality began to tackle the subject.? At the same time, a series of documents
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from Romanian and foreign archives were published that enhanced the understanding the
events of June-July 1940.° Equally important were the revelations of published memoirs,
which proliferated in the post-1989 period.*

Despite the richness of the research on Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the
county of Herta, relations between ethnic Romanians and ethnic minorities (notably
Jews) for the June-August 1940 period remain under-researched. If before 1989 the topic
was not approached due to the ban issued by the communist regime, during the post-
communist transition it remained on the backburner despite the repeal of all official
bans.® Few scholars inside Romania addressed this topic.® Possible causes for the hesita-
tion of Romanian researchers to approach this subject may include limited access to
archives and especially the reluctance to deal with a painful and uncomfortable past that
contradicted a self-image forged during the years of communist rule. More recently,
however, as Romania has begun to integrate into European and Euro-Atlantic security
and political structures (namely, NATO and the EU), Romanian historiography has
become more interested in this subject as well as the broader issue of Romanian partici-
pation in the Holocaust - a taboo for many decades. Gradually, the topic began to be
approached at scholarly conferences and in doctoral dissertations, books and scholarly
articles, and media broadcasts. The following chapter examines the withdrawal of the
Romanian civil administration and troops from Bessarabia and its impact on relations
between ethnic Romanians and the local Jewish population. It uses evidence from
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Romania’s National Archives, the Romanian Military Archives, and the Archives of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Further research in former Soviet archives is needed.

The Internal and External Circumstances
of the Annexation
of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina

The International Context: Soviet-German Relations
(1939-1940)

The annexation of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and the county of Herta was a direct
result of the radical changes in the balance of power at the end of the thirties. These
changes determined that central and southeastern Europe would remain at the disposal of
the two totalitarian Powers, Germany and the USSR. On August 23, 1939, Germany and
the Soviet Union concluded a non-aggression treaty, the “Ribbentrop-Molotov Treaty/
Pact.” The Soviets demanded the addition of a secret protocol in which the two powers
divided up spheres of influence : central and southeastern Europe - an area stretching
between the Baltic and Black Seas - as well as Finland, Estonia, and Latvia were
assigned to the Soviet sphere; Lithuania and the town of Vilna were assigned to the
German sphere. Germany and the Soviet Union then divided Poland, roughly following
the line of the Narev, Vistula, and San Rivers. In southeastern Europe, with Germany
declaring “complete disinterest for these regions,” the Soviets claimed Bessarabia.” Here
it is worth nothing that the German version of the Pact referred to Romanian “regions”
to be ceded to the Soviet Union, whereas the Soviet version named only Bessarabia. The
Soviets would subsequently use the German version in June 1940 to make additional
requests for Northern Bukovina and Herta County.

The Ribbentrop-Molotov Treaty constituted the prelude to the Second World War,
which began on September 1, 1939, with Germany’s attack on Poland. On September 28,
1939, during a visit to Moscow by German foreign minister Joachim von Ribbentrop, a
treaty of friendship and border recognition was concluded between Germany and the
Soviet Union; this treaty, however, made no changes to the initial agreement on south-
eastern Europe. During the following period, Germany and the Soviet Union took steps
to enforce their agreements on the respective spheres of influence. Moscow moved to
impose “mutual assistance treaties” (i.e., terms of occupation) on Estonia (September 28,
1939), Latvia (October 5, 1939), and Lithuania (October 11, 1939), which allowed the
Soviet government to send 85,000 troops to those countries. In contrast to the Baltic
States, Finland opposed Soviet demands on territorial revisions and refused to grant the
Soviet troops access to its facilities. Consequently, on November 30, 1940, the Red
Army attacked Finland. The war raged on until March 12, 1940, when the two countries
signed a peace treaty.

7. Varatec and Siscanu, op. cit., p. 5.
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The Internal and International Situation of Romania
(September 1939 — June 1940)

The signing of the Ribbentrop-Molotov Treaty worsened Romania’s geopolitical situa-
tion, as it was consequently inserted between the two Great Powers, Germany and the
USSR, both of which - though particularly the Soviet Union - were hostile to Romania.
Faced with this situation, the Romanian Crown Council of September 6, 1939, decided
to proclaim the neutrality of Romania. At the same time, the government in Bucharest
tried to secure Romanian borders and avoid military confrontation by operationalizing
the Balkan bloc of neutral countries, the Balkan Agreement of 1934, and by attempting
to reach a non-aggression pact with the Soviets with the assistance of Turkish mediation.
There is evidence that the Soviets wanted to impose on Romania the “Baltic model” -
mutual assistance treaties followed by swift occupation — yet Finnish resistance during
winter 1939/1940 forced the Soviets to delay the application of this strategy.®

The end of Soviet-Finnish hostilities in spring 1940 allowed Moscow to focus on “the
Romanian case.” On March 29, 1940, V.M. Molotov, the Soviet foreign minister,
informed Romanian authorities that the absence of a non-aggression treaty between the
two countries was because of “the existence of an unsolved legal problem: i.e., that of
Bessarabia, whose annexation by Romania was never recognized by the Soviet Union.”
He then added that the Soviet Union “never considered the return of Bessarabia by
military means.”® This sudden Soviet concern with Bessarabia signaled that Romania was
now a focus of the Kremlin’s attention. Through April and May 1940, Romanian-Soviet
relations became ever more strained ; still, the uncertain developments on the Western
Front prompted caution in Moscow. When German victory seemed assured, Stalin
decided to occupy the Baltic countries and to directly address his issues with Romania.
Soviet preparations for combat soon began on June 9, 1940, when massive Soviet forces
were placed on Romania’s northern and eastern borders.° Faced with German victory,
the Romanian government decided on May 28, 1940, to intensify its rapprochement with
Germany, whom it considered the only power capable of containing the Soviets." This
about-face in foreign policy was accompanied by an increased collaboration of the Royal
Dictatorship with the German-backed Iron Guard.

The Soviet Ultimatum to Romania (June 26-28, 1940)

On June 23, 1940, the day after the signing of the German-French truce, Molotov met
Schulenburg, the German Ambassador in Moscow, and proposed to discuss the situation
of Bessarabia and Bukovina. The mention of Bukovina — which was a former Habsburg

8. For a more detailed discussion, see Constantiniu, /947, pp. 94-98 ; and Vitalie Viratec, 6 zile din
istoria Bucovinei (28 iunie - 3 iulie 1940). Invazia §i anexarea nordului Bucovinei de cdtre URSS
(Radauti-Bucovina : Editura Institutului Bucovina-Basarabia, 2001), pp. 12-26.

9. Idem, Preliminarii ale raptului Basarabiei si nordului Bucovinei, 1938-1940 (Bucharest: Libra,
2000), pp. 229-230.

10. Details in Varatec and Siscanu, op. cit., pp. 14-41.

11. Grigore Gafencu, op. cit., pp. 18-19.
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territory incorporated into Romania in 1918 and not part of the 1939 Ribbentrop-Molotov
deal - irritated the Germans, who opposed Molotov’s terms. Negotiations were renewed
between June 24 and June 25, resulting in the Germans yielding to Soviet demands on
Bessarabia, yet maintaining their opposition to the cession of Bukovina. Faced with this
opposition, the Soviets compromised by asking only for northern Bukovina.

These negotiations fractured the German-Soviet relationship.'? Arguably, the ensuing
tensions were at the heart of the secret German resolution to attack the Soviet Union. As
early as the beginning of July 1940, the German High Command drew up the first study
on a campaign against the Soviet Union, the Lossberg Plan. In any event, the Soviet-
-German negotiations sealed Romania’s fate. The Kremlin decided to rapidly enforce the
negotiated terms of the Moscow agreement with Germany. On June 26, 1940, at 10 p.m.,
Molotov handed a note to Gheorghe Davidescu, chief of the Romanian diplomatic
mission in Moscow. The note demanded the “return” of Bessarabia to the Soviet Union
as well as the “transfer” of northern Bukovina to Soviet sovereignty. The answer from
Bucharest was expected the next day. But, due to faulty phone lines, the text of the
ultimatum did not reach Romania until the morning of June 27.'3 The situation was made
even worse by Davidescu’s refusal to take the map the Soviets had attached to the
ultimatum note. The map included Herta in the Soviet claims, though it was not included
in the text of the ultimatum note. Since the Romanian government was not aware of this
map, the exact location of the new Soviet border remained unknown, with dramatic
consequences for the Romanian authorities and troops in Herta.

The day of June 27, 1940, was tense for the Romanian government, as it became obvious
that Romania was militarily and politically isolated : Germany advised the Romanians to
yield to Soviet demands, Italy did the same, and the governments in Belgrade and Athens
insisted that Bucharest should not disturb regional peace through military resistance.
Only Turkey - ready to enact the Balkan Pact, which provided for armed action against
Bulgaria in case of Bulgarian aggression — promised to back Romania.'* When the two
Crown Councils convened on June 27, the options available were stark : acceptance of
Soviet demands (surrender, in other words) or armed resistance. Hoping to maintain the
rest of Romanian territory, the majority of Council members decided to surrender.'> The
Romanian government sent its official response to Moscow on June 28 :

In order to avoid the grave consequences that might follow the use of force and the opening
of hostilities in this part of Europe, the Romanian government is obliged to accept the condi-
tions of evacuation indicated in the Soviet response. '

The Romanian government did demand that the Soviet-imposed, four-day deadline
for evacuation be modified in order to ensure better organization of the operation. The
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Soviets rejected this demand. This decision to surrender has remained a controversial
topic in Romanian historiography. Before 1989 Romanian historians had, for the most
part, praised the realism of the adopted solution. Over time, however, the decision came
to be criticized.

Another important element of the Soviet ultimatum was the surprise it produced both
in the political establishment and in popular sentiment. The background of this surprise
was the rapid fall of France, Romania’s long-time advocate, which was perceived as a
terrifying blow. Writing about the decision to surrender, Romanian diplomat Alexandru
Cretzianu mused :

It is enough to say that the king, the prime minister, and the military chiefs seem to have
lost, for a brief moment, their dearest illusions and, at the same time, their lucidity. They were
simply unable to find the necessary strength to face up to the disaster.'”

Yet, the fall of France and the shock it provoked did not make the decision to
surrender any less questionable, particularly as the same Romanian government had
issued categorical statements during the preceding months indicating that they would not
accept surrender without putting up military resistance; for example, on January 6,
1940, in Chisindau, King Carol II affirmed his resolution to protect Bessarabia at any
price.'® Moreover, the government had been flooded with intelligence revealing Soviet
intentions, although the technical details of the aggression were not known ; neverthe-
less, it remained passive. After the opening of hostilities on the Western Front, many
politicians and military commanders contented themselves to hope for WWI-type de-
velopments. As a result of the surrender, Romania lost 50,762 square kilometers
(44,500 km? in Bessarabia and 6,262 km? in Northern Bukovina). Of this land lost,
4,021,086 hectares were agricultural (20.5% of farmland in Romania). The ceded ter-
ritories were home to 3,776,309 people, of whom 53.49 percent were Romanians ;
10.34 percent were Russians ; 15.3 percent were Ukrainians and Ruthenians ; 7.27 percent
were Jews; 4.91 percent were Bulgarians; 3.31 percent were Germans; and 5.12
percent were of miscellaneous ethnicity.

The annexation of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the county of Herta by the
Soviet Union had important consequences for the domestic and international situation of
Romania. In foreign policy, Romania strengthened its relationship with Nazi Germany.
On July 1, 1940, the Romanian government gave up on the Anglo-French guarantees of
April 13, 1939. The next day, Carol II requested a German military mission to come to
Romania. Domestically, on July 4, 1940, a new government was formed, led by Ion Gigurtu,
a politician well connected to the government and big businesses of Nazi Germany. The
Iron Guard (the Legion) was represented in the new government by three officials : Horia
Sima, minister of religion and arts (though Sima would resign on July 8), Vasile Noveanu,
minister of treasury, and Augustin Bideanu, undersecretary of state in the Ministry of
Finance. The composition of the new government signaled that Romania was orienting
toward the Axis Powers. The goal of these changes was not the reinstatement of an old
foreign policy tradition, as the government alleged, but a desperate attempt of the Carol
II regime to avoid new territorial losses while preserving political power.

17. Alexandru Cretzianu, Ocazia pierdutd (Iasi: Institutul European, 1998), p. 6.
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The Evacuation of Romanian Military Units
from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina

The Situation of Romanian Military Forces in Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina, June 1940

From September 1939, the majority of Romanian military forces were deployed between
the eastern Carpathians and the Dniester River. Deployed here was the Army Group I
(which had subordinated the Third and Fourth Armies), the Mountain Corps with the
2m 31 and 4™ Cavalry Divisions, and eight fortification regiments. In fact, 65 percent
of Romanian military forces - 1,200,000 troops — were deployed on the Eastern front.
According to Operational Order no. 18 of June 15, 1940, the Third Army was to wage
war on the Ceremus and Upper Prut rivers. The fallback position was along the Rodna
Mountains - Little Siret — Sihna - Jijia line of defense, with a “red line” defense in the
Zupania - Prislop - Carlibaba region. In Bessarabia, the Fourth Army was to defend the
Cornesti — Lower Rautul — Dniester line. The defense of Northern of Bukovina and
Bessarabia was the responsibility of the same armies, which were augmented with
specially constituted army units. "

The growing tension on Romania’s eastern border made army commanders ask for
details on their missions in the event of Soviet aggression and the adoption of preliminary
measures to evacuate selected property and staff from Bessarabia. For example, on
June 12, 1940, the Fourth Army proposed that the families of officers, non-commissioned
officers (NCOs), and civil servants as well as the property of cultural institutions,
churches, factories and warehouses be sent to Romania. The government did not approve
these demands for political reasons.

At the same time, the Army High Command drew up a series of evacuation plans for
the territories between the Dniester and the Prut. The Tudor Plan was based on the
railway timetable during peacetime. It also called for the movement on foot of convoys
and evacuation caravans. The Mircea Plan, on the other hand, was based on the wartime
railway timetable, with caravans moving only during the night. These blueprints were not
connected to the international situation and were to be operationalized only “in the event
special orders [were] issued.”?® According to the plans, prefects, recruiting centers,
police and gendarmerie as well as local priests were put in charge of the evacuation
operations. Orders were issued that military headquarters and administrative offices were
not to abandon the ceded territory until combat units were ready to launch complete
evacuation operations.?! The civilian population could be evacuated as ordered, whereas
“non-sympathizing ethnic minorities” were slated to remain. The evacuation of reserv-
ists and paramilitaries was the first priority, and the evacuation of the civilian population
was to come before the evacuation of property.?? Particularly problematic was that the two
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plans split a population of millions into privileged and pariah categories, with the latter
being denied the choices of regular citizens. Although the documents were technically
strictly secret, their content was largely known, especially those provisions concerning
ethnic minorities. This provoked distress among the ranks of ethnic minorities, and
particularly among the Jews. Nevertheless, there is no evidence that Jews took part in
actions against Romanian authorities or the Romanian administration.

The Odessa Commission and the Soviet Advance

The Soviet ultimatum demanded that the Romanian troops evacuate the territory of
Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina in four days, beginning on June 28. It also proposed
the establishment of a joint commission to discuss the problems concerning the Roma-
nian Army evacuation and the takeover by the Soviet troops. In its response, the Roma-
nian government accepted the idea of the commission and asked for an extension of the
evacuation deadline. On the same day, Gen. Florea Tenescu, chief of the General Staff,
appointed Gen. Aurel Aldea as the head of the Romanian government delegation in the
Romanian-Soviet evacuation commission. The second representative was Col. Hagi Stoica
(Ret.), ex-commissioner for Polish refugees. Among other duties, Aldea was charged
with drafting daily evacuation plans for the Romanian troops.*

The Romanian delegation headed for Odessa, where the commission was to meet,
during the night of June 28. During the first meeting, the Romanian representatives
protested against the excessively fast advance of the Soviet troops and asked that a plan
be drawn up for the evacuation of Romanian troops and the advance of the Red Army
with the intent to separate the two armies by a day’s march. The Soviet representatives
rejected this proposal, arguing that the Romanian delegation had arrived too late. At the
same time, they delivered a draft agreement on the two armies’ march schedule to the
Romanian party and asked for the transfer of all responsibility for the evacuations to the
Romanian command, including responsibility for “misunderstandings that might arise
between the Red Army and the Romanian army.”?* The Soviet party accepted a one-day
extension of the evacuation — until the July 3, 1940, at 2 p.m., Moscow time. The Soviets
also demanded that the Romanians hand over maps concerning military and civilian
infrastructure in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina. Joint evacuation commissions were
to be set up on the Red Army’s advance lines.

During the second meeting on June 30, 1940, Romanian negotiators made a series of
observations regarding the Soviet draft agreement, and the commission adopted “the
evacuation plan of the Romanian troops from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina.” At the
same time, the commission drafted seventeen evacuation plans for the Romanian troops
and assigned a joint evacuation commission for each of them. Yet, as early as the night
of June 27/28, 1940, without waiting for the Romanian response, the Soviet troops
crossed the border at five points. On June 28, 1940, the Romanian cities of Cernauti,
Hotin, Balti, Chisindu, and Cetatea Albd were already under Soviet occupation. Soviet
Commanders dispatched mobile units (motorized infantry and cavalry) to move quickly
toward the Prut River, in advance of the Romanian evacuating troops. The Soviet troops

23. Archives of the External Affaires Ministry (henceforth: MAE), fond 71/USSR, vol. 206, f. 2.
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would regularly establish checkpoints to disarm, threaten with death, and humiliate the
Romanian military.?> As Soviet troops reached the Prut on June 30, 1940, and dug in, the
issue of the one-day march time between the two armies became meaningless — a fact
expressed by Lieutenant-General Kozlov, the Soviet representative.? It was an accom-
plished fact that completely swept aside the Odessa Commission deal on the four-day
evacuation deadline. Needless to say, the faster-than-agreed Soviet army advance created
serious problems for the Romanian army’s evacuation from Bessarabia and the Northern
Bukovina.

The Evacuation of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina

The first Soviet ultimatum of June 26, 1940, was preceded by Romanian army prepara-
tions for defensive combat (Mobilization Order no. 18). Yet, on June 28, 1940, at 7 : 00
a.m., Romanian commanders of Army Group One of the Third and Fourth Armies
received Order no. 6006 from the Romanian High Command, informing them of the
cession of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina and ordering them to evacuate several
major cities (Cernauti, Cetatea Albd, and Chisindu) on the same day. Army commanders
were asked to take steps to prevent Romanian troops from opening fire on the Soviets or
reacting to Soviet provocations as well as to prevent the destruction of property. Com-
manders were also asked to contact Soviet troops and prepare Romanian army units to
move westward toward the Prut River in two to three hours.?’

The Soviets, however, displayed uncommonly aggressive tactics, which put Romanian
troops, especially those stationed in Bessarabia, in very dangerous or fatal situations.
Alexandru Cretzianu of the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs recorded : “Continu-
ous waves of protest from the Chief of the Army High Command reported an increasing
number of incidents, which left numerous dead and wounded behind.” Moreover, “hav-
ing to obey the order not to defend themselves against Soviet aggression, some Romanian
army officers committed suicide.” Therefore, the Romanian Army High Command
“insisted that the order prohibiting the Romanian military to shoot back in self defense
be revoked.”?® The Cretzianu notes summarize the reports of Romanian field command-
ers about the humiliation,*” abusive arrest,*” and disarmament of the Romanian troops.*'

In general, most in the Romanian military showed competence, honesty and disci-
pline. On the other hand, however, there were many instances in which parts of the
Romanian military did not conform to these values or simply disintegrated. For example,
feeling they needed to protect their families — a perception amplified by Soviet propa-
ganda - many minority soldiers and Romanian natives from Bessarabia deserted their
units and returned home with their gear. As a consequence, Army Divisions 12, 15, 21,
26 and 27 lost more then half of their men because of desertions. On July 4, 1940, the
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Third and Fourth Armies reported that 233 officers, 26 NCOs, and 48,629 soldiers did
not report for duty (of which only 5 officers, 6 NCOs and 42 soldiers had died).** The
scope of disintegration of some army units was so great that a large amount of war
materiel was simply abandoned behind the evacuation lines. Also, some army command-
ers were so surprised by the surrender and its terms that they did not draft any evacuation
plans. Sometimes there was absolutely no communication between entire army units.
Many commanders showed lack of leadership and military courage, and in many units
the evacuation resembled flight more than a consummate evacuation. On July 3, 1940,
at 2 p.m., the Soviets declared the new Romanian-Soviet border definitively closed.

At this point, the tragedy of the Romanian army and civil administration was nearly
over, and many were safely evacuated ; still, a good number were trapped behind.** The
Romanian representatives on the Odessa Commission pleaded for the repatriation of
15,000 people and the return of abandoned army materiel captured by Soviet troops. As
the Soviet representatives on the Commission refused to give their written consent,
repatriation depended on the goodwill of local Soviet authorities, who had released only
3,000 people by the end of August 1940.** For many of those released, the condition of
liberation was to consent in writing to serve the interests of the Soviet Union.

The evacuation of the Romanian army from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina took
place in the absence of evacuation preparation, as on June 26 and 27, 1940, Romanian
field commanders received orders only on combat preparations. In addition to the
surprise of the decision to surrender, one can add the exceedingly short evacuation
period, the Soviet disrespect of evacuation deadlines, and the provocations and abuses by
the Soviet military as causes of the problems associated with the evacuation. The humiliation
of having to abandon Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina without a fight as well as the
severe terms of the surrender generated strong resentment in the ranks of the military
toward King Carol II and his regime ; the army was demoralized and blamed politicians
for the debacle. In numerous reports and investigations it was pointed out that the order
to withdraw was received with bewilderment, disillusion, and concern by the military.
For example, one report stated :

The abandonment of Romanian territory without a fight disoriented both the officers and
the rank-and-file soldiers who, although aware of their inferiority in numbers and war material, had
resolved to resist at any price the Soviet army, whom they looked down on as badly trained.>

Attitudes and Actions of the Jews during the Evacuation
of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina and County of Herta

One of the dominant myths in Romanian historiography about the period of June 28 -
July 3, 1940, was that the Jews in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina behaved disloyally
toward the retreating Romanian troops and civilian administration. This belief, though
false, was used to justify subsequent anti-Jewish Romanian actions.
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The Situation of the Jews of Romania (1919-1940)

On December 9, 1919, within the framework of the Versailles Treaty, the Romanian
government, together with France, England, Italy, and the United States, signed the
Treaty on Ethnic Minorities. This agreement obliged Romania to grant citizenship to all
ethnic Austrians and Hungarians born in former Habsburg lands that became part of
Romania in 1918 (Transylvania and Bukovina). The same document granted citizenship
to all Jews who then lived in Romania and who did not hold other citizenship. These
obligations were subsequently codified in the new Romanian Constitution (1923), which
prohibited discrimination based on religion, religious denomination, ethnic origins or
language (articles 7 and 8).3° A new law was passed on February 25, 1924, to extend
citizenship to former citizens of the Habsburg and Russian empires who resided in
Transylvania, Banat, Crisana and Maramures ; it was extended to those in Bessarabia
between March 27 and April 9, 1918, and to those in Bukovina on November 28, 1918.%
This legislation was in force for nearly a decade and a half. During this time, the Jewish
population participated freely in all domains of Romanian life.

At the same time, however, anti-Semitic currents became bolder. Their political
manifestations were the League of National Christian Defense (LANC), led by A.C.
Cuza and from 1930 the Iron Guard (also called The Legion of Archangel Michael).
Running under the name Totul pentru Tard (Everything for the Motherland), the out-
lawed Iron Guard won 15.53 percent of the votes in the 1937 elections and was ranked
third on the political scene. Yet, none of the parties won more than 40 percent of the
votes (the minimum required by Romanian law), and King Carol II used the opportunity
to establish a personal dictatorship by appointing an outside party, the National Christian
Party (Partidul National-Crestin - PNC), to form the government. The PNC was estab-
lished in 1935 through the merger of Cuza’s LANC and nationalist Octavian Goga’s
National Agrarian Party. This government, led by Octavian Goga, lasted forty-four days.

The Goga government instituted Romania’s first official anti-Semitic measures. On
January 21, 1938, the Goga government issued State Decree no. 169 on the Revision
of Citizenship, which required Jews to register documents proving they had not
settled in Romania between 1918 and 1924 within twenty days of the publication of
“nationality logs” by the local municipalities. Even though in the Old Regat this
deadline was extended, it nevertheless proved to be far too brief for all Jews to
register or find the required papers. In addition, Romanian civil servants entrusted
with the procedures committed many abuses. As a consequence, of 617,396 Jews
whose citizenship status was “reviewed” (84 percent of the 728,115 Romanian Jews),
225,222 lost their citizenship and were considered foreign residents. They were able
to remain in Romania with renewable one-year permits. A prelude to advancing
foreign and domestic anti-Semitism, the citizenship review severely affected the
situation of Romanian Jews and foretold a succession of anti-Semitic measures that
would lead to the tragedy of Romanian Jewry.

36. Scurtu, Mocanu, and Smaércea, op. cit., p. 558.
37. Benjamin, Evreii, vol. 1, Legislatia antievreiascd, pp. 26-27.



82 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

The Jews and the Romanian Withdrawal from Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina

There are rich archival resources on the situation of the civilian population in Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina from June 28 to August 30, 1940. Numerous military records
(such as operation logs, reports, notes, and diaries) and civilian documents (administra-
tive reports, police reports, personal diaries) indicate that some Jews from Bessarabia
and Northern Bukovina participated in anti-Romanian/pro-Soviet actions during this
period. Scholars who emphasize the relevance of these documents point to such actions
as the flying of Soviet flags, rallies of support for the Soviet Union, desecration of
Romanian government signs, public monuments and Romanian Orthodox churches, par-
ticipation in Soviet actions to disarm Romanian soldiers and officers, confiscation of
Romanian government property, mistreatment of Romanian army personnel, and even
murder. It is also argued that these actions were more numerous in towns with large Jewish
populations (such as Cernauti, Cetatea Alba, Storojinet, Hotin, Soroca, Chisindu, Balti,
Ungheni, and Ismail) or in villages situated on the retreating routes of Romanian army units.

Some historians argue that the high number of such incriminating documents reflects
a historical reality : the Jews in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina were anti-Romanian.
However, a critical examination of the documents depicts something quite different than
the catastrophic picture presented to the public since the cession of Bessarabia and
Northern Bukovina. First, it is important to note that many of the so-called incriminating
documents contained generic evaluations and accusations about such collective entities
as the “Jews from Bukovina,” “Jews from Chisindu,” “the Jewish population from
Balti,” and “Jews and communists from Romanesti.” Moreover, field reports do not
indicate any specific situations and give no names.

Second, given the dramatic circumstances in which these documents were written,
there were myriad instances of rumor spreading and exaggeration, as many in the
withdrawing army and civilian population saw “communists,” “Jews,” and “Jewish
communists” everywhere. Many times, these distortions were used to disguise the poor
organization of the withdrawal. For example, after Gen. Constantin Atanasescu aban-
doned his troops and fled from Tarutino to Galati (a city in the Old Regat), his actions
were blamed on ethnic minorities, including Jews ; the cases of Gen. Ioan Ralcu and
Gen. Marin Popescu were similar.

Third, many Romanian historians popularized narratives of mystification to make the
1940 attacks against the Jews justifiable. For example, in his book on Marshal Antonescu,
historian Gheorghe Barbul invented the story of two Romanian officers caught up in the
events of 1940 and 1941 : in the first, Captain Enescu, committed suicide after the
humiliation he was forced to endure by the Jews in Edinet, Bessarabia, during the
withdrawal ; in the second, Captain Niculescu, a witness to that event, swore revenge
and upon his return with the army to Edinet in 1941 executed a number of Jews there ;
when offered redemption on the battlefield by Antonescu, he gave his life in the siege of
Odessa.* Not only the story, but also the two protagonists were entirely fabricated.*
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Fourth, if the Jews were disloyal to Romania, they would not have withdrawn with
Romanian troops, as many did, especially those who were prosperous. Fear of Soviet
occupation was pervasive among ethnic Romanians and Jews alike. Unfortunately, some
Jews were prevented from joining the evacuation columns by the Romanian authorities,
who were enforcing the Tudor and Mircea evacuation plans. Fifth, ethnic Ukrainians in
Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina were known to espouse pro-Soviet attitudes and gave
the Red Army a warm welcome. As these reports do not distinguish between Jews and
Ukrainians, it is impossible to evaluate the level of Jewish participation. However, it is
well known that only ethnic Germans, who were later re-settled, showed reserve, aware
that they enjoyed the protection of the Third Reich. Sixth, even some ethnic Romanians
welcame the Soviets in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina. Such was the case in the town
of Soroca, where local notables such as Mayor Gheorghe Lupascu, former prefect Petre
Sfecld, National Renaissance Party (NRP) leader Alexandru Anop and school inspector
Petre Hritcu organized a rally to welcome “Soviet liberators.” As King Carol II noted on
July 30, 1940, this was not an isolated case :

News from Bessarabia is even sadder. Unfortunately I was right about the so-called NRF,
as some of its leaders there seemed to have converted to Bolshevism and were among the first
to welcome the Soviet troops with red flags and flowers.*!

Confronted with an extremely serious crisis and doubting their regime could survive,
Romanian government officials turned the Jews into a political “lighting rod,” channeling
popular discontent toward the minority. Notable in this report is the reaction of the
Romanian press, whose rage was directed more toward Jews than the Soviets, the real
aggressors. Given that the Romanian press was censored in 1940, the government must
have played a role in this bias. A typical form of anticipatory scapegoating was to let
Jewish leaders know that the Romanian authorities might launch acts of repression
against the Jews.** In his memoirs, Chief Rabbi Alexandru Safran noted that on June 26,
1940, minister of interior Mihail Ghelmegeanu asked to meet with Safran and Filderman,
whereupon he politely asked them to warn the Jewish population in Bessarabia and
Northern Bukovina not to launch provocations against the Romanian military and civilian
authorities there.*® After late June, Jewish leaders were denied access to high-ranking
Romanian officials.

The actions of the Jewish community leaders did not help. To express the Jewish
community’s disapproval of abuses committed against Romanian troops in Bessarabia,
the Federation of Jewish Communities decided to send the chief rabbi to deliver a speech
in the Romanian Senate. Despite the crisis resulting from the loss of territory, however,
the Romanian Parliament was not in session; so the Jewish position was instead made
public on July 3, 1940, the day of national mourning. The official document professed
the loyalty of the Jews from the Old Regat to Romania and its ideals and reminded
Romanians that Jews had given their lives as soldiers in Romania’s war of independence
in 1877, the Balkan War of 1913, and the Great War.** At the same time, the July 10,
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1940, issue of the newspaper Curierul israelit included an article pointing out the
differences between the Jews from the Old Kingdom and those from the surrendered
territories. It also severely criticized the anti-Romanian attitudes of those Jewish citizens
who acted against Romanian authorities and troops during the evacuation.* The purpose
of these Jewish efforts was to diminish violence against the Jews living west of Prut and
to safeguard good relations with the Romanian population. The withdrawing Romanian
army in Bessarabia and Bukovina had to deal with both the aggression of Soviet troops
and the hostility among some of the population of Bessarabia, including some members
of the local Jewish communities. Upon this reality, Romanian authorities superimposed
the myth of collective Jewish guilt, resulting in a series of violent acts against the Jews
living in territories under Romanian sovereignty.

Anti-Jewish Violence in Dorohoi and Galati

The Romanian withdrawal from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina was marked by a
series of aggressions toward the Jews. They took place both in the surrendered territories
and in the Old Regat province of Moldavia. The orders to commit violence against the
Jews and even to kill them were not given by the Romanian High Command or by other
high military structures. Rather, the situation started to unravel from below at the level
of small units or individuals. They were usually expressions anti-Semitism, of anger at
the humiliation endured during the withdrawal, or of the “scapegoating” syndrome,
which permeated popular opinion in Romania at the time, shaped as it was by a censored
popular press. These acts of physical violence had no specific motivation. They were
simply outbursts of rage against ordinary Jewish citizens who found themselves with-
drawing with the Romanian troops and civilian authorities.

The available evidence points to a number of killings committed against Romanian
Jews by the Romanian army. Thus, in Ciudei in Storojinet county and in Zahanesti in the
county of Suceava, Maj. Vasile Carp, commander of the 86™ Mountain Regiment ordered
the execution of several Jews. Romanian army troops also executed two Jews in Comanesti
and one in Costina ; another eight Jews suffered the same fate, and the list of murders
would continue.*® Jewish soldiers serving in the Romanian army were not spared either.
On many occasions they were expelled from their units, humiliated, beaten, or even
killed for no reason. This is all the more surprising as there is no evidence that Jewish
officers abandoned their units during the withdrawal from Bessarabia and Northern
Bukovina, which stood in stark contrast with the behavior of many Romanian officers.
Also, the percentage of Jewish soldiers who deserted during the withdrawal was not
higher than that of their Romanian counterparts.

Another serious development observable until mid-July 1940 was the physical brutal-
ity committed by soldiers or civilians against Jews traveling by train in the eastern
Romanian province of Moldavia.*” Sometimes, the victims were ethnic Romanians

45. Ancel, Contributii, p. 251.

46. Ibid., p. 251.

47. Ibid., pp. 211-217. For the Carp case, see also AMR, fond 948, section 2, information, file no. 941,
1513.
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mistaken for Jews. The scope of violence committed on the trains was so great that the
government sent armed soldiers to patrol trains and railway stations, arrest stray soldiers,
and issue orders warning against the perpetration of such acts. As a consequence of these
measures, by mid-July, this form of violence subsided. Acts of destruction and pillaging
of Jewish property by the Romanian military were also widespread. For example, on July 2,
1940, in Siret, Moldavia, twenty-four Jewish stores were pillaged, causing damage
estimated at two million Romanian lei ; and Jewish individuals were robbed and beaten,
as happened to Valerian Boca, former superintendent of the University of Cernauti.*®

Nevertheless, the most serious anti-Jewish actions of the Romanian army were the
killings in Dorohoi, which had a sizeable Jewish population, and Galati. The scope of
these killings almost equaled that of pogroms.*’ The murders in Dorohoi occurred against
the backdrop of Romanian-Soviet clashes caused by misunderstandings about the exact
location of the new Soviet-Romanian border. Two Romanian officers — Captain Ioan
Boros and Under-lieutenant Alexandru Dragomir, both of the 16™ Artillery Regiment —
died in the clashes. Yet, during the same skirmishes with the Soviets, a Jewish soldier -
Iancu Solomon of the 16" Artillery Regiment — was also killed as he attempted to protect
his commander. This heroic gesture, however, went unnoticed by the perpetrators of
the Dorohoi killings, most of whom were enrolled in the 3™ Group Border Guards and
the 8" Artillery Regiment.

The attacks against Jews in Dorohoi began on July 1, 1940, during the funerals of
Captain Boros and private Solomon in the Dorohoi cemetery. Romanian soldiers mur-
dered the ten Jewish soldiers who attended the funerals on site. The carnage continued
in other parts of the city, as well, leaving several dozen more Jews dead. After this brief
episode, Romanian army soldiers went on a rampage in the city, killing scores of Jewish
civilians (the official body count was fifty-three murdered Jews). In addition to the
killings, many Dorohoi Jews were wounded. These attacks ceased only upon the inter-
vention of Gen. Constantin Sinitescu, commander of the 8" Army Corps, who repri-
manded Gen. Theodor Serb, commander of the Corps of Border Guards. Sandtescu
remarked : “I am surprised by these acts of banditry committed by what I thought were
elite units.” He ordered an investigation to be conducted and the guilty to be punished.*®
The 8" Army Corps and Border Guards Corps’ subsequent investigation found that the
responsibility lay mainly with Captains Gheorghe Teoharie and Constantin Serghie.
Investigations also showed that the perpetrators purposefully distorted the facts by in-
venting stories about the Dorohoi Jews committing acts of aggression against the Roma-
nian army throughout the city and about rumors of a Soviet attack panicking the troops.”!
Yet, none of the perpetrators was court-martialed. The army instead dispensed adminis-
trative punishments (reassignment, brief arrest) to the officers and privates involved.

The Romanian army was responsible for an even higher number of civilian deaths
during the events that took place on June 30, 1940, in Galati, a Romanian city that was
an important evacuation center during the withdrawal from Bessarabia. More than 10,000

48. AMR, fond 948, section 2, Information file no. 941, f. 558-556.

49. Ibid., f. 435.

50. For these cases, see Ancel, Contributii, pp. 217-227 ; Stoenescu, op. cit., pp. 120-139; Marius
Mircu, “Pogromurile din Bucovina si Dorohoi”, Viata literard (Bucharest, 1945).

51. AMR, fond, Border Guard Corps, file no. 2769, f. 851.
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evacuees of different ethnicities were then crowded into the city, and in the tense
atmosphere created by the evacuation, retreating Romanian army soldiers simply opened
fire on a crowd of civilians, killing roughly three hundred, most of them Jews. The stated
reason was that the civilians had disobeyed army orders or had broken off guarded
columns. The exact number of Jews killed in Moldavia during the withdrawal from
Bessarabia and Bukovina ranges between 136 (of which ninety-nine bodies were identi-
fied) to several hundred or even thousands.

There was not a high level of Romanian army leadership involved in the bloodshed.
Rather, the killings were a consequence of local initiatives. In fact, high-ranking com-
manders ordered an end to the anti-Jewish crimes. Like General Sanatescu, General
Aurelian Son, commander of 11™ Army Corps, demanded on July 4, 1940, that his
subordinates :

...confront the excesses of the lower-ranking Romanian military and the Romanian population
against Jews, as they are signs of a real pogrom.

He went on to call on all army unit commanders to “take all necessary measures” to
“calm” the soldiers as well as the civilian population. Also, Colonel Mihai Chiriacescu,
chief of the General Headquarters of the same army corps, warned, “The army must have
no other preoccupation but that of defending the country.” He also ordered that “during
the military education meetings with the troops, officers must insist that any action
directed against the Jews is prohibited” and that perpetrators would be court-martialed.>

Such interventions of the Army High Command structures made the violence stop,
but the relationship between Jews and the Romanian population remained irreparable,
even though the direct responsibility for these brutalities and killings belonged to isolated
groups or individuals ; they occurred against the background of an anti-Semitic psycho-
sis, which scapegoated the entire Jewish community in Romania. This fixation was
encouraged by many Romanian civil and military authorities as well as the popular press.

Anti-Jewish Measures of the Gigurtu Government (July-August 1940)

After the surrender of Bessarabia, Northern Bukovina, and the county of Herta, Romania
sped up its rapprochement with Germany. The surrender also radically affected the Carol 1T
regime, which chose to bring the Legion into the government. At the same time, the
absurd argument that the Jews were responsible for the surrender became a popular myth
among Romanians. These two developments accentuated the reactionary and anti-Jewish
character of the Carol II regime.

On July 4, 1940, the Gigurtu government was inaugurated and immediately pro-
ceeded to take discriminatory measures against the Jews, arguably to placate public
opinion, please the Axis Powers, and persuade Germany to guarantee Romania’s national
security. Thus, on August 8, 1940, at the request of the new government, Carol II
proposed a bill (decret-lege) on “the legal status of Jews residing in Romania.” The bill
identified as a Jew any individual of the Judaic faith, including those born of mixed

52. This order was issued in a July 19, 1940, document.
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marriages. Jews were divided into three categories : (1) Jews who came to Romania after
December 30, 1918, (2) Jews who became citizens between 1879 and December 30,
1918, a category that included Jews decorated in Romania’s wars (1877, 1913, 1916-1919)
and (3) individuals not belonging to any of the first two categories.

This bill literally excluded Jews from Romanian society by depriving them of the
rights and obligations they were previously allowed. For the first and the second catego-
ries, the obligation to serve in the army was replaced by an obligation to pay extra taxes
and to do community work. All Jews were prohibited from buying real estate in the
countryside and adopting Romanian names. Racial segregation of Jews was ordered in
the school system. Jews were to be terminated from all public institutions within a period
of three to six months (the firing of Jewish public servants had in fact begun in July 1940)
under threat of prison terms of up to two years. Mixed marriages were prohibited by law
and punishable by two- to five-year prison terms. The anti-Jewish legislation of the
Gigurtu government reflected the growth of anti-Semitism in Romanian society and the
amplification of this phenomenon generated by the evacuation of Bessarabia and Bukovina.

As Germany prepared to force Romania to cede Northern Transylvania to Hungary,
the Carol II regime further weakened national solidarity by waging a war against
Romania’s Jewish citizens. The fall of the regime at the beginning of September 1940 led
to Antonescu’s even harsher dictatorship, to a clampdown on what little was left of civil
liberties under Carol II, and to a state-run genocide of the Jews. The beginnings of this
genocide can be located in the developments that occurred during the Romanian with-
drawal from Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina in the summer of 1940.






Anti-Semitic Propaganda and Official Rhetoric concerning
the Judeo-Bolshevik Danger :
Romanian Jews and Communism between 1938-1944

Introduction

“Judeo-Bolshevism,” one of the central themes of fascist ideology, places the alliance
between Jews and communists at the origins of the communist movement and the
Bolshevik revolution. It considers Jews to be the true inspirers and culprits of undermin-
ing public order. Although it is a variant of an older conspiracy-theory view of history — the
“Judeo-Masonic” plot narratives — the theory of the Judeo-Bolshevik plot has an even
wider historical diffusion and greater political implications.

In the history of anti-Semitism, the “Judeo-Bolshevik danger” has been dealt with
from at least three different and complementary angles. The first is its treatment as an
epistemological formula, which places Judeo-Bolshevism into the cognitive structure of
pre-scientific (“primitive”) thought, which makes it a hyper-deterministic concept, as in
the “diabolic causality,” analyzed by Léon Poliakov.! The second analytical approach is
that of political history. This approach characterizes studies on revolutionary socialist
movements, their position with respect to anti-Semitism, and the problem of the eman-
cipation of the Jews. Finally, the theme of Judeo-Bolshevism is approached by studies on
the social history of the European Jewish communities from the point of view of the
effects of fascist and Stalinist violence. The steadfastness with which Jews are demonized
and blamed for all social crises indicates the reproductive force of certain archaic
stereotypes that cross the ages and render impotent scientific explanations. This stead-
fastness necessitates an analysis of the topic that is both historical and trans-historical.
The following chapter, therefore, will focus on three historically determined aspects of
the available literature on the period of Romanian history stretching from 1938 to 1944.

First, from the point of view of political history, it focuses on the fact that a number
of members of the Jewish minority in Romania joined labor movements during the
interwar period and regarded these allegiances as modes of emancipation and integration
in the social and political life of Romania. During the interwar years, due to its
multiethnic, atheist and internationalist character, the socialist movement placed itself
into the avant-garde of the modernization process in Romania.

It nevertheless must be stressed that militants of Jewish origin did not act as repre-
sentatives of the Jewish community, as religious belonging was meaningless in an atheist

1. La causalité diabolique : essai sur l’origine des persécutions (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1980).
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movement or party. The overrepresentation of ethnic minorities within the communist
parties of those years was a direct effect of the nationalist conflicts and discrimination
against minorities that plagued interwar Romanian politics. While generally favorable to
granting equal rights to the Jews, neither the Romanian socialists nor the Romanian
communists spared the use of anti-Semitic stereotypes in their discourse and imagery,
such as the caricatured representation of capitalism and the bourgeoisie in the form of the
Jewish usurer. It turned out that the critique of international plutocracy could turn into
a locus of encounter for nationalist and left wing positions. This locus later became the
breeding ground for Nicolae Ceausescu’s nationalist-socialist regime.

Second, in terms of the history of political ideas, conspiracy theories on the world
Jewish plot (among which the Judeo-Bolshevik theory is but one variety) are the products
of a diabolical representation of history,? and the result of the secularization of religious
superstitions (Karl Popper). Diabolic causality systematically assigns to a group or
certain individuals the power to trigger malefic events because they would benefit these
groups or individuals. “Diabolic causality” is typical to “primitive mentalities” (Levy-Bruhl)
and is defined by scholars as pre-scientific or pre-logical (Leon Brunschvig). It demon-
strates the perpetuation of certain mystical forms of thought in modern society as well as
certain manifestations of intellectual regression in Soviet societies.® It is necessary to
distinguish between the reproductive capacity of such superstitions in any society and
their political operationalization in ideological constructions with criminal effects, such
as “Judeo-Bolshevism.”

Third, a major argument against the thesis of the Judeo-Bolshevik plot is the typically
nonviolent history of pre-Holocaust European Jewish communities. Contrary to the
anti-Semitic thesis, Jews were generally loyal to bourgeois democratic regimes. This
loyalty was based on the twin historical processes of social assimilation and social
mobility. The adherence to ideologies of revolutionary salvation was statistically negligi-
ble and in effect was a direct consequence of the growth of anti-Semitic political
nationalism in late nineteenth century.* Moreover, the Jewish “habitus” was character-
ized, in fact, by the absence of narratives of domination and by the delegitimation of
violent action, especially physical violence. The Jews’ relationship with violence, which
generated the “fascist-Stalinist mentality” during the thirties and the forties in Central
Europe, was lower in comparison to other ethno-religious communities.

This is demonstrated by the fact that the Jewish community censored violence relating
to many facets of social life : economic relationships, education, social status relation-
ships, neighborhood and interethnic relationships, marital or extramarital sexual rela-
tions, and forms of socialization (e.g., the relationship with the consumption of alcoholic
beverages). Together, all of these factors led to a form of collective censorship that
limited the violence in the Jewish community. The non-violent nature of the Jewish
community was largely due to the exemption of its male members from military service
and their ineligibility for military careers, which shielded the Jews from the ritual
exercise of combat experienced by other ethnic communities.

2. Mircea Eliade’s thesis on the “terror of history” can be cited among the examples.

Leszek Kotakowski or Alexandre Zinoviev, quoted by Poliakov.

4. See for example, Victor Karady, “Les Juifs et la violence stalinienne,” Actes de la Recherche en
Sciences Sociale, 120 (December 1997), pp. 3-31.
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French sociologist Victor Karady, based on a thorough investigation, has described
the life of Hungarian Jews during the first half of the nineteenth century, which was
similar to Jewish life in Romania.

If the crimes and misdemeanors against the state were rather rare, physical aggression and
violence was even rarer among their population. The number of Jews who committed petty
crimes was proportionally smaller than in the general population and smaller still with regard
to violent crimes. This [self-]censorship of aggressiveness applied equally to physical damage
(arson) or burglary... which affect other people’s goods. The inclination of abstaining from
physical violence of any kind seems to be confirmed in a general way. The only important
exception is a duel, which belongs to the honor code of the elites, assimilated with the old
aristocracy but repressed by the penal code. [One] is right to see in the over-representation of the
Jews in duels the exception which confirms the rule. In short, violent crimes represent only
one-fifth (20.3 percent) of the infractions committed by the Jews in comparison to the
more-than-double proportion... (42.1 percent) of non-Jews... In this respect, we already evoked
family morality (and as a hypothesis, school education), their rapport with the state, toward
sexuality, toward their recreational activities, fields from which one could say that assimilated
Judaism from the period of the old Hungarian regime [until the war] is proof of a better control
of aggressiveness and the correlative impulses of a renouncement of using physical force.’

The use of massive violence against Jews during the Holocaust led to deep identity
shifts in the Jewish psyche; the moral pact with the “old society” was torn and the
adoption of a radical strategy began: Zionist de-assimilation and, to a lesser extent and
for a shorter period of time, the adoption of socialism. In Romania, the de-assimilation
strategy was the dominant strategy after 1944 and was spurred by both the Holocaust and
the subsequent policies of forced assimilation and nationalist discrimination of the
Communist regime.

Characteristics of the Coverage of “Judeo-Bolshevism”
in the Wartime Press

A Single Discourse

The Romanian press between January 1, 1938, and August 23, 1944, was notable for its
ideological monotony : dailies and most magazines adopted the same normative stances
(the same opinions, vision, beliefs) and the same interpretations of domestic and inter-
national politics. The wide diversity of opinions that characterized the interwar Roma-
nian press gradually disappeared after 1938 and was soon replaced by a single opinion :
the opinion first of the Goga government, then of the Royal Dictatorship, and eventually
of the Antonescu governments.

Two days after its investiture, the Goga government (December 28, 1937 — August 23,
1944) shut down democratic dailies such as Adevdrul, Dimineata, and Lupta, signaling
that press censorship was the new rule in town. Other radical changes came during the
Royal Dictatorship. When the king turned his Front of National Rebirth (Frontul Renasterii

5. Karady, op. cit., pp. 19-20.
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Nationale) into the Party of the Nation, defined with unconcealed pride as a “a single and
totalitarian party,” in June 1940, he also issued a decree-law that explicitly criminalized
“the advocacy, by word or in writing, of changing the political organization of the state
provided for under the decree-law establishing of the Party of the Nation.”® Nichifor
Crainic, an influential intellectual and journalist with extreme-right views and the min-
ister of propaganda in 1940, “completed” what the National Christian government had
started, as he himself argued : “Octavian Goga performed a splendid act of Romanian
justice when he suppressed Adevdrul, Dimineata, and Lupta. The rest could only be
achieved in 1940 when, as minister of propaganda, I eradicated all Jewish dailies,
weeklies, and monthlies in Romania. The holy right to speak for the Romanian nation
belongs exclusively to Romanians. We can speak for the foreigners in our country
because we are masters of this land.”’

Later, in 1942, in a triumphant survey of the Antonescu government, Mihai Antonescu
devoted a special chapter entitled “National Propaganda,” which provided statistics on
the regime’s measures to repress freedom of speech: “The healthy Romanianization of
the press has led to the suspension of 30 worthless journals, of which 12 were dailies and
18 were periodicals ; 4 were foreign and 26 were Romanian ; it also led to the suppres-
sion of 171 useless journals and the suppression of obscene magazines, and the waste of
forbidding their publication.”® At the same time, the Ministry of Propaganda established
its own publications — Cuvantul Maresalului cdtre sdteni, Basarabia, Bucovina, Transnistria,
Argesul, Pentru Jertfitori, Dacia Traiand, Soldatul, Der Soldat, and Il Soldato - in
which servitude to the government was of course total.

But, it was not only the government publications that reflected this monolithic politi-
cal discourse ; it could also be found in seemingly independent, but in fact government-
-affiliated, widely distributed newspapers and magazines, such as Curentul, Viata,
Universul, Gandirea, Convorbiri literare, Vremea (Rdzboiului), Revista Fundatiilor Re-
gale. And clearly, the notorious extreme-right publications, such as Porunca vremii and
Sfarma Piatrd, spread the repressive government discourse. The leitmotif of this single
discourse adopted by the entire Romanian press of the time can be summarized in two
words : anti-democratic and pro-totalitarian. In the words of Pamfil Seicaru, editor and
owner of Curentul, the dominant idea during those years was that “democracy [had] been
liquidated,”® that a diametrically opposite political order in the vein of fascism or

6. “Transformarea Frontului Renasterii Nationale in ‘Partidul Natiunii,” Universul, 57, no. 170,
June 23, 1940, p. 1.

7. Nichifor Crainic, “Dupa douazeci de ani,” Gdndirea, 20, no. 10, December 1941, p. 515 ; not was
only the minister of propaganda adept at censorship, which he deemed a cause of national spiritual
health, but he was also a known intellectual figure of the time. Ion Al. Bratescu-Voinesti, for
example, advocated for the “necessity even during a time of peace, of an institution to discourage,
like in the past, ordinary people from becoming forgers of public opinion,” this is used as a reason
to create “a plan of reorganization of the censorship services” and send it to the leader of the state :
see Ion Al. Bratescu-Voinesti, “Am vidzut pe Maresalul,” Curentul, 16, no. 5408, March 8, 1943,
pp. 1, 5.

8. “Doi ani de guvernare a Maresalului Antonescu. Expozeul d-lui prof. Mihai Antonescu la radio,”
Viata, 2, no. 501, September 10, 1942, p. 7.

9. “Stat totalitar,” Curentul, 13, no. 4458, July 11, 1940, p. 1; see also Vasile Netea, “Stat si
Natiune,” Vremea Rdzboiului, 14, no. 646, May 3, 1942, p. 1; Nichifor Crainic, “Aliatii lui
Hitler” (henceforth : Crainic, “Aliatii”), Gandirea, 20, no. 7, September 1941, pp. 337-340.
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national-socialism’ was going to replace democracy in the historical process of political
transformation that, from a Romanian point of view, was desirable, even imperative.
These premises were inevitably leading to the cult of the European figures who, through
their politics, embodied the “new direction” of history: Adolph Hitler, Mussolini,
Salazar, Ion Antonescu, and others. The Romanian media was not only full of praise for
these men," but also for their opinions, speeches, and articles as well as those of their
deputies - Goebbles, Alfred Rosenberg, Ribbentrop, Manfred von Killinger, and Count
Ciano, among others - their works often reproduced in their entirety or summarized
generously and always exceptionally appreciated.

From “Judeo-Democracy” to “Judeo-Communism/Judeo-Bolshevism”

One of the frequently used arguments to demonize democracy at the time was that
democracy essentially meant “the establishment of foreign and Kike rule,” as Traian
Bridileanu, minister of national education, religion, and arts in the National Legionary
government put in during a press conference.'? Frequently associated with the “Judeo-
-masonry”'® and “plutocracy”'* arguments, democracy appeared to these critics to be a
wholly Jewish idea or an idea employed to serve Jewish interests exclusively. According
to Nichifor Crainic : “The fact that until recently Romanian nationalistic claims ended in
tragedy was due to international Jewish power, which was grafted onto Western democ-
racies and exercised genuine terror on those countries’ governments. In a way, we were
the vassals of this Judeo-democracy, and Romanian nationalism could not achieve any-
thing without the consent of Judeo-democracy [a.n.].”"?

The surviving Western democracies were presented the same, as being infiltrated and
controlled by the Jewish element. The American administration was described as a
puppet in the hand of the Jews,'® as was the British government under the leadership of

10. Following are two editorials with very telling titles : Leonida C. Pop, “National-socialismul — axa
de purificare a Europei,” Viata, 1, no. 77, June 1941, p. 1 ; Mircea Pop, “Actualitatea fascismului,”
Viata, 1, no. 214, November 2, 1941, p. 1.

11. It is very difficult to list all the articles published on this issue. Some self-evident examples are :
“Adolf Hitler, sintezd a veacurilor,” Viata, 1, no. 24, April 24, 1941, p. 5; Ion Bileanu, “Adolf
Hitler, omul providential al Europei,” Viata, 1, no. 22, April 20, 1941, p. 6. Even in moderate
magazines one can find such examples: see C. Radulescu-Motru, “Maresalul Ion Antonescu,”
Revista Fundatiilor Regale, 8, nos. 8-9, August-September 1941, pp. 243-248, in which the
Conducdtor is described as Romania’s savior.

12. The phrase is from “Problema elitelor in Statul Legionar. Conferinta d-lui prof. Traian Braileanu,
ministrul Educatiei Nationale, Cultelor si Artelor” (Conference held by Traian Braileanu, minister
of national education, religion, and arts in the National Legionary government), Curentul, 14,
no. 4640, January 13, 1941, p. 3.

13. For example : General Bagulescu, “Caracatita iudeo-masonica,” Curentul, 14, no. 4648, Janu-
ary 21, 1941, p. 6; and “Declaratiile d-lui Prof. Ion Zelea Codreanu facute presei,” Curentul,
13, no. 4525, September 16, 1940, p. 5.

14. For example : “Intre plutocratie si comunism,” Curentul, 14, no. 4839, August 6, 1941, p. 3.

15. “Importanta decretului-lege pentru exproprierea imobilelor urbane ale evreilor. Declaratiile facute
presei de catre d. Nichifor Crainic, ministrul Propagandei,” Viata, 1, no. 3, April 2, 1941, p. 7.

16. See, for example : “‘Prietenii’ lui Roosevelt. Un reportaj de cifre si nume extrem de clare si nu
mai putin semnificative,” Viata, 1, no. 262, December 20, 1941, p. 7. Texts supporting such
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Winston Churchill.’” In the view of many Romanian publications, Great Britain’s genu-
ine European spirit had been perverted by the influence of a non-European one : “To-
day’s intercontinental war will have to decide between the European spirit [embodied by
Hitler] and the Anglo-Saxon one, which was also created by Europe, but was distorted
by Judaism. Victory, as in all ages, can belong only to Europe, which represents the
aristocracy of the spirit.” '8

The Romanian press was flooded by the rhetoric of the Axis as defender of Europe,
particularly after June 1941. Typical of the Romanian representation of “Europe” and “the
European spirit” were such tropes as “holy war,” “crusade,” and “victory of the Cross.”"®
Against this rhetorical backdrop, Romania was considered to have “a decisive role for the
history of the old continent,”?° a banality that was obsessively repeated in journals and
magazines.” The public discourse was saturated with sacrificial-triumphalist and heroic
references, constructing a salvationist mythology of the war waged by Germany and its allies.

The formation of the alliance between Great Britain, the United States, and the Soviet
Union was seen as the key moment that led to a shift in focus from “Judeo-democracy”
to “Judeo-communism.” The Romanian press construed this military alliance through
what they perceived as the arch-commonality of the communist and capitalist worlds :
the Jewish element. In England, “the diabolical work of the Jews were introduced to the
fortress in order to ruin it... The land of Carlyle, the apologist of heroism, has become
a jungle ruled by the soulless hordes of communist Judeo-Masonry.”**

In fact, the interconnection between “Judeo-democracy” and “Judeo-communism”
was an older idea in Romanian political culture, frequently cultivated in the thirties ; so,
this sudden and quasi-total wartime switch had, in effect, been prepared earlier. Tudor
Teodorescu-Braniste, a remarkable democratic journalist, noted this conflation of de-
mocracy and communism, which extremist spirits were already using aggressively, in the
last issue of Adevdrul to escape total censorship :

”

The fact that a significant part of public opinion today is lost and has repudiated liberty to
embrace dictatorship is not its fault, but is instead the fault of those who contributed to this
societal loss of direction. Let us not forget that for years moderate and sincere democrats were

points of view are very numerous. Sometimes they are borrowed from the German press (“Puterea
reald in Statele Unite va fi acaparatd de evrei. Evreul Bernard Baruch...,” Viata, 2, no. 508,
September 17, 1942, p. 8) or from the Italian one (Virginio Gayda, “Internationalismul american
nu este altceva decat un asalt disperat al iudaismului” [editorial, published under the title “Teze
italiene”], Curentul, 14, no. 4755, May 12, 1941, p. 1).

17. Stefan Ionescu, “Yankeii, lorzii si evreii...,” Viata, 1, nos. 259-260, December 18, 1941, pp. 1, 3.

18. Ibid., p. 3.

19. A random example : “Romania, aparitoarea Europei,” Curentul, 16, no. 5354, January 1, 1943,
p- 1.

20. Romulus Dianu, “in;elegerea,” Curentul, vol. 16, no. 535, January 17, 1943, p. 1.

21. Not only Curentul but also its director excelled at presenting Romania’s war against the Soviet
Union in this light. “At Stalingrad,” he concluded in an editorial, in flagrant disagreement with the
reality on the front, “the Germans and the Romanians represent the millenary tradition of military
honor that has changed the history of Europe” (Pamfil Seicaru, “Profetului de la Stalingrad,”
Curentul, 16, no. 5374, February 2, 1943, p. 1). The director thus proved that he was consistent
with himself, for he had long considered Romania to be fulfilling a “European mission” in this
war ; idem, “Misiunea noastrd europeana : fata la Est,” Curentul, 14, no. 4856, August 23, 1941,

p- 1.
22. Theo Maiorescu, “Neomenie englezi... sau isterie iudaica,” Viata, 2, no. 530, October 9, 1942,

p- 3.
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labeled “Bolsheviks,” even though the labelers knew they talked about people committed to
freedom and legality within the limits of constitutional monarchy. In so doing, they sought to
compromise and put out any initiative of genuine and well-reasoned democracy.?

Thus, democracy and communism seemed to many to be conceptually related and
organically linked : communism appeared to be little more than an elementary, radicalized
form of democracy.

The alliance between the Soviets and Anglo-Americans was seen as the ultimate,
irrefutable evidence of the essential resemblance between democracy and communism.
Despite passing misunderstandings between the two political orders and their differences
in form, which were sometimes acknowledged by the very people who emphasized the
similarities in their “essence,” as early as the forties, both were increasingly presented
as the work of the same author (Judaism), having the same goal (Jewish dominance), and
being deeply hostile to Europe. The official Nazi viewpoint, based on what Hitler called
the “Judeo-Bolshevik plot” and the “anti-German plot organized by Jews and democrats
as well as Bolsheviks and reactionaries,”>* was therefore well received in the Romanian
press at the time.

The Judeo-Bolshevism Thesis

If the “Judeo-democracy” thesis was not very widespread in Romania during the interwar
years, that of “Judeo-Bolshevism” was much more popular. Yet in many contexts, the two
arguments were used interchangeably.?

There was a sudden increase in the use of the Judeo-Bolshevism argument after the
June 1940 Soviet ultimatum, which resulted in territorial losses and Romania joining the
Axis in the war against the Soviet Union. If the representation of the Jews as being
disloyal and traitorous toward the Romanian state was not new, the punishment, which
began in January 1938, was justified after the 1940 territorial losses, and the media
perception of the Jewish minority, derived from the official one, was simplified even
more : the inclination toward communism was considered as defining for the Jews. The
journalistic discourse insinuated that there was an irresistible link between the Soviet
Union and the Jews from the Romanian state, especially those from Moldova, in keeping
with the position of the Romanian authorities.

Many in the press regarded the Soviet Union as a product of Jewish militancy. The
theory that the October 1917 Bolshevik revolution had been led by Jews knew many
versions : “The Bolshevik revolution was prepared by Lenin and a long list of Kikes :
Trotsky, Zinoviev, Kamenev, Uritzky... All these Russian names conceal those of Bronstein,
Radomirsky, Apfelbaum... The secret meeting of October 10, 1917, where the decision

23. Tudor Teodorescu-Braniste, “Criza democratiei,” Adevarul, 51, no. 16,539, December 30, 1937,
p- 1.

24. “A inceput razboiul de salvare a tarilor din ghearele bolsevismului. Textul integral al Proclamatiei
Fuehrer-ului adresate poporului german,” Viata, no. 85, 1, June 25, 1941, p. 1. See also Hitler’s
speech, “The International Kike, England, and Soviet Russia,” Viata, 1, no. 225, November 13,
1941, in which expressions such as “Judeo-Bolshevism” and “Anglo-Kikishness” abound.

25. Romulus Dianu, “Capitalismul englez se bizuie pe bolsevism! ...,” Curentul, 14, no. 4798, June 26,
1941, p. 1.
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was made to launch the armed revolt, included seven kikes, five Russians (three of whom
were married to Jewish women), and a Pole” ; *° this all was regarded as “the greatest
Jewish audacity of all time.”?’ The regime thus installed could mean only Jewish domi-
nance ; for example, the fact that the “ferocious Stalin had the Jew Kaganovici as an
advisor was solid proof of the Cominern’s orientation.”*® Mihai Antonescu himself paid
special attention to this topic when he stated, “In the Soviet Union intellectuals are
slaves, peasants are stones, and Jews are masters.”? In his turn, Nichifor Crainic, whose
political and journalistic position weighed heavily in the epoch, was never shy to speak
of “Judeo-Russians” and “Judeo-Bolshevik Russia” and to blame the loss of Bessarabia
and Bukovina on the Jews.*

It was not only dailies that invoked “Judeo-Bolshevism” in reference to the Soviet
Union, but so did magazines and reviews with the most respectable pasts. Convorbiri
literare, for example, joined the general choir, using in its editorials phrases like “the
Judeo-communist Bolshevism of the Soviet republics” and “the Judeo-Bolshevik Bela
Kun. 73! The editor-in-chief himself (I.E. Toroutiu) spoke of “the apocalyptic confrontation
between the Judeo-Bolshevik super-state and the civilized peoples of Europe, in a genuine
crusade.”* The Judeo-Bolshevik argument was, needless to say, widespread in journals
with a tradition of far right extremism (Sfarmd Piatrd, Porunca vremii).* In short, media
representations, always molded propagandistically, often made use of the terms “Jew,”
“communist,” and “Bolshevik” interchangeably, a fact that went unchallenged.

Under these circumstances, soon after the Soviet Union’s extension up to the Prut
River, the Romanian Jews’ attraction to the Soviet state became a sort of leitmotif in the
contemporary press. In July 1940, Curentul published “reports” from the post-June 1940
Romanian-Soviet border, which described a continuous exodus of Romanian Jews toward
the newly-Sovietized Bessarabia : “It is interesting to note that most people now crossing
the Prut are Jews, irrespective of social class or years of residence in the country. On
Portului Street I saw long columns of carriages full of luxury suitcases and chests filled
with fine clothes, expensive things, etc. ; and near or beyond them, we saw groups of

26. A. Pomescu, “Cea mai mare indrazneald a lui Israel,” Curentul, 14, no. 4837, August 4, 1941,
p- 2.

27. Ibid. The theory that the communist revolution meant “Jewish domination” was abundant in the
Romanian press at the time ; see also Catilin Ropald, “Incercare de a patrunde sensul revolutiei
comuniste,” Viata, 1, no. 270, December 30, 1941, p. 5.

28. Alex. Hodos, “Razboiul pe care Israel il va pierde,” Curentul, 14, no. 4833, July 31, 1941, p. 1.

29. “Doud conceptii,” Universul, 59, no. 181, July 6, 1942, p. 3.

30. Crainic, “Aliatii,” p. 337.

31. “Pentru un nou rasarit,” Convorbiri literare, vol. 74, no. 7, July 1941, p. 709. It is interesting to
note that the Romanian intervention in Hungary at the end of the World War I - to suppress the
communist movement led by Bela Kun - was now appreciated by many Romanian publications as
a kind of protochronic act in the fight against Judeo-Bolshevism. For example, Horia I. Ursu,
“Rolul poporului roman in apararea Europei,” Vremea Rdzboiului, 14, no. 640, March 8,
1942, pp. 1, 14. The Romanian perception of the Hungarian revolution as having to do with
“Judeo-Bolshevism” was nothing new and even enjoyed a certain prestige, given that such an
interpretation had been proposed by important figures in Romanian culture like N. Iorga (see, for
instance, his articles : “Bolsevism ?... O noud forma a sarlataniei imperialiste,” Neamul Romdnesc,
vol. 14, no. 62, March 17, 1919, p. 1, or “Bolsevismul unguresc,” Neamul Romdnesc, vol. 14,
no. 63, March 18, 1919, p. 1).

32. “Suflete inchiriate,” Convorbiri literare, 74, nos. 8-10 (August-October 1941), p. 949.

33. “Alianta judaismului cu bolsevismul,” Porunca vremii, 11, no. 2299, August 9, 1942, pp. 1, 3.
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Jews who, judging by their clothes, were cultured people of a certain status.”>* The
author did not use the term “Judeo-Bolshevik” or “Judeo-communist” to designate the
travelers, but he was convinced that something irresistible attracted Jews toward the
Soviet world, something irrational, chimerical, befitting their “spirit.”

The belief that all of Bessarabian and Bukovinan Jewry celebrated Moscow’s annexa-
tion of the two regions, thus revealing their anti-Romanian, pro-Soviet sentiments, was
widespread and knew a variety of expressions, from blunt assertions to the presentation of
allegedly irrefutable “evidence.” For example, an article in Viafa (director : Liviu Rebreanu)
in November 1941 about the demographic problems of Chisindu and supposedly based on
unassailable statistical data (furnished, of course, by the Romanian authorities), asserted :

When Soviet Russia conquered Bessarabia last year, the city of Chisindu had 120,000 in-
habitants. Because for the Jews of Romania, the Bolshevik heaven represents a powerful point
of attraction, many Jews resettled in Bessarabia, so that under Bolshevik domination, Chisinau
reached almost one million inhabitants. After Chisindu was set on fire by the retreating
Bolsheviks, the city was left with 38,000 inhabitants. This was the number recorded by the
Romanian administration.

In the same order of ideas, the newspaper Universul (directed and owned by Stelian
Popescu) published, for instance, photographs of happy people with the following cap-
tion, “Judeo-communist manifestation in Chisindu for the kidnapping of Bessarabia and
Northern Bukovina by the red beasts.” The comment accompanying the photographs
pointed out once more, “The hideous faces of those in the photographs are those of the
Jews of Chisindu.” Although the images contained no clue, however small, to support
such identification, the author’s certainty knew no bounds. The end of the article was an
encouragement for retribution: “We recognize the difficult work of our authorities in
identifying those who were our enemies and assassins. But once identified and proven
that they participated in the unbelievable and awful horrors, no mercy.”3¢

“No mercy” had long been the underlying motto of the only political and journalistic
discourse in Romania. From the time of the Goga government, the anti-Jewish laws and
measures continued without interruption, taking away elementary political and civil
rights, with the press approving them every time, sometimes explicitly in journalists’
comments,*” other times implicitly, through popularization.®® In such a political and
social climate the anti-Jewish acts, even when committed outside of the established legal

34. “Exodul evreiesc din portul Galati continua,” Curentul, 13, no. 4470, July 23, 1940, p. 1.

35. “Populatia actuald a Chisinaului,” Viata, 1, no. 225, November 13, 1941, p. 1.

36. Elefterie Negel, “Bucuria evreimii la rapirea Basarabiei,” Universul, 58, no. 213, August 9, 1941,
p-7

37. Pamfil Seicaru, for example, commenting on the Goga government’s law on the revision of
citizenship, excelled in the superlative: “An act of decisive political importance, a testimony of
nationalist faith, a pledge of sincerity given to the country (...). It is the merit of the Goga
government to have fulfilled the Romanian sensibility through the decision to revise all citizenships —
in order to exclude all who fraudulently sneaked in from the benefit of political rights, all who have
benefited from the moral defect of the state administration (...). It is an act of reassurance and
affirmation of our sovereignty (...), a safeguard for the future, the animation of the most righteous
of expectations.” See Pamfil Seicaru, “O chezisie a sinceritatii,” Curentul, 11, no. 3580,
January 20, 1938, pp. 1-2.

38. The Romanian press of the time offered constant support to the anti-Semitic policies of the regimes
between 1938 and 1944. The anti-Jewish laws and administrative measures were popularized and
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framework, enjoyed a sort of legitimacy and, consequently, an implicit impunity. The
January 1941 pogrom perpetrated by the Legionnaires in the Vacaresti and Dudesti areas
of Bucharest drew upon this kind of propaganda. Three weeks passed before the Roma-
nian press ran stories on the murders, plunders, arsons, and murders “against the
innocent Romanian inhabitants, and particularly in the Jewish quarters of Dudesti and
Viciresti, where genuine pogroms were perpetrated.” An official communiqué re-
leased at the time — reporting 236 dead, of which 118 were Jews - ending with a sentence
suggesting mitigating circumstances for the perpetrators : “More than half of the dead
were communists recruited from among the ranks of workers, craftsmen, traders, driv-
ers, apprentices, etc.”*’ In other words, they deserved their fate...

Journalistic references to Romanian Jews as promoters of communism increased
considerably after Romania joined the war against the Soviets in 1941. July and August
1941 issues of the newspaper Curentul described at length the “destruction of Chisinau”
and the burning of its cathedral, for which the daily undoubtedly blamed local pro-communist
Jews : “Kikes, the great pioneers of communism, during their flight across the Dniester
did not forget to set fire to the dearest altar, not only of Bessarabia but of Romania

sustained on a regular basis by the media: the citizenship revision laws (for example: Isaia
Tolan, “Revizuirea incetdtenirilor,” Curentul, 11, no. 3581, January 21, 1938, p. 7); Decretul-
-lege pentru oprirea cisitoriilor intre roménii de singe si evrei, Decretul-lege privitor la starea
juridica a locuitorilor evrei din Roménia (Curentul, 13, no. 4483, August 11, 1940, p. 4); the
exclusion of Jewish lawyers from the bar and Jewish employees from the National Railroad
Company (CFR); the removal of all Jews from cultural institutions (“Eliminarea evreilor din
teatre si orice formatiuni artistice. Decizia Ministerului Cultelor si Artelor,” Curentul, 13, no. 4520,
September 11, 1940, p. 1) or from the national education system (Lorin Popescu, “107 zile de
muncd in caimpul scolii, al bisericii si al artelor,” Curentul, 14, no. 4630, January 1, 1941, p. 9);
the expropriation of Jewish rural and urban estates (“Importanta decretului-lege pentru expro-
prierea imobilelor urbane ale evreilor. Declaratiile facute presei de cétre d. Nichifor Crainic,
Ministrul Propagandei,” Viata, 1, no. 3, April 2, 1941, p. 7); the decree-law establishing the
Jews’ duty to perform “community work” (“Toti evreii din Capitald sunt obligati si presteze
munca in folos obstesc,” Universul, 58, no. 217, August 13, 1941, p. 3), the establishment of the
Jewish Center (Centrala Evreilor din Romania) (“Spre rezolvarea problemei evreilor in
Romania,” Viata, 1, no. 264, December 22, 1941, pp. 1, 3); the new status of Jewish doctors
(“Organizarea si functionarea Colegiului Medicilor,” Universul, 60, no. 270, October 3, 1943,
p- 7); the confiscation of Jews’ radios (Alex. Hodos, “Israel intr-o noud robie...” [henceforth :
Hodos, “Israel intr-o noud robie...”], Curentul, 14, no. 4871, September 7, 1941, pp. 1, 7); the
military taxes imposed on Jews (“Evreii care locuiesc in strdaindtate vor plati inzecitul taxelor
militare,” Viata, 1, no. 215, November 3, 1941, p. 3), the law against “camouflaging Jewish
interests” (“Numele persoanelor care au camuflat interesele evreiesti,” Viata, 2, no. 492,
September 6, 1942, p. 5); the increase in the price of bread for the Jews (Porunca vremii, 11,
no. 2307, August 20, 1942, p. 3); etc. Romanian newspapers also regularly reported, in detail
and sympathetically, on anti-Semitic measures instituted by other countries in an attempt to
demonstrate that what was happening in Romania was in line with what was happening in
“civilized Europe” (“Evreii din Franta in tabere de muncad,” Viata, 1, no. 47, May 17, 1941).
Other papers printed abundant foreign anti-Semitic literature (Porunca vremii, for instance,
published Edouard Drumont’s sadly famous book La France juive under the title France Turned
Kike as a serial in 1942).

39. “Un rezumat complect asupra modului in care s-a desfasurat rebeliunea,” Curentul, 14, no. 4663,
February 7, 1941, p. 7.

40. “Bilantul rebeliunii,” Curentul, 14, no. 4663, February 7, 1941, p. 8.
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itself.”* Curentul depicted events in Northern Bukovina in the same way. Even the
paper’s director, Pamfil Seicaru, who in his texts was generally reserved regarding
“Judeo-Bolshevism,” joined his colleagues in poisoning Romanian public opinion :
“One year of Bolshevik occupation has taught Jews how to hate and commit acts of
unparalleled immorality, so that now the cohabitation of Jews and Romanians in Bessarabia
would be tantamount [to] provocation.”*?

The year of Soviet occupation of Bessarabia was presented everywhere as the year of
Jewish occupation. Viata, for instance, also wrote about “the reign of the kike element
between the Prut and the Dniester ; ” the newspaper maintained that in the Bessarabian
education system that the role of teacher was entrusted to the Jews, “the majority [of
whom were] degenerate individuals from a moral point of view.” The end of the article
formulated the following vengeful conclusion: “They came [the Jews]; there they will
return while we Romanians will rebuild the nests spoiled by the year of Judeo-communist
occupation.”*?

This media climate fit the intentions of the Antonescu government, which saw Jews
as sworn traitors. The first measure Ion Antonescu, “Leader of the State,” took once
Romania had entered the war was to “remove” the Jews from the rural areas of Moldova —
convinced, of course, that they were all potential friends of the enemy ; the newspapers
at the time printed the government press releases with titles in large red print.** That the
Antonescu government saw Romanian Jews - and not just those in the rural areas - as
sworn traitors was apparent a few days later when the press failed to show any signs of
horror, concern, or doubt when it coldly announced, “Five hundred communist Jews
were executed in lasi,” the brutal but predictable consequence of the “Judeo-Bolshevik”
mania brought to a climax. The official communiqué on the Iasi pogrom pointed to Iasi’s
“Judeo-Bolshevik population,” which was supposedly guilty of having shot at Romanian
and German troops, and urged ethnic Romanians to inform on Jews under threat of
execution: “Whoever fails to reveal in due time these rioters against public safety and
order shall be executed together with their entire families.”*’

By then, “Judeo-communism” had turned into an endemic political and media psy-
chosis. The official repressive measures reached a terrifying level of abuse and arbitrari-
ness. A communiqué released after the genocide of Iasi informed the public opinion that
the authorities were determined to go even further: “Any attempt to repeat these vile
aggressions shall be mercilessly repressed. For every Romanian or German soldier
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C. Mironescu, “Jidanii alaturi de ‘tovarasii’ bolsevici sunt autorii distrugerii Chisindului,”
Curentul, 14, no. 4837, August 4, 1941, p. 7; or Radian Eugen, “Dinamitat si incendiat,
Chisindul nu mai este azi decat un imens morman de ruine. Cardasia jidanilor cu bolsevicii,”
Curentul, 14, no. 4843, August 10, 1941, p. 5.

42. “Romanizare si birocratie,” Curentul, 14, no. 4891, September 27, 1941, p. 1.

43. Savin Popescu Lupu, “Jidovii apostoli. Cum au dardmat localurile de scoald. Apostoli-felceri.
Despre imoralitatea evreicei invatatoare. Urmele jidovilor in scoli,” Viata, 1, no. 271, December 31,
1941, p. 5.

44. There are countless articles praising this measure. To illustrate with two examples: “A inceput
lupta pentru purificarea rasei,” Curentul, 14, no. 4801, June 29, 1941, p. 3; and “Evreii din
comunele rurale vor fi indepartati. Comunicat,” Viata, 1, no. 89, June 29, 1941, p. 1.

45. “500 de evrei comunisti executati la Iasi. Ei au tras din case focuri asupra ostasilor germani si
romani. Comunicat,” Universul, 58, no. 175, July 2, 1941, p. 1.
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killed, fifty Judeo-communists will be executed.”*® The press only welcomed the reso-
lute manner in which Antonescu’s authorities intended to move against the “treason”* of
the “Judeo-communists.”

In such a context, the life of Bessarabian and Bukovinan Jewry became a nightmare.
“All Jews here,” wrote a war correspondent for Curentul, posted in Bessarabia, “are
spies, they are all ready to sabotage any measure serving the national interest and would
give their lives to be able to contribute anything to the Bolsheviks’ success.”*® This was
why, the daily continued, “the safety measures against these are getting harsher day by
day. Jews between the ages of 16 and 55 were evacuated from all boroughs and towns,
and from now on, their residence is in the camp.”*’ With unrestrained satisfaction, the
war correspondent then described the tragedy of the Jews as he saw it: “On the roads of
Moldova, I met numerous convoys of carriages and full trains of wandering Kikes... And
the women and elderly who remained in the boroughs and towns wore a distinctive patch
sewn on a yellow armband - the Kikish yellow star. Their time has finally come....
Therefore, let us carry on this holy war with dignity, for it will bring us two final
victories : the defeat of Bolshevism and the destruction of Judaism.”*°

The situation was the same in Bukovina, and the press did not hesitate to advertise
and support the measures taken by the Romanian administration there. Alexandru
Riosanu, Ion Antonescu’s envoy to Bukovina, issued several ordinances establishing the
regime of the local Jews, such as the conditions in which they were allowed to travel and
buy supplies and the duty to wear the yellow star. One of these ordinances was publicized
through posters that read, “The population shall be informed that... 50 Jewish leaders
from Cernauti were arrested and imprisoned, and they will guarantee with their lives and
belongings the complete silence of the Jewish population. If the Jews commit the slightest
act of violence against the Romanian or allied armies, all hostages shall be executed
immediately. ”>' The anti-Semitic policies thus developed all the attributes of state terror-
ism, and the Romanian press regarded them as justified. The current and concrete acts
of justice concerning the Jews became genuine models of abuse or even crime, with the
press reporting them approvingly.*?
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Solutions to the “Judeo-Bolshevism” Ideology

In the political and journalistic imagery outlined above, “Judeo-communism” appeared
to be the theory of absolute evil, which synthesized and amplified — against the back-
ground of the ongoing war — as a kind of ideological corollary, the “defects” of Jewishness
as perceived in traditional anti-Semitism. From this point of view, the ideas of Goebbels,
Nazi minister of propaganda, were echoed generously in the Romanian press at the time :
“Kikes are the cause of war. This is why our treatment of them does not subject them to
any injustice. They deserve this treatment. It is the government’s task to finish them off
for good ;> or, “It was the Jews who wanted this war... This may lead to serious
decisions, but that is of no consequence considering the size of the danger... By conceiv-
ing a plan of total destruction against the German people, they [the Jews] have signed
their own death sentence.”>*

This theory was largely shared by the Bucharest regime. Antonescu himself con-
curred when he told Filderman: “The war initiated by Judah against Germany now turns
against Judah himself.” In its turn, the Romanian press contributed to this atmosphere
with its articles, writing about “the war of Jews”>® and the fact that “today’s war with all
its misfortunes was prepared, and its fire maintained, by the power of Jewry throughout
the world.”’

In the face of the type of “Jewish danger,” which defined the majority’s situation as
one of legitimate defense, the search for radical measures became imperative. When
reading the press of the time, one can see that the “Final Solution” to the “Jewish
problem” was often discussed and desired. “Only by stepping over the corpses of
Judaism and Bolshevism, will humankind be able to find peace, prosperity, and the
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spiritual mission conferred by Providence,” wrote Ilie Radulescu, director of the far-right
newspaper Porunca vremii.®® A.C. Cuza, “specialist” for many decades on the “Jewish
problem,” often gave interviews or made statements in which he invoked the imperative
of a “unitary solution”” to the Jewish issue, such as the re-settlement of Jews in
non-European lands, like Uganda, Madagascar, Rhodesia or Palestine.®’ Curentul often
dedicated articles to this topic, sometimes pleading for the mass expulsion of Jews® and
providing suggestions - ostensibly motivated by humanitarianism - for the location of
their re-settlement (e.g., Bolivia),* other times, hinting that “the solution to the Jewish
problem will perhaps be of an heroic nature... to cure them and save the world order.”%
The newspaper Unirea embraced the same “solution” by formulating explicit threats in
case the Jews would not consent to their “voluntary” departure from Romania: “It
hinges only on the... availability of the necessary instruments for liquidation plans to be
operationalized.”®*

Between Myth and Reality : Jewish Participation
in the Communist Movement

First, the affiliation, support, or sympathy for a political party or civic organization
represents a freely-assumed individual act. This choice is the result of a combination of
various factors, such as internal economic and social stability, character of the political
regime, the international political situation, family affiliation, level of education, profes-
sional affiliation, intensity of religious feelings, affiliation with community or civic
structures, age, and residence. Therefore, when a non-democratic political regime prac-
tices overt ethnic and racial discrimination, those belonging to heavily-discriminated
communities tend to be more open to political parties or civic organizations that are most
focused on fighting the established system and/or the racial or ethnic policies applied by
the political regime. This type of individual political reaction should not be confused
with the reaction of the ethnic community.

Second, community civic structures have their own autonomy and identity. They
elaborate on specific reactions of members of the community in response to exceptional
historic situations. Within the context of non-democratic political systems (those that do
not recognize ethnic or religious communities or practice chauvinistic or anti-Semitic
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59. “Problema jidoveascd nu se poate rezolva decat prin aplicarea unei solutii unitare. Importante
declaratii facute ziarului Curentul, de dl consilier regal prof. A.C. Cuza,” Curentul, 13, no. 4466,
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politics that may lead to minority exclusion from the civic, economic, or political
community of rights and even to genocide) the representatives of civic community
structures may resort to liberation or rescue actions on behalf of and for the benefit of
their community ; the efforts of Dr. Wilhelm Filderman, head of the Federation of Jewish
Communities in Romania, to prevent deportations and help the Jews who had already
been deported provide a good example. These attitudes are largely presented in the
chapter of this report entitled “The Life of the Jewish Community under Ion Antonescu
and the Jewish Community’s Response to the Holocaust in Romania.”

Third, between 1938 and 1944, the Communist Party in Romania had messages and
politically critical attitudes toward the anti-Semitic policies of the state during the dicta-
torial governments. In general, Romanian Communist Party (Partidul Comunist Roman
- PCR) adopted the positions of the Communist International on issues related to
minorities or antifascism.

PCR documents from the 1938-1944 period from the Romanian National Archives
describe some of the party positions concerning the Jewish problem. From this perspec-
tive, three attitudes of the Communist Party appear. First, a direct rejection of the
discrimination and anti-Semitic political actions organized by the state; second, an
implicit reaction; and third, a reaction of trivialization of the Holocaust in Romania.

Clearly, with the exception of the last type of reaction, in any other situation the
messages of the PCR during those years would have been at least potential sources of
attraction for the Jews from Romania who lived under an acute feeling of multiple
insecurities. A few examples that illustrate Communist Party attitudes include the cri-
tique of the Romanianization process and a rejection of the alleged positive affect of this
process on the economic and social status of the Jews.®

The Antonescu-Sima government instituted the “Romanianization of personnel” across the
entire country, based on law, to fire tens of thousands of Jewish and Hungarian workers and clerks
and replace them with their subordinates, especially with those originating from the ranks of
the refugees... In the Jewish and Hungarian businesses and foreign capital (except the German)
a few thousand highly-paid Romanianization commissars were nominated... Under the slogan
“Romanianization of industry and commerce,” the Legionnaires and their armed followers
began the expropriation of small and large Jewish stores all over the country with threats of death.
The Legionary regime led by General Antonescu and Horia Sima not only instigated division
but also divided, either by law or without the law, the belongings of the Jewish population.”®

The PCR also harshly criticized the violent anti-Semitism of the extreme right. In
January 1938, following anti-Semitic actions in Transylvania, the PCR felt obliged “to
explain to the masses, using the Marxist repertoire, the meaning of periodical pogroms :
they are not accidents, but a product of the policies wished by the dictatorship of finance
capital... By informing the masses about the attitude of revolutionary workers, commu-
nists will raise sympathies for revolutionary workers’ organizations within minorities.”
The filtering of anti-Semitism through the lens of class struggle and the radical opposition

65. Arhivele Nationale ale Romaniei (ANR), fond CC/PCR-Cancelarie, no. 2520, file no. 5/1941,
“Scrisoare despre infrangerea rebeliunii legionare,” Istoria Partidului Comunist Roméan (Institutul
de Studii Istorice si Social-Politice de pe langd Comitetul Central al Partidului Comunist Roméan -
ISISP documentary), vol. 5, doc. 3, “De la regimul legionar la dictatura militara,” February 1941.

66. Istoria PCR, vol. 5, doc. 3, “De la regimul legionar la dictatura militara,” February 1941.
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between the bourgeoisie and proletariat led the PCR to criticize the political positions of
Jewish community leaders : “At the same time the Communist Party must show, through
the facts (the speeches of Ely Bercovici, Filderman in the Parliament, the complete
absence of the Hungarian Party), all the cowardice and humiliations of the minorities’
bourgeoisies and to unmask those who are the allies of the liberals: the Union of
Romanian Jews, the Hungarian Party that made alliances with the executioners of their
own people.”®’

The antifascist documents or those against the dictatorial political regimes expressed,
among other things, the Communist Party’s position in favor of equal rights for minori-
ties. Titles included : “Defending nationalities’ rights and exposing the demagoguery of
the government on this issue”® and “Against the national policy of persecution, the
cancellation of the decrees on the revision of citizenship, and the cancellation of the ‘law
for the protection of national labor’... for equal rights to all people in Romania.”%

The Jewish problem was also present in the correspondence between the Romanian
Communists and their relations within the Third International. Typical is a letter written
after the Legionary rebellion :

[T]he Iron Guard lost much of its influence and this rebellion opened the eyes of many
people. The murders, pillaging, and arsons that were committed have been underreported in
the press. On January 21-22, 1941, before the Iron Guard initiated serious attacks upon the
Board of Ministers, Antonescu did not interfere. Legionnaires sacked at will the Bucharest
districts of Vacaresti, Otesti, and others. On Domnitei Street, Legionnaires organized genuine
orgies. A group of Jewish men and women were beaten to death with iron bars in the middle
of a circle of “dancing” Legionnaires. At the city slaughterhouse, the Jews were hung on
slaughterer’s hooks for cows, and we have photographs of those atrocities.”

The PCR, through the civic association it controlled, allowed the Jews to militate for
specific objectives; for example, in the Union of Patriots, the PCR stated that “The
Jewish group must have its own commission to allow the Jews to take care of purely
Jewish issues.”™

The PCR also organized networks of aid to the Jews from the Vapniarka camp in
Transnistria, where the majority of those detained were Jews and Communists.”” It is
worth mentioning that in 1942 when the Romanian communists remained interned in the
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Targu-Jiu camp, over 400 Jewish communists were deported to Vapniarka. Because they
were fed peas for cows, most of them returned to Romania paralyzed. Over forty
Romanian communists of Jewish origin who had been sentenced to prison were moved
from Vapniarka to the Rybnitsa prison. Only three of them survived.

At the same time, however, there were instances in which the PCR did not adopt a
direct position about the Holocaust, instead talking indirectly about atrocities or putting
Jewish victims under the more generic rubric of “cohabiting nationalities.” Although its
indictment of the Antonescu regime was made clear in a document issued in the after-
math of the Iasi pogrom, which acknowledged the “poverty, hunger, forced labor,
serfdom, destructive war in the interest of German fascists, internments in concentration
camps and mass executions of Jews and Romanian patriots,” the PCR confined itself to
referring to the Jewish victims there as “the 2,000 patriots from lasi,” whose murder
“may not deter the Romanian people.””?

A report of the Central Committee Secretariat of the PCR of May 20, 1938, described
the difficult situation of Jews following the Citizenship Revision Law, without naming the
Jews at all, although the law was directed at them :

The royal dictatorship wages savage terror on cohabiting nationalities through its “citizen-
ship revision” bill, which stripped the citizenship of tens and thousands of people. By barba-
rously applying “the law of national labor protection,” thousands more men and women lost
their jobs. The royal dictatorship runs a chauvinist policy of stirring Romanian people against
cohabiting people and thereby endangers the security of the country in the case of aggression
of fascist countries against Romania.™

A document of the PCR Central Committee following the Legionary rebellion de-
fined the Legionary movement as “stirring and feeding wild chauvinism in the Romanian
people, by stirring hate among nationalities, by forcing workers to work between twelve
and sixteen hours a day for miserable wages, by fomenting pogroms against the revolu-
tionary working class and the oppressed nations.”””

Fourth, as sociologist Andrei Roth has shown, during the interwar years, Jews were
over-represented in the Romanian Communist Party. This means that their proportion
was higher than the proportion represented by the Jewish minority as a demographic
group versus the entire population. “In spite of this,” writes Roth, “this over-representation
of Jews in the communist movement does not mean that the majority of the Jews were
communists or that the majority of the communists were Jews.” For example, in 1933,
the Jews represented 4 percent of the population, and at the same time, in the Communist
Party, which had 1,665 members, they represented 18.22 percent (303 communists in a
community of over 750,000 Jews). The Jews represented the third ethnic group after the
Hungarians (26.8 percent) and Romanians (22.65).”® Between 1933 and August 23,
1944, the number of party members changed. According to a CC/PCR document, in

73. Istoria PCR, doc. 7, “Platforma-Program din 6 septembrie 1941 intitulatd : Lupta poporului roman
pentru libertate si independentd nationald,” elaborated by CC/PCR, September 1941.

74. Ibid.

75. ANR, file no. 32/1941, “Circulard a CC/PCR in care se enumera sarcinile organizatiilor de partid
dupa rebeliunea legionard,” February 1941

76. Dinu C. Giurescu, “Evreii roméani, 1939-1944,” Realitatea evreiascd, no. 51, 1997.



106 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

1940 the party allegedly had between 3,000 and 4,000 members ; by August 23, 1944,
they numbered only around 1,000.”

Judeo-communism was propaganda meant to divide people. It was not based on PCR
membership statistics or on its political strength. PCR membership between 1938 and
1944 was very small. Together with its sympathizers, the communists could not count on
more than 4,000 people. Moreover, between 1924 and August 23, 1944, the PCR was
outlawed and had extremely limited resources for influencing the political actions taken
by those in power. Romanian Magyars and Jews joined the PCR because, at that time, the
party was militantly antifascist, both ideologically and programmatically, and it made
many pro-minority overtures. The PCR’s attitude concerning the minorities was in
accordance with the thesis of the Third International and stipulated, in general, the
principle of self-determination.

Fifth, the Jewish population suffered during the occupation of Bessarabia and Bukovina
by the Soviet army and administration during the summer of 1940. There are statistical
data and nominal lists concerning the deportation of the Jewish citizens of Bessarabia and
Bukovina. The deportations were made on the basis of the ideological criteria of the
“class struggle.” Under these circumstances, Jews in the Zionist movement, considered
by the Soviets to be a bourgeois political organization, as well as those belonging to the
petty bourgeoisie (tradesmen) and traditional parties of Romania were deported. The
following statistics concerning the deportation or detention of the Jewish population by
the Soviet authorities between 1940 and 1941 are derived from data from Chisindu ;8

Locality People deported Jews deported Percentage of jews deported
Chisindu 589 158 26.82
Bilti 291 116 39.86
Bender 203 64 31.52
Briceni 46 18 39.13
Lipcani 35 18 51.42
Cahul 149 45 30.20
Caldrasi 60 31 51.66
Bravicea 28 14 50.00
Cimislia 67 15 22.38
Total 1 468 479 32.62

Conclusions

This chapter argues that the tropes of “Judeo-Bolshevism” and “Judeo-communism”
were expressions of totalitarian anti-Semitic and nationalist propaganda during the years
of 1938 to 1944, and they continue to be today. They are far from being mere conceptual
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points of reference for clarifying and evaluating the genesis and the transformations of
Romanian communism. These two expressions became widely used instruments of the
nationalist chauvinist repertoire, fashioned to avoid confrontation with real political and
economic problems and to channel support toward a primitive and rigid social disposi-
tion fed by ethnocentric and racist ideas. The facile activation of such attitudes, through
anti-Semitic slogans derived from the strategy of “scapegoating,” incited irrationality
and divided people. The only real reason for such expressions is a mental propensity, be
it individual or collective, to react to these slogans in a predictable manner : the dehu-
manization and punishment of a human collectivity.

Membership in a political party or movement is an act of individual will that is
determined by historical, national, and international circumstances, social and familial
milieux, and education. The overrepresentation of ethnic minorities in the left political
movements during the interwar years was strongly influenced by the rise of fascism and
Nazism in Europe.

While studies on the impact and perception of the Judeo-Bolshevik myth have become
more accessible, those concerning the complex relationships between political parties
and community institutions, or the implication of people and personalities belonging to
various ethnic communities in the political arena, still represent an understudied chapter.






The Holocaust in Romania

The National Legionary State and Its Attempt to Solve
the “Jewish Question”

According to Antonescu’s supporters, the leadership of the Legion had three objectives
in terms of the Jews: to take revenge, instill terror, and acquire property.! In order to
reach these objectives, the Guard had to control the state’s repressive functions. The
National Legionary government of September 14, 1940, had fifteen ministers appointed
by the Legionary movement. Additionally, by September 20, 1940, Legion members also
held the key position of prefect in forty-five counties.?

The Legionnaires started abusing Jews (through beatings, abusive arrests, torture,
massive lay-offs from the civil service, economic boycotting of Jewish businesses, and
vandalism of synagogues) immediately after they entered the government.> The Jewish
community was worried by the rapid fascization of much of Romanian society. This
process was visible in public statements made by intellectuals as well as anti-Semitic
outbursts in the ranks of labor unions and professional associations with which Jews were
affiliated.

The Instruments of Legionary Terror

When the Iron Guard came to power, the organizational infrastructure for carrying out its
plans was already in place. Its most dangerous instrument was the “Legionary Police,”
an organization modeled on the Nazi paramilitary units. Formally established on Sep-
tember 6, 1940, to defend the new regime and oppress its adversaries, its leaders saw it
as a Romanian version of the German SA. Antonescu himself blessed the organization at
the beginning. It is also important to point out that in late October 1940, Himmler sent
representatives of the Reich Main Security Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt — RSHA),
headed by Heydrich, to Romania in order to establish a liaison with the Legionary

1. In September 1941, the Antonescu regime published two volumes of investigative work that
revealed the criminal and terrorist character of the Legionary movement. The report was entitled
Pe marginea prdpastiei, 21-23 ianuarie, Bucuresti, 1941 (henceforth: Pe marginea prdpastiei)
(Bucharest : Monitorul Oficial and Imprimeriile Statului and Imprimeria Centrald, 1941).

2. Aurica Simion, Regimul politic din Romania in perioada septembrie 1940 - ianuarie 1941
(Cluj-Napoca : Dacia, 1976), pp. 68, 76.

3. Matatias Carp, Cartea neagrd : Suferintele evreilor din Romania, 1940-1944, vol. 1, Legionarii si
Rebeliunea (Bucharest: Diogene, 1996), pp. 56-57.
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movement. Although German intelligence indicated that the Legion was not pleased by
this visit, the eventual outcome was an organization modeled largely on the structural
and functional blueprints of the SS.* With regard to its personnel, it is worth noting that
in September 1940, the official publication of the Antonescu regime described the
Legionary Police as “an assembly of unskilled, uneducated, ruthless and underprivileged
people.”® The Legionnaires also colonized the Ministry of Interior and occupied key
positions in the National Police Headquarters (Directia Generald a Politiei). Another
direct terror organization controlled by the Legion was the Corps of Legionary Workers
(Corpul Muncitoresc Legionar - CML), a so-called labor union established in 1936 and
strengthened after King Carol II banned unions proper. After September 1940, this
organization was reorganized in the form of a paramilitary unit (garnizoand).

Students represented another recruiting pool for the Legion’s death squads. Since its
establishment in the early twenties, the National Union of Christian Students (NUCS)
unequivocally held the banning of Jewish students from universities as one of its main
objectives. After September 1940, NUCS became an actual terrorist organization con-
trolled by the Legion. The head of this student organization, Viorel Trifa, was a
Nazi-educated student leader. This was a new student organization modeled on the
leadership system of German students so that the organization would fit into the authori-
tarian structure of the “new Romanian state.”® The Iron Guard also recruited from
middle school and high school students who had been instilled with the imagery of the
slain Codreanu as a kind of Orthodox saint and guardian of the Romanian people. The
Legion failed to make the army join its ranks, yet many retired army officers did offer
their skills to assist in organizing the Legion’s paramilitary units.” Legion leaders or-
dered these organizations and groups of individuals to commit murder, taking care to absolve
them of their responsibility by inundating them with religious language and symbols.
Likewise, clergymen who joined the Legion granted these proselytes moral absolution,
while Legion leaders told them that the “time of revenge on all the opponents of the Iron
Guard” was near.® Finally, it should be stressed that while the Legion controlled the
county Prefecturi as well as the Ministry of Interior and the Bucharest Police Headquar-
ters, Antonescu controlled the army, the gendarmerie, and the Intelligence Service.

The Anti-Jewish Attacks Orchestrated by the National Legionary State

On November 27, 1940, several Legionary terror squads carried out “revenge” for the
assassination of C.Z. Codreanu. These actions were directed against leaders of the Royal
Dictatorship and against Jews. As a result, sixty-five former leaders of the Royal Dicta-
torship were murdered in their Jilava prison cells. Two days later, Legion assassins shot
former prime minister Nicolae Iorga. These events poisoned the Legion’s relationship
with Antonescu, and particularly his relationship with Horia Sima, the commander of

Wilhelm Hoettl, The Secret Front : The Story of the Nazi Political Espionage (London, 1953), p. 178.
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7. Simion, op. cit., pp. 92, 96.
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the Legion. The “revenge” against Jews commenced with illegal fines and taxes and
progressed to random searches and arrests, robberies, deportation from villages, torture,
rapes, and Nazi-style public humiliation, and they increased in number as the day of
open confrontation with Antonescu neared. On November 29, Antonescu ordered the
Legionary Police to disarm.’ The intended effects of his order, however, were attenuated
by the minister of interior, who ordered the transfer of “competent staff” from the
Legionary police to regular police units. "

The Evacuation and Expropriation of Rural Jews

The deportation of Jews from villages in many regions of Romania is of particular
importance, as the isolation of Jews from the rural population always figured high in the
anti-Semitic narrative of the Legion and the Legion’s intellectual references.” In addi-
tion, the deportation aimed to seize Jewish property. These actions were illegal, even by
the standards of the anti-Semitic legislation adopted by the National Legionary govern-
ment. The deportation campaign was well planned, and the deportation order was issued
verbally by the interior minister.'? The campaign started in October 1940 and basically
ended two months later in December. Local Legion commanders were the chief organ-
izers. Jews were deported from dozens of villages where they had lived for more than a
hundred years.'® Specially-established “commissions for the administration of Jewish
property” took part in the expropriation proceedings before county courts.'* In smaller
villages, the robbers — whether they were Legionnaires or ordinary citizens - were
unconcerned about the illegality of their actions. Only in larger villages and small towns
did they bother to force Jews to sign sales contracts, and the “agreement” to sell was
sometimes obtained after the owner had been illegally detained.'®

As a consequence of these actions, Jews residing in the countryside became refugees
in county capitals, where they took up residence with Jewish families that were them-
selves subject to robberies. Some of the elderly deportees were veterans of Romania’s
wars, who proudly wore their military medals. By mid-December 1940, the Legion-
naires were confident enough to start robbing Jews in Bucharest of their property. Homes
and other immovable property were prized. After severe beatings Jewish owners reluc-
tantly signed sales contracts and requests for the termination of rent contracts.'® The
deportees never returned to their homes, as Antonescu himself agreed that deportation
was desirable. Out of 110,000 Jews residing in the countryside, about 10,000 of them
became refugees. !’
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Army units located far from Bucharest also took part in the Legion’s anti-Jewish
actions. On Yom Kippur (October 12) in 1940, for example, army personnel participated
in a Legion-organized day of terror in CAmpulung Moldovenesc, a town controlled, in
effect, by Vasile laginschi, the Legionary minister of labor, health, and social welfare.
Thus, Colonel Mociulschi, commander of the local army base, ordered army soldiers to
prevent Jews from entering or leaving their homes while police and Legionary squads
burgled and pillaged. The booty was collected in the local Legion headquarters. Later,
the local rabbi, losef Rubin, was tortured and humiliated (he was made to pull a wagon,
which his son was forced to drive), and the synagogue was vandalized and robbed.'®

A particularly harsh episode was the forced exile and even deportation of what the
regime called “foreign Jews” (roughly 7,700 people in 1940). Antonescu gave the order
and set a two-month deadline for all foreign Jews to leave Romanian territory.'® Hundreds
of them were subsequently arrested and their property confiscated. The arrested were
then taken to Dornesti, a new customs point on the Soviet border, where they were forced
to walk on Soviet territory. Since Romanian authorities did not inform the Soviets about
this, the Soviet border patrol shot to death dozens of these foreign Jews. After similar
episodes were repeated, the Romanian authorities decided to intern the survivors in the
Cilirasi-lalomita camp in southern Romania.?

The Bucharest Pogrom

The fate of Romanian Jews during the brief term of the National Legionary government
depended on the developments in the power struggles taking place within the Legion as
well as between Antonescu and the Legion. Various Nazi officials, including representa-
tives at the German embassy in Bucharest, German intelligence officers, and members of
the German minority from Transylvania, indirectly contributed to the fate of Romanian
Jews through their influence on relations between Antonescu and the Legion.

As the Legion grew rich by taking possession of most Jewish property, Marshal
Antonescu and his supporters began to perceive the Legion as a threat. The Marshal
agreed that Jews should lose their property, yet he did not agree with the means and pace
of expropriation. Neither did he agree with the fact that an organization and individuals,
rather than the Romanian state and Romanian people, benefited from these actions. This
conflict demonstrates that the confrontation between the Legion and Antonescu was not
a confrontation between a gross, violent anti-Semitism and a compassionate, humane
attitude, or between a savage form of nationalism and a form of “opportunistic” anti-Semitism.
Rather, the Legionnaires wanted everything, and they wanted it immediately ; Antonescu,
while sharing the same goal, intended to achieve it gradually, using different methods.
The Marshal stated this clearly in an address to Legion-appointed ministers: “Do you
really think that we can replace all Yids immediately ? Government challenges are
addressed one by one, like in a game of chess.”? By early January 1941, Antonescu was

18. Ancel, Documents, vol. 1, no. 138, p. 556 ; Safran, op. cit., p. 55.
19. Pe marginea prdpastiei, vol. 1, p. 164

20. Ancel, Documents, vol. 2, no. 102, p. 344.

21. Pe marginea prdpastiei, vol. 1, pp. 178, 184.



FINAL REPORT 113

convinced that the Legion’s actions no longer served the interests of Romanian nation-
alism and that the Legion had become an instrument of extortion for its own members.?*

On January 14, 1941, Antonescu met Hitler in Obersalzberg and obtained agreement
on his plan to do away with the Legion.” The days preceding the Legionnaire rebellion
against Antonescu and the pogrom that occurred simultaneously were marked by strik-
ingly vehement anti-Semitic statements from the Legion’s propaganda apparatus. The
Legionary movement’s print media, while avowing its support of Nazi Germany’s
anti-Semitic policies with increasing frequency, indicated in detail what was soon to
follow on the “day of reckoning.”?* The rebellion began when armed Legionnaires
occupied the Bucharest Police headquarters, local police stations, the Bucharest City
Hall, several ministries, and other public buildings. When army soldiers attempted to
regain control of these buildings, the Legionnaires opened fire on them. Although Hitler
had granted him a free hand, Antonescu maneuvered cautiously in order to avoid
irritating the Nazi leadership in Berlin and to let the Legionnaires compromise them-
selves through their own actions.” This strategy included keeping the army on “active
defensive.” Until the evening of January 22, the army’s actions were limited to returning
fire when shot at first and to encircling sites controlled by Legionnaires. This allowed the
Iron Guard to kill Jews and to pillage or burn their property unimpeded in several
counties of Bucharest. As a result, Jewish homes and businesses over several kilometers —
on Dudesti and Viacaresti streets — were severely damaged. The army offensive ended the
rebellion on the morning of January 24.

At this point it was clear that the Bucharest pogrom was part of a Legion-drafted plan
and not the manifestation of a spontaneous outburst or the strategic exploitation of a
moment of anarchy. The pogrom was not a development isolated from the terrorist
atmosphere and policy typical of the National Legionary State, but the climax of the
progression. The army did not take part in the Bucharest pogrom. The perpetrators came
from the ranks of organizations controlled by the Legion: Legion members and mem-
bers of terrorist organizations, police from the Ministry of Interior and the Sigurantd (the
security police), and Bucharest Prefecturd personnel. Many ordinary civilians also
participated.

The minister of interior ordered the burning of Jewish districts on January 22, 1941 ;
this signaled the beginning of the pogrom.?® Yet, the attack on the two Jewish districts as
well as on neighboring districts inhabited by Jews had, in effect, been launched at noon
the day before. Moreover, by January 20, 1941, the Legion had already started to launch
mass arrests of Jews, taking those apprehended to the Bucharest Prefecturd.*” Almost two
thousand Jews, men and women from fifteen to eighty-five years old, were abusively
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detained and then taken to the Legion’s fourteen torture centers (police stations, the
Bucharest Prefecturd, the Legion headquarters, Codreanu’s farm, the Jilava town hall,
occupied Jewish buildings, and the Bucharest slaughterhouse).?® The arrested included
wealthy Jews and employees of Jewish public organizations.

The Bucharest slaughterhouse was the site of the most atrocious tortures. On the last
day of the rebellion, fifteen Jews were driven from the Prefecturd to the slaughterhouse,
where all of them were tortured and/or shot to death. Antonescu appointed a military
prosecutor to investigate the events. He reported that he recognized three of his acquaint-
ances among the “professionally tortured” bodies (lawyer Millo Beiler and the Rauch
brothers). He added, “The bodies of the dead were hanged on the hooks used by
slaughterers.”? Mihai Antonescu’s secretary confirmed the military prosecutor’s de-
scription and added that some of the victims were hooked up while still alive, to allow
the torturers to “chop up” their bodies.*

Evidence indicates that the CML actively participated in the pogrom - torturing,
killing, and looting. The “Engineer G. Clime” CML headquarters was a particularly
frightening torture center. There, CML teams tortured hundreds and shot dozens of men
and women.*' Also, members of the CML selected ninety Jews of the two hundred who
had been tortured in the CML torture centers and drove them in trucks to the Jilava
forest. After leaving the trucks, these Jews were shot from a two-foot distance.** Eighty-six
naked bodies were found lying in the snow-covered forest, and the mouths of those with
gold teeth were horribly mutilated.*® Rabbi Tzwi Gutman, who was shot twice, was
among the few who did not die in this massacre.** His two sons were killed. In all, 125 Jews
were killed during the Bucharest pogrom.*> The Bucharest pogrom also introduced the
chapter of mass abuse of Jewish women, who were sometimes raped in the presence of
their families.>*

In addition to the slaughter, there were also severe Legionary attacks on synagogues
during the Bucharest pogrom. The assault began in the afternoon of January 21, cli-
maxed during that evening, and continued the next day. This was a predictable turn of
events because, since its establishment in 1927, Iron Guard rallies typically ended in acts
of vandalism directed against synagogues. The Legionnaires attacked all synagogues at
the same time, burning Torah scrolls, pillaging religious objects, money, furniture and
valuables, and vandalizing the interior of the synagogues. In some instances, the Legion-
naires began their attacks during the prayer, which happened at the Coral Temple (those
who were present at the time were taken to Jilava and killed). In the end, the perpetrators
set the synagogue on fire, and two burnt entirely to the ground. One of these was the
Cahal Grande Synagogue, one of the most beautiful in Europe. When fire brigades —
alarmed that the fire might reach adjoining buildings — came to put it out, they were
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prevented from doing so by the Legionnaires overseeing the scene.®’” Antonescu’s mili-
tary prosecutor who investigated the events gave a graphic description of what he saw :
“The Spanish Temple seemed like a giant torch that lugubriously lit the capital’s sky. The
Legionnaires performed a devilish dance next to the fire while singing ‘The Aria of
Legionnaire Youth’ and some were kicking three naked women into the fire. The wretched
victims’ shrieks of despair tore through the sky.”3

Finally, the Legionnaires, their affiliated organizations, and regular mobs all partici-
pated in destroying and pillaging Jewish commercial and private property during the
pogrom. Some homes were burned down or completely demolished. In total, 1,274 buil-
dings - commercial and residential — were destroyed.*” The Federation of Jewish Com-
munities in Romania evaluated the damage to be worth 383 million lei (this sum also
includes the damage to synagogues).*’ After the Legionary rebellion was put down, the
army found 200 trucks loaded with jewels and cash.*!

The Political and Ideological Foundations
of the Antonescu Regime (February-June 1941)

The Antonescu regime arose against the backdrop of tumultuous political and social
developments in Romania during the thirties. “The national-totalitarian regime, the
regime of national and social restoration,” as Antonescu described it, was an attempt to
realize nationalist ideas and demands, which preceded the 1940 crisis, when Romania
was thrown into turmoil after being forced to cede parts of its territory to its neighbors.*?
However, even as this crisis precipitated Antonescu’s rise to power, his regime owed its
existence to Nazi rule in Eastern Europe.

The Antonescu regime, which was rife with ideological contradictions and was
considerably different from other fascist regimes in Europe, remains difficult to classify.
It was a fascist regime that dissolved the Parliament, joined the Axis Powers, enacted
anti-Semitic and racial legislation, and adopted the “Final Solution” in parts of its
territory. At the same time, however, Antonescu brutally crushed the Romanian Legion-
ary movement and denounced their terrorist methods. Moreover, some of Romania’s
anti-Semitic laws, including the “Organic Law,” which was the basis for Antonescu’s
anti-Semitic legislation, were in force before Antonescu assumed power. And, the re-
gime did succeed in sparing half of the Jews under its rule during the Holocaust.

The political and ideological foundations of Antonescu’s regime were established
earlier by prominent Romanian intellectuals, extremist right-wing and traditional anti-Semitic
movements, nationalist politicians who opposed democracy in Romania, and nationalist
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organizations and political parties that arose in the thirties under King Carol II. Even
prior to these developments, the Romanian system of parliamentary democracy had been
destabilized and its principles challenged from various quarters. Antonescu did not
redefine the goals of Romanian nationalism ; rather, he sought to achieve them. Thus, it
appears that the political philosophy of the new regime, its methods of rule, and its
ideological-intellectual matrix were distinctly Romanian and not imported from Germany ;
and they were inextricably bound with the local hatred of Jews.

Likewise, the underlying principles of Antonescu’s “ethnocratic state” were conceived
earlier — in 1932 by Nichifor Crainic, the veteran Christian-nationalist and anti-Semitic
combatant who would serve for a brief spell as Antonescu’s minister of propaganda, and
by Octavian Goga, leader of the National Christian Party with A.C. Cuza.* Crainic
insisted that his program was an elaboration of the Romanian nationalism formulated as
early as 1909 by one of Romania’s outstanding intellectuals, Nicolae Iorga: “Romania
for Romanians, all Romanians, and only Romanians.” The cosmopolitan, multi-cultural
foundation of the democratic state, Crainic pointed out, “cannot create a nation-state.”
Crainic’s concept of an ethnocratic state was also based on the fundamental principle that
“the Jews pose a permanent threat to every nation-state.”* His call for the nationalization
of Jewish property as well as other “practical” ideas, were translated into anti-Semitic
statutes under Antonescu and served as benchmarks for Antonescu’s policies. The core
of the Romanian rendition of fascism, as reflected in Antonescu’s regime without the
Legionnaires, consisted not only of anti-Semitism, but also the rejection of fundamental
Western philosophies : liberalism, tolerance, democracy, freedom of speech, freedom of
the press, freedom of organization, open elections and civil rights.

After the Legionary rebellion was put down, the Antonescu regime considered itself
to be the successor of the political, cultural, and spiritual ideas of the anti-Semitic
nationalism of the Goga government. In short, the Antonescu regime adopted the objec-
tives of this Romanian fascist ideology rather than drawing upon the principles of
National Socialism. Antonescu’s regime without the Legionnaires did not negate the
anti-Semitic legacy of the Legionary movement and did not cease the state onslaught on
the Judaic faith and values or on humanist values. Rather than negating the anti-Semitic
legacy of the Legionary movement, the Antonescu regime made it clear that it would
continue the anti-Semitic policies of the National Legionary government.*> An anti-Semitic
journal even warned the Jews who felt relieved after the repression of the Legionary
rebellion to stop deluding themselves, because the repression was not ordered by
Antonescu “to soothe the Jewish community. ”*°

The nature, timing and span of Antonescu’s policies vis-a-vis the Jews depended
solely on his own initiatives. After the repression of the Legionary uprising and at the
very beginning of his term as sole Leader (Conducdtor) - before he accepted Hitler’s
arguments about the necessity of the Final Solution — Antonescu outlined the blueprints
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of his policies vis-a-vis the Jews in the Old Regat and southeastern Transylvania. The
basic principles of these policies were valid until the beginning of the war against the
Soviet Union and were published in the press, which advocated a radical solution to the
“Jewish issue” inspired by the tenets of “radical nationalism,” and threatened that any
other approach should be considered a betrayal of Romanianism.*’ The main components
of this policy as it was implemented during the following months were: continuing
Romanianization using state-sanctioned means (legislation, trials, expropriations) rather
than terror ; the gradual elimination of Jews from the national economy (based on his
assumption that Jews had great economic power, which led to undue influence in other
realms) ; and the integration of anti-Jewish repression in the regime’s official plans,
designed to lead to such aspects of “national rejuvenation” as the creation of an (ethnic)
Romanian commercial class and of an (ethnic) Romanian-controlled economy. At the
beginning of his term Antonescu adopted a cautious attitude :

I will solve the Jewish problem simultaneously with my reorganization of the state by
gradually replacing Jews in the national economy with Romanian public servants. The Legion-
naires will have priority and time to prepare for public service. Jewish property shall be largely
nationalized in exchange for indemnities. The Jews who entered Romania after 1913 shall be
removed as soon as this becomes possible, even though they have since acquired citizenship.
Jews will be allowed to live, yet they will not be allowed to capitalize on the resources of this
country. Romanians must benefit first. For the rest, this will be possible only if opportunities
remain. 8

Like the 1937 Goga government, Antonescu also waged a symbolic war against
Judaism, which the regime, the press, and some Romanian Orthodox Church clergy
portrayed as satanic, deviant, and anti-Christian. Additionally, Jews were directly blamed
for causing the regime’s domestic difficulties ensuring the general welfare of the
citizenry.*

The Antonescu regime was not “revolutionary” in terms of its intellectual proponents
or the composition of the civil service. Basically, with few exceptions, the civil servants
of past regimes of all political stripes (including high-ranking civil servants, such as
ministers), the professional class, middle class, and academics showed growing support
for the regime. Motivated by their fear that the Romanian economy would otherwise fall
into Nazi hands, even Liberal Party members joined in this effort (Antonescu appointed
a Liberal Party member as minister of the economy). This widespread collaboration of
mainstream Romanian politicians and intellectuals does not, however, mean that all
Romanians identified with the anti-Semitism of the Antonescu regime. The anti-Semitic
press indicated the existence of several “pockets of intellectual resistance” in the Roma-
nian majority which rejected the regime’s onslaught against the Jews.>°

Ultimately, Antonescu’s regime was not the embodiment of the most intense Roma-
nian extremist anti-Semitism and nationalism. During the Second World War, there were
even more extremist anti-Semitic political groups, such as the Legionnaires, who were
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ready to act on their hatred and exterminate the Jews. Unlike them, Antonescu was also
guided by strategic considerations, at least in regard to the Jews in the Regat and southern
Transylvania, since he understood their usefulness to Romania. Moreover, even his anti-
-Semitic legislation excluded specific categories of Jews, such as decorated and reenlisted
soldiers, considered to have “made a real contribution” to the welfare of Romania.

Forced Labor under the Antonescu Regime

The Antonescu regime continued the forced labor campaign started under the National
Legionary State. Jews were ordered to pay the so-called military taxes — officially levied
because Jews were exempt from mandatory army service — and to do community work
under army supervision.>! In total, 84,042 Jews, aged eighteen to fifty, were registered to
supply free labor.”> Some Jews were ordered to work in their own towns, which was
usually an opportunity for public humiliation, while others had to work in labor camps
on construction sites and in the fields, under military jurisdiction. Jewish labor detach-
ments were used to build an extra set of railway tracks between such far-away towns as
Bucharest and Craiova, Bucharest and Urziceni, or Bumbesti-Livezeni-Petrosani.

Life and work conditions in these camps were horrendous.>® Medical assistance was
scarce and hygiene precarious. The sick and the crippled were sometimes forced to work
and, as the “mobilization” was done in haste and with little bureaucratic organization,
many workers had to wear their summer clothes until December 1941, when labor camps
were temporarily closed. In some camps, Jews had to buy their own tools and pay for
their own food, and livable accommodation was provided only when guards and admin-
istrators were bribed. When work needed to be done around villages, rural notables
(priests, teachers) usually expressed fear that Jews would be placed in peasant homes,
concerned as they were about the “destructive” influence Jews might have on peasants.
Explicit orders were given that accommodation for Jewish workers could not be provided
within a three-kilometer radius around Romanian villages.

In exchange for an official ransom, Jews declared “useful” to the economy were
exempted from forced labor and allowed to have jobs. As the decision to grant “useful”
status to a Jew was an important source of corruption, top military and civilian
leadership vied for control of the “revision process” - the review of the situation of
working Jews, which began in March 1942. The civilian bureaucracy, led by Radu
Lecca who headed the government department charged with “solving the Jewish is-
sue,” temporarily won the power struggle over the military, which nevertheless contin-
ued to be involved. This was, in fact, a state-sanctioned mechanism of extortion that
enriched army and civilian bureaucrats who were empowered to establish the amount
of the ransom. It resulted in the strengthening of the culture of bribery in the Romanian
administrative and military systems, which contrasted violently with the tough stance
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of the regime.>* It was also decided that the ones unable to work or pay a high ransom
were to be deported.” In June 1942, the Chief of Staff ordered that Jewish workers who
committed certain “breaches of work and discipline” (lack of diligence, failure to notify
changes of address, sexual relations with ethnic Romanian women) were to be deported
to Transnistria along with their families.’® Those Jews in labor detachments often met
with severe punishment, such as whipping and clubbing.

In the end, the essence of the “revision” was that the labor camp system was
considered to be damaging to the economy. So, beginning in 1942, labor detachments
became the preferred system. However, this reorganization of the Jewish compulsory
labor system was also an abysmal failure, even according to a report of the Chief of Staff
issued in November 1943, which concluded that the Romanian economy could not do
without the skills of the Jewish population.®” This episode in the life of Romanian Jewry
left deep social scars. Many careers were ruined, the education of Jewish youth was
interrupted, old Jewish authority structures and practices broke down, and the corruption
of the exemption system undermined upright social mores. Many became very sick or
crippled and dozens, maybe hundreds, perished.

The Evacuation of Jews from Small Towns and Villages
during the Antonescu Regime

Ion Antonescu continued what had begun under the National Legionary State: the
evacuation of Jews from villages and small towns. On June 18, 1941, he ordered these
Jews to be moved to county (judet) capitals and borroughs. Some of these capitals had
only a meager Jewish presence, so the rural Jews were crowded into warehouses,
abandoned buildings, synagogues, Jewish community buildings, and other precarious
forms of accommodation. The local Jewish communities could not cope with the needs
of the evacuated rural Jews, whose household belongings had been confiscated upon
deportation.®

Male Jews, eighteen to sixty years old and living in the area between the Siret and
Prut Rivers, were ordered to be interned in the Targu-Jiu camp in southern Romania.
The Jews evacuated from Dorohoi and southern Bukovina as well as the survivors of the
Iasi death train were interned in other southern Romanian camps in the counties of
Romanati, Dolj, Vlasca, and Calarasi-lalomita. Many Jews were declared hostages by
order of Antonescu himself.” Antonescu ordered his chief of staff to set up several
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temporary labor camps in southern Romania.®® As one intelligence officer later stated,
this was part of a larger strategy to remove Moldavian Jews through “deportation and
extermination.”® The property of the evacuated Jews was nationalized, and some of it
was simply looted by locals. During the evacuation, villagers often openly expressed
their joy at the Jews’ departure and insulted, humiliated, or attacked them. On several
occasions the deportation trains stopped in the same train stations as military trains on
the way to the front, and many soldiers used the opportunity to show their approval of the
deportation or to use violence against the Jews.

By July 31, 1941, the number of evacuees had reached 40,000 people.®* Four hundred
forty-one villages and small towns were thus cleansed.® Jews were forced to wear a
distinctive patch beginning in July/August, though Antonescu repealed the measure on
September 9, 1941, after Filderman’s protests. The revocation, however, did not apply to
Jews from Bessarabia, Bukovina, and Transnistria, for whom a special degree was
issued.® The obligation to wear the distinctive badge revealed Romanians’ anti-Semitism,
as numerous ordinary people displayed excessive zeal in making sure their Jewish compa-
triots wore their patches, and wore them properly.®® As the deportations had a grave
impact on the economic life of many villages and towns, Antonescu grew concerned by
September 1941 and took steps to divide Jews into two categories : “useful” and “use-
less” to the economy. This represented his first step away from complete Romanianization :
“There are certain Jews who we cannot replace... We forced between 50,000 and 60,000
Jews out of villages and small towns, and we moved them into cities where they are now
a burden to the Jewish communities there, since they have to feed them.”®

The Iasi Pogrom : The First Stage
of the Physical Destruction of Romanian Jewry

The evacuation of Jews from Iasi - where 45,000 Jews were living on June 29, 1941 -
was part of a plan to eliminate the Jewish presence in Bessarabia, Bukovina, and
Moldavia.®” “Cleansing the land” meant the immediate liquidation of all Jews in the
countryside, the incarceration in ghettos of Jews found in urban centers, and the deten-
tion of all persons suspected of being Communist Party activists. It was the Romanian
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equivalent of the Final Solution. The pogrom against the Jews of lasi was carried out
under express orders from Ion Antonescu that the city be cleansed of all Jews and that
any Jew who opened fire on Romanian or German soldiers should be eliminated without
mercy. Section Two of the General Headquarters of the Romanian army and the Special
Intelligence Service (SSI) laid the groundwork for the lasi pogrom and supplied the
pretext for punishing the city’s Jewish population, while German army units stationed in
the city assisted the Romanian authorities.

On June 27, 1941, Ion Antonescu issued the formal order to evacuate Jews from the
city via telephone directly to Col. Constantin Lupu, commander of the Iasi garrison.
Lupu was instructed to take steps to “cleanse lasi of its Jewish population.”® On the
night of June 28/29, as army, police, and gendarmerie units were launching the arrests
and executions, Antonescu telephoned again to reiterate the evacuation order. Lupu made
careful note of his mission:

Issue a notice signed by you in your capacity as military commander of the city of Iasi,
based on the existing government orders, adding :

In light of the state of war... if anyone opens fire from a building, the house is to be
surrounded by soldiers and all its inhabitants arrested, with the exception of children. Follow-
ing a brief interrogation, the guilty parties are to be executed. A similar punishment is to be
implemented against those who hide individuals who have committed the above offenses.

The evacuation of the Jewish population from Iasi is essential, and shall be carried out in full,
including women and children. The evacuation shall be implemented pachete-pachete [batch
by batch], first to Roman and later to Targu-Jiu. For this reason, you are to arrange the matter
with the Ministry of Interior and the county prefecture. Suitable preparations must be made. *

Before these orders were issued, an understanding was reached with the commander
of the German army corps (the Wehrmacht) in Iasi about the methods to be employed
against the Jews. But Colonel Lupu was unable to control the situation and faithfully
carry out Antonescu’s order, and was therefore stripped of his post on July 2, 1941.
During his court-martial by the Fourth Army Corps in January 1942, the order he had
received from the Marshal and his deputy, Mihai Antonescu, came to light.

The expulsion of the Jews from Moldavia was part of a larger plan, influenced by the
belief of Ion and Mihai Antonescu in the German army’s ultimate victory, which would
also encompass the physical extermination of Jews from Bessarabia and Bukovina.” The
first step of this plan, according to Ion Antonescu’s order to General Steflea, then chief
of the army general staff, was to “identify all Yids, communist agents, or their sympa-
thizers, by county [in Moldavia]” so that the Ministry of Interior could track them,
restrict their freedom of movement, and ultimately dispose of them when and how Ion
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Antonescu chose.” The second step was to evacuate Jews from all villages in Moldavia,
and to intern some of them in the T4rgu-Jiu camp in southern Romania.”” The final step
was to provide grounds for these actions by transforming Iasi’s Jews into potential
collaborators with “the Soviet enemy,” thereby justifying retaliatory action against rebels
who had not yet rebelled. To achieve this, Antonescu issued a special order, which was
relayed by the security police (Siguranta) to police headquarters in Iasi on June 27,
1941 : “Since the Sigurantd headquarters has become aware that certain Jews have
hidden arms and ammunition, we hereby request that you conduct thorough and meticu-
lous searches in the apartments of the Jewish population... 7

On the basis of Antonescu’s order to General Steflea, directives were issued to the
Ministry of Interior, which commanded the gendarmerie and police, and the Ministry of
Propaganda, headed by Mihai Antonescu. These directives were then translated into an
actual plan of operation by military command structures (Military Cabinet and Section
Two) and the SSI in coordination with the two ministries. Antonescu’s second order to
Colonel Lupu to evacuate all 45,000 of the city’s Jews and his authorization to execute
any Jew “who attacked the army,” in effect gave the gendarmerie and police carte
blanche to torture and murder Jews and to evacuate thousands of them by rail to southern
Romania.

The SSI, by order of Antonescu and the General Staff, established a special unit
shortly after Antonescu’s meeting with Hitler on June 11, 1941. Operation Echelon
No. 1 (Esalonul I Operativ) - also known as the Special Echelon - consisted of some
160 people, including auxiliary personnel, selected from the most talented, reliable, and
daring members of the SSI. Their assignment was to “protect the home front from acts
of espionage, sabotage, and terror.”’* The Echelon left Bucharest for Moldavia on
June 18, accompanied by a Romanian-speaking officer from the Intelligence Service of
the German army, Major Hermann Stransky, who served as liaison between the Abwehr
and the SSI.

On June 26, anti-Semitic agitation in the local press suddenly intensified. At the same
time, the police were flooded with reports from Romanians claiming that Jews were
signalling enemy aircraft, hiding paratrooper agents, holding suspicious gatherings, and
the like. The emergence of this psychosis was no accident; it was contrived by the
Section Two and the Special Echelon. The scheme behind the pogrom was explained in
advance to the 14" Division headquarters and the commanders of the police and gendar-
merie.”> On June 26, against a backdrop of threats issued in the local press by General
Stavrescu, commander of the 14" Division, Romanian soldiers (many of whom were
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inebriated) began to break into Jewish flats near their camps on the outskirts of the city.’®
Although some who joined in the rioting or looting were former Legionnaires and their
followers as well as supporters of Cuza’s anti-Semitic movement, most were civilians
who armed themselves or were given weapons in advance of the anti-Jewish actions.

Other signs of impending violence included the mobilization of young Jews to dig
huge ditches in the Jewish cemetery about a week before the pogrom’” and the marking
with crucifixes of “houses inhabited by Christians.”’® The next stage of preparation
began on June 27, when authorities officially accused the Jews of responsibility for
Soviet bombings. All heads of administration in Iasi convened at the palace of the
prefect — ostensibly to reach decisions regarding law and order - to deploy the forces that
were to participate in the pogrom. False attacks on soldiers were then organized to rouse
the soldiers’ anger and create the impression of a Jewish uprising and the need for strict
measures against it. Jewish “guilt” was thus already a fait accompli. At 9:00 p.m. on
June 28, an air alert was sounded and several German aircraft flew over the city, one of
them signaling with a blue flare. Shots were immediately heard throughout the city,
chiefly from the main streets where army units marched their way to the front.”” The
numerous shots fired wherever there were soldiers posted in full battle dress created the
impression of a great battle, and Romanian military men accompanied by armed civilians
began their attack on wealthy Jews residing in the city center where the false shootings
had taken place.®

Pillaging, rape, and murder of Jews began in the outskirts of Iasi on the night of
June 28/29. Groups of thugs broke into their homes and terrorized them. The survivors
were taken to police headquarters (Chesturd). Organizers of the pogrom, such as General
Stavrescu, reported that the “Judeo-communists” and Soviet pilots, whose planes had
been shot down, had opened fire on the Romanian and German soldiers. In response,
Romanian troops and gendarmes “surrounded the buildings from which the shots had
been fired, along with entire neighborhoods, and evacuated those arrested - men, women
and children - to police headquarters. The guilty were also executed on the spot by the
German/Romanian forces that captured them.”® Romanian officials who were either
unaware of the plan or knew only part of it, recounted the start of the pogrom differently.
For example, Nicolae Captaru, prefect of the county of Iasi, who had no knowledge of
the plan, reported to the Ministry of Interior : “There are those who believe that the
shots were the act of organized individuals seeking to cause panic among the army units
and civilian population... According to the findings gathered thus far, it has been shown
that certain individuals are attempting to place the blame on the Jews of the city with the
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aim of inciting the Romanian army, the German army, and also the Christian population
against the Jews in order to provoke the mass murder of Jews.”%

Those participating in the manhunt launched on the night of June 28/29 were, first
and foremost, the Iasi police, backed by the Bessarabia police and gendarmerie units.33
Other participants were army soldiers, young people armed by SSI agents, and mobs who
robbed and killed, knowing they would not have to account for their actions. The
implementation of the Iasi pogrom consisted of five basic elements: (1) spreading
rumors that Jews had shot at the army ; (2) warning the Romanian residents of what
was about to take place ; (3) fostering popular collaboration with the security forces ;
(4) marking Christian and Jewish homes ; and finally (5) inciting rioters to murder, rape,
and rob.* Similar methods were used in the pogrom plotted and carried out by Romanian
units in Dorohoi one year earlier in July 1940.

In addition to informing on Jews, directing soldiers to Jewish homes and refuges, and
even breaking into homes themselves, some Romanian residents of Iasi also took part in
the arrests and humiliation forced upon the convoys of Jews on their way to the Chesturd.
The perpetrators included neighbors of Jews, known and lesser-known supporters of
anti-Semitic movements, students, poorly-paid, low-level officials, railway workers,
craftsmen frustrated by Jewish competition, “white-collar” workers, retirees and mili-
tary veterans. The extent to which they enlisted in the cause of “thinning” Iasi’s Jewish
population - as the pogrom was described at a Cabinet meeting in Bucharest® - is a topic
in and of itself, and worthy of separate study. War criminals among Romanians numbered
in the hundreds, and not all of them were located and identified after the war.%¢

The idea of the pogrom crystallized in the headquarters of the General Staff and its secret
branch, Section Two, and in the SSI. These offices collaborated with the Wehrmacht in
Romania and the headquarters of the German 30™ Army Corps in Iasi. During the course
of the pogrom, Romanian authorities lost control of events, and the city of Iasi became
a huge area in which the soldiers of both armies, the gendarmes, and Romanian policemen
and civilians - organized and unorganized - hunted down Jews, robbed them, and killed
them. This temporary loss of control and the fear of Antonescu’s reaction to it led the various
branches of the Romanian regime to fabricate excuses for their ineffectiveness in the final
hours of the mayhem, casting the blame on each other and, together, on the Germans.®’

The German soldiers in Iasi acted on the basis of an understanding with the Romanian
army.®® They were divided into cells and sent out to arrest Jews, assigned to escort
convoys, and stationed at the entrance to the Chesturd. They, too, broke into homes —
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either with Romanian soldiers or alone - and tormented Jews there and during the forced
march to the Chesturd. They shot into crowds of Jews and committed the same acts as
their Romanian counterparts. In addition, they photographed the pogrom, even going so
far as to stage scenes. It is important to note here that the units of Einsatzgruppe D,
although they operated in territories reclaimed by Romania after June 22, 1941, did not
operate in Romania itself — and thus did not participate in the Iasi pogrom — nor did any
other SS unit.*

Antonescu’s administration did not allow the SS or Gestapo to operate on Roma-
nian territory after the Legionnaires’ revolt. The representatives of Himmler and of
the Foreign Department of the Nazi Party were forced to leave Romania in April
1941 ; they were joined, at Antonescu’s request, by the known Gestapo agents in
Romania.”

The Iasi Death Trains

On June 29, 1941, Mihai Antonescu ordered the deportation of all Jews from Iasi,
including women and children.”! The surviving Jews were taken to the railway station and
were beaten, robbed, and humiliated along the way.> Moreover, the Iasi sidewalks were
piled with dead bodies, and the deportees had to walk over some of them along the street
leading to the station.”® Once they were at the station, the deportees were forced to lie
face-down on the platform and in the square in front of the station. Romanian travelers
stepped on them as Romanian and German soldiers yelled that anyone raising his or her
head would be shot.” Finally, Jews were forced into freight train cars under a volley of
blows, bayonet cuts, clubbings and insults. Many railway workers joined the pandemo-
nium, hitting the deportees with their hammers.

The intention of extermination was clear from the very beginning. As it was later
established in the Iasi trials, the train cars in which Jews were forced had been used for
the transport of carbide and therefore emitted a stifling odor. In addition, although no car
could accommodate more than forty people, between 120 and 150 Jews — many of them
wounded - were forcibly crammed inside. After the doors were safely locked behind
them, all windows and cracks were sealed.® “Because of the summer heat and the lack
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of air, people would first go mad and then perish,” according to a survivor.”® The
deportation train would ride on the same route several times.

The second train to leave Iasi for Podu Iloaiei was even more crowded (about 2,000 Jews
were crammed into twenty cars). The last car contained the bodies of eighty Jews who
had been shot, stabbed, or beaten.’’ In the summer heat, those crammed inside had to
wait for two hours until departure. “During the night,” one survivor recounted, “some
of us went mad and started to yell, bite, and jostle violently ; you had to fight them, as
they could take your life ; in the morning, many of us were dead and the bodies were left
inside ; they refused to give water even to our crying children, whom we were holding
above our heads.”*® When the doors of the train were opened, the surviving few heard the
guards calling on them to throw out the dead (because of the stench, they dared not come
too close. As it happened on a holiday, peasants from neighboring villages were brought
to see “the communists who shot at the Romanian army,” and some of the peasants
yelled, “Kill them! What’s the point of giving them a free ride ? ”%°

In the death train that left Iasi for Calarasi, southern Romania, which carried perhaps as
many as 5,000 Jews, only 1,011 reached their destination alive after seven days.'® (The
Romanian police counted 1,258 bodies, yet hundreds of dead were thrown out of the train on
the way at Mircesti, Roman, Sibzoani, and Inotesti.)'” The death train to Podu Iloaiei (15
kilometers from Iasi) had up to 2,700 Jews upon departure, of which only 700 disembarked
alive. In the official account, Romanian authorities reported that 1,900 Jews boarded the train
and “only” 1,194 died. " In total, up to 14,850 Jews were killed during the Iasi pogrom. The
Romanian SSI acknowledged that 13,266 Jews died,'® whereas the figure advanced by
the Jewish Community after carrying out its own census was 14,850.% In August 1942,
the army labor recruiting service in Iasi reported that it could not find 13,868 Jews.'®

The Romanian Authorities and Solving the “Jewish Problem”
in Bessarabia and Bukovina

“The special delegates of the Reich’s government and of Mr. Himmler,” as Mihai
Antonescu described them, arrived in Bucharest in March 1941 to discuss the fate of
Romanian Jewry. The delegation was comprised of several SS officers, a member of the
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Gestapo, Eichmann’s special envoy to Romania and the future attaché in charge of Jewish
affairs at the German Legation. “They formally demanded,” Mihai Antonescu would
later claim, “that the control and organization of the Jews in Romania be left exclusively
to the Germans, as Germany was preparing an international solution to the Jewish
question. I refused.”'® But this was a lie ; not only had Mihai Antonescu accepted, but
he bragged in government meetings that he and the Conducdtor had consented. During
their third meeting on June 12, 1941, in Munich, Hitler revealed the “Guidelines for the
Treatment of the Eastern Jews” (Richtlinien zur Behandlung der Ostjuden) to Antonescu.
The Romanian leader later mentioned the document in an exchange of messages with the
German Foreign Office ; ' and Mihai Antonescu noted that he had reached an under-
standing with Himmler’s envoys regarding the “Jewish problem” in an August 5 govern-
ment session. The agreements with the SS concerning the Jews in Bessarabia and
Bukovina were acknowledged during talks between Mihai Antonescu and Nazi foreign
minister Joachim von Ribbentrop at Hitler’s Zhytomyr headquarters on September 23,
1942, when Ribbentrop asked Mihai Antonescu for continued Romanian cooperation to
exterminate the Jews in the Old Kingdom and southern Transylvania. Mihai Antonescu
agreed to deport the Jews of Romania and replied that in Bessarabia, Bukovina, and
Transnistria an understanding had been reached with the SS for the execution of these
measures. "%

The adoption of the Final Solution was apparent in the Conducdtor’s rhetoric. On
June 22, 1941, he boasted that he had “approached with courage” the Romanianization
process,'” disowned the Jews, and promoted cooperation with Germany “in keeping with
the permanent interests of our vital space [emphasis added].” " Anticipating Germany’s
victory, Romania’s leaders informed the government (on June 17/18, 1941) of their plans
for the Jewish population in the two provinces. The leadership left no doubt about the
significance of the order to “cleanse the land.” Mihai Antonescu’s July 3, 1941, speech
at the Ministry of Interior was distributed in limited-edition brochures entitled, “Guide-
lines and Instructions for the Liberation Administration.” Guideline 10 revealed the
regime’s intentions regarding the Jews : “This is the... most favorable opportunity in our
history... for cleansing our people of all those elements foreign to its soul, which have
grown like weeds to darken its future.” ™ He elaborated on this theme during the Cabinet
session of July 8, 1941 :

At the risk of not being understood by traditionalists... I am all for the forced migration of
the entire Jewish element of Bessarabia and Bukovina, which must be dumped across the
border... You must be merciless to them... I don’t know how many centuries will pass before
the Romanian people meet again with such total liberty of action, such opportunity for ethnic

106. M. Antonescu to Romanian legation in Ankara, March 14, 1944, Romanian Foreign Ministry
Archives, “Ankara” file, vol. 1, pp. 108-109.

107. DGFP, vol. 13, no. 207, pp. 318-319.

108. Note on Mihai Antonescu’s conversation with Ribbentrop, September 23, 1942, in United
Restitution Organization, Dokumentensammlung, Frankfurt, 1960, vol. 3, p. 578.

109. Romanianization was the Romanian equivalent of Aryanization.

110. I. Antonescu to I. Maniu, June 22, 1941, in Dragan, op. cit., vol. 2, no. 13, p. 197.

111. M. Antonescu, “Pentru Basarabia si Bucovina. Indrumiri date administratiei dezrobitoare”
(Bucharest, 1941), pp. 60-61.



128 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

cleansing and national revision... This is a time when we are masters of our land. Let us use
it. If necessary, shoot your machine guns. I couldn’t care less if history will recall us as
barbarians... I take formal responsibility and tell you there is no law... So, no formalities,
complete freedom.

Policies and Implementation of Ethnic Cleansing
in Bessarabia and Bukovina

The order to exterminate part of the Jews of Bessarabia and Bukovina and deport the rest
was given by Ion Antonescu of his own accord under no German pressure. To carry out
this task he chose the gendarmerie and the army, particularly the pretorate, the military
body in charge with the temporary administration of a territory. Iosif Iacobici, the chief
of the General Staff, ordered the commander of the General Staff’s Second Section,
Lt. Col. Alexandru Ionescu, to implement a plan “for the removal of the Judaic element from
Bessarabian territory (...) by organizing teams to act in advance of the Romanian troops.”
Implementation began July 9. “The mission of these teams is to create in villages an
unfavorable atmosphere toward the Judaic elements, thereby encouraging the population
to... remove them on its own, by whatever means it finds most appropriate and suited to
the circumstances. At the arrival of the Romanian troops, the feeling must already be in
place and even acted upon.”'® Sent by the General Staff, these teams indeed instigated
Romanian peasants, as many Jewish survivors, astonished that old friends and neighbors
had turned against them, later testified. The army received “special orders” via General
Ilie Steflea, and its pretor, General Ion Topor, was in charge of their execution. '*

The special orders were reiterated every time military or civil authorities avoided
liquidating Jews for fear of the consequences or because they did not believe such orders
existed. In Cetatea Albd, for example, Major Frigan of the local garrison requested
written instructions to execute the Jews. The Third Army pretor, Colonel Marcel Petala,
traveled to Cetatea Alba to inform Frigan of the provisions regarding the Jews in the
ghetto. The next day, 3,500 were killed. '

The Romanian Army
The first troops to enter Bukovina were primarily combat units : a cavalry brigade as well

as the 9™, 10™, and 16™ elite infantry battalions (Vénditori), followed immediately by the 7
Infantry Division under General Olimpiu Stavrat. The route these units followed was
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crucial to the fate of the Jews in northern Romania, where some of the largest Jewish
settlements — Herta, Noua Sulitd, Hotin and Lipcani — comprising thousands of inhabit-
ants, were concentrated. "® The execution of the special orders was carried out by only a
very small number of soldiers under Pretor Vartic’s command. These actions were
recorded by Dumitru Hatmanu, the pretor’s secretary who accompanied the unit, and
can thus be retold with great precision."’

The first killings took place at Siret (southern Bukovina), five kilometers from the
new border with the Soviets. The Jews of the town were deported on foot to Dornesti,
twelve kilometers away. Dozens of Jews who were not able to walk — the elderly and some
crippled - remained behind with a few women to care of them. These Jews were driven
to a valley not far from town, where the women were raped by several soldiers of the
7™ Division. The elderly were brought to Division headquarters and accused of “espio-
nage and attacking the Romanian army.” That same day, all of them were shot at the
bridge over the Prut in the presence of the inhabitants of Siret, who had been brought to
the execution site."'®

On July 3, in the Bukovinan village of Ciudei, 450 local Jews were shot." Later that
day, two hundred Jews of Storojinet were gunned down in their homes. On July 4, nearly
all Jews of the villages of Ropcea, lordédnesti, Patrauti, Panca, and Broscauti, which
surrounded the town of Storojinet, were massacred with the active collaboration of local
Romanians and Ukrainians.'?® The radius of murder was extended on July 5 to include
thousands of Jews in the villages of Stanesti, Jadova Noud, Jadova Veche, Costesti,
Hlinita, Budinet, and Cires as well as many of the surviving Jews of Herta, Vijnita and
Rostochi-Vijnita.'? The slaughter of Cernduti’s large Jewish population, which would
last for days, also began on July 5, as the combined German-Romanian armies entered
that city.'*

Herta was conquered by the 9" Battalion on July 4/5, after a successful incursion.
The Jews who came to welcome the soldiers were met with beatings and forced to
undress. On the same day, the 7™ Division, under the supervision of General Stavrat and
his aide, entered Herta. Vartic immediately named a new mayor and formed a “civil
guard” whose unique function was to identify the Jews and round them up with the help
of the army. A total of 1,500 Jews were assembled in four synagogues and a cellar by
patrols of soldiers and the civil guard who severely beat the victims.'* The round-up of
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the Jews was completed rapidly with the aid of a local fiddler who was familiar with the
Jewish homes. '** The new local authorities and the army representative compiled a list of
“suspects” and the next day, July 6, a selection of Jews to be shot was made pursuant to
the orders of the army.'*> A member of the civil guard identified the “suspected” Jews.
The civil guard also forcibly removed young Jewish girls from the synagogues and
handed them over to the soldiers, who raped them. Jews — primarily women with small
children and the elderly — were brought to a mill on the outskirts of the city and shot by
three soldiers.'? The shooting of this large group posed certain technical problems, as no
thought had been given to the need for graves. Therefore, after the execution, a heap of
corpses lay in a pool of blood, guarded by a soldier, who “from time to time fired shots
with his rifle when one of the dying moved.”'?” Conversely, a smaller group of thirty-two
Jews, mainly young men, was brought to a private garden where they were forced to dig
their own graves. They were then lined up facing the graves and shot dead. In addition
to larger actions, there were countless instances of individual terror and murder. For
example, the rabbi of the community was murdered in his home together with his entire
family ; a five-year-old girl was thrown into a ditch and left to die; and a soldier, who
had just participated in the massacre of the thirty-two Jews, then proceeded to shoot a
young mother solely for personal gratification.'*® Any survivors were later deported to
Transnistria. '*

The 16" Batallion, followed immediately by the 9™ and 10™ Battalions, occupied
Noua Sulitd on July 7, 1941. After only one day, 930 Jews and five Christians lay dead
in the courtyards and streets.'*° On July 8, the 7" Division entered the city and found it
in a deplorable state. Pretor Vartic took command and detained 3,000 Jews in a distill-
ery."¥! Additionally, fifty Jews were shot — at the behest of Vartic and with the approval
of Stavrat - allegedly in retaliation for “an unidentified Jew [who] had fired a gun at the
troops.” 3> While Lieutenant Emil Costea, commander of the military police, and an-
other officer refused to kill Jews, several gendarmes from Hotin quickly murdered
eighty-seven in their stead.'?

Despite Russian resistance, the scope of the task, and challenging physical terrain,
Bessarabian Jewry suffered the greatest losses to the Romanian campaign to “cleanse the
land.” On July 6, just one day after the Romanian re-conquest of Edineti, some five
hundred Jews were shot by the troops, and sixty more were murdered at Noua Sulita. July 7
marked the liquidation of the Jews of Parlita and Balti, and on the following day thousands
of Jews were shot in Briceni, Lipcani, Falesti, Marculesti, Floresti, Gura-Kamenca and
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Gura-Ciinari."** By July 9, the wave of exterminations implemented by the combined
German-Romanian forces had reached the Jewish settlements of Plasa Nistrului (near
Cernduti), Zonlachie, Rapujinet and Cotmani in Northern Bukovina, and dozens of small
villages became Judenrein (cleansed of Jews).'* On July 11, Linciuti and the village of
Cepelduti-Hotin were “cleansed” of their Jewish inhabitants.'*® On the same day, Einsatz-
gruppe D began its activities at Bilti."” On July 12, the 300 Jews of Climiuti-Soroca were
shot."®® July 17 marked the onset of the extermination and deportation of the tens of
thousands of Jews of Chisinau. Several thousand Jews, perhaps as many as 10,000, were
killed on that single day.'* In the month of July, the Einsatzgruppe also shot 682 Jews in
Cernauti, 551 in Chigindu, and 155 in Tighina, and by August 19 it had murdered
4,425 Jews in the area between Hotin and Iampol.'*’ The liquidation of Bessarabia’s
greatest Jewish center had thus begun and would continue until the last Jew was extermi-
nated or deported in late October 1941. The slaughter of the Jews of Cetatea Alba
(southern Bessarabia) followed approximately the same pattern. This was the general
itinerary of the first phase of the Romanian Holocaust, implemented with the aid, but not
under the coercion, of the German Eleventh Army and Einsatzgruppe D.

The Gendarmerie

The gendarmerie was ordered to “cleanse the land” a few days before June 21, 1941, in
three places in Moldavia: Roman, Filticeni, and Galati.'*' On June 18 and 19, the
gendarmerie legions to be deployed were told about the special orders. The inspector
general of the gendarmerie, General Constantin (Piki) Vasiliu, instructed the officers in
Roman: “The first measure you must undertake is cleansing the land. By cleansing the
land we understand : exterminate on the spot all Jews in rural areas; imprison in
ghettos all Jews in urban areas ; arrest all suspects, party activists, and people who held
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accountable positions under the Soviet authority and send them under escort to the
legion.”'*? As one of his subordinates recorded later, the commander of the Orhei
gendarmerie legion told his subordinates to “exterminate all Jews, from babies to the
impotent old man; all of them endanger the Romanian nation.”'** On July 9, the
administrative inspector general of the new Bessarabian government reported to the
governor, General C. Voiculescu, from Balti county, that “the cleansing of the land”
began as soon as the gendarmes and police arrived.'*

In Roman, the Orhei Legion was given the order to “cleanse the land” by its
commander, Major Filip Bechi. He spoke frankly, saying that they were “going to
Bessarabia, where one must cleanse the terrain entirely of Jews.”'** He made a
second announcement to the chiefs of the sections that “the Jews must be shot.” '
Some days later, on the orders of Bechi and under the supervision of his deputy,
Captain Iulian Adamovici, the Orhei Legion was dispatched to the frontier village of
Ungheni.

Platoon leader Vasile Eftimie, secretary of the legion and commander of the Security
Police Squad, mimeographed and distributed to all section and post heads the orders for
“cleansing the land” as they had been elucidated at Roman.'*” The Orhei Legion then
crossed Bilti county on foot, and on July 12 arrived at Carnova, the first village of Orhei
county, where the gendarmes began shooting the local Jews. The route of the Orhei
Legion, which can be precisely determined, serves as an example of the way the order
was issued and implemented. In rural areas, the gendarmes were the principal executors
of the orders for “cleansing the land.” The majority had served in the same villages prior
to 1940, and their familiarity with the terrain and the Jewish inhabitants facilitated their
task. The inspector general of Bukovina, Colonel Ion Manecuta, and General Ion Topor
in Bessarabia headed the gendarmerie. The territory was apportioned among the legions,
each headed by a colonel or lieutenant colonel. The gendarmerie command, aware of the
scope of its task — not only the murder of the Jews, but also the identification and arrest
of suspects, deserters, stranded Soviet soldiers, partisans and parachutists, among others —
reinforced the gendarmes with reserves of young soldiers mobilized to serve for a limited
period in the gendarmerie rather than in the regular army. Young local men, aged
eighteen to twenty-one, known as the “premilitary,” were also placed at the disposal of
the gendarmerie after a short training period. A network of informers, which had kept an
eye on the population since 1940, also served the gendarmerie, as did local volunteers
who helped identify, arrest, and murder Jews.'*3

On their arrival in the villages, the gendarmes first would arrest the Jews. Most of
these arrests were carried out with the assistance of the local population and informers.
On some occasions, even the local priests came to the aid of the gendarmerie.'*’ As a rule,
Jews turned over to the gendarmes by the army had no chance of survival and were shot
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immediately."*® Strange as it may seem, the most serious problem for the murdering
gendarmes was burying the victims, not killing them, which was considered to be
“clean” work.'! A report sent by the chief of the Security Police and SD to Ribbentrop,
on October 30, 1941, stated:

The way in which the Romanians are dealing with the Jews lacks any method. No objec-
tions could be raised against the numerous executions of Jews, but the technical preparations
and the executions themselves were totally inadequate. The Romanians usually left the victims’
bodies where they were shot, without trying to bury them. The Einsatzkommandos issued
instructions to the Romanian police to proceed somewhat more systematically in this matter.'>

But despite German protests, the system of forcing Jews to dig their own graves was
generally not adopted since the gendarmes used deceit and subterfuge to kill with speed,
thus precluding any forewarning by making the victims dig pits. However, they often
made use of trenches (antitank and others) left from the Soviet prewar days, making
civilians cover the slain bodies with earth before the next batch of victims was brought
to the execution site. The Prut and Raut Rivers, and the Dniester in particular, became
the execution and burial sites favored by the gendarmes as well as by the Romanian and
German armies. The first 300 Jewish victims from Storojinet were pushed into the water
by the gendarmes and shot, while some sixty Jews managed to save their lives by
swimming to the opposite bank of the Dniester. > On August 6, the gendarmes of the 23™
Police Company shot 200 Jews and threw their bodies into the Dniester.'>* Members of
Einsatzgruppe D shot 800 Jews on the bank of the Dniester on August 17 because they
were unable to return to Bessarabia by crossing the river as they had been ordered.'> The
Jews of Noua Sulitd, who reached the bank of the Dniester on August 6, saw the river
covered with the floating bodies of the last victims.'>

In the summer and fall of 1941, on the roads and in the fields of Bessarabia, Jews walked
in rows, accompanied by gendarmes and followed by peasants, who were mobilized by
gendarmes, clerks, and village mayors, carrying shovels and spades, all going to the execu-
tion fields. They waited patiently until the gendarmes had shot the Jews, then buried them
and returned home with the victims’ clothes and other personal effects ; the valuables
and money were taken by the gendarmes. Quite often the gendarmes would get drunk and
revel all night after such a day’s work. In the village of Grigoriefca, in Lapusna county,
they so indulged after murdering 60 Jewish men and before liquidating another 140 the
next day ; a few gendarmes remained in the killing field “to guard the corpses.”'’

Back in Bucharest, after the liberation of Bessarabia and Bukovina and before charg-
ing on Odessa, Antonescu outlined his ideas concerning his war against the Jews :

The fight is bitter. It is a fight to life or death. It is a fight between us and the Germans,
on the one hand, and the Jews, on the other... I shall undertake a work of complete cleansing,
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of Jews and of all others who have sneaked up on us... Had we not started this war to cleanse
our race of these people who sap our economic, national, and physical life, we would be cursed
with complete disappearance... Consequently, our policy in this regard is to achieve a homog-
enous whole in Bessarabia, Bukovina, Moldavia, and... in Transylvania.

Do not think that when I decided to disinfect the Romanian people of all Jews, I did not
realize I would be provoking an economic crisis. But I told myself that this was the war I was
leading. And as in any war, there are damages to the nation. But if I win this war, the nation
will receive its compensation. We are undergoing a crisis because we are removing the Jews...
Should we miss this historical opportunity now, we’ll miss it forever. And if the Jews win the
war, we’ll no longer exist” [emphasis added].'>®

Implementation of the Arrangements

Although Mihai Antonescu had concluded the Abmachungen (the understandings regard-
ing field cooperation) with the SS (i.e., Einsatzgruppe D, which was active in the
Romanian troops’ operation area) and with other German bodies, relations between the
various units of Einsatzgruppe D and the Romanian army, gendarmerie, police, and
Special Echelon were far from ideal. The Germans were content only when the Roma-
nians acted according to their directives. Whenever their Romanian comrades deviated
from the plan — whenever they failed to remove all traces of the mass executions and
instead left corpses unburied, whenever they plundered, raped, or fired shots in the
streets or received bribes from Jews — the Nazis fumed. Their letters, protests, and orders
in this regard decried the lack of organization and planning, nof the crimes themselves.
On July 11, 1941, for example, the commander of Einsatzkommando 10b (a sub-unit of
Einsatzgruppe D) reported the plunders at Falesti (where all the Jews were shot) and
noted, “the measures taken against the Jews before the arrival of the Einsatzkommando
lacked any planning.”'*® Each time such actions were taken, not only against the Jews but
also against the Ukrainians of Bukovina and Bessarabia, the Germans hastened to ob-
ject.'® The RSHA went so far as to claim that the solution to the Jewish problem between
the Dniester and the Dnieper had been placed in the wrong hands.'®!

The Hasty Deportations

In late July and early August, on the heels of the Wehrmacht, German extermination
units were advancing rapidly in Ukraine, rounding up and gunning down tens of thou-
sands of Ukrainian Jews. Under these circumstances, lacking coordination with the
German army, and based only on the talks between Hitler and Antonescu in Munich on
June 12, the Romanian army began to deport tens of thousands of Jews who had been
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arrested in boroughs and on the roads to the other side of the Dniester in that area that
would soon become Transnistria. This action commenced the moment the troops reached
the Dniester. Toward the end of July, the Romanian army concentrated about 25,000 Jews
near the village of Coslav, on the Dniester.'®> Some had been marched from Northern
Bukovina and others were caught in northern Bessarabia, particularly in and around
Briceni.

On July 24, shortly after the German-Romanian forces had entered Ukraine, these
Jews were sent across the river. The Romanian soldiers did not provide the convoys with
food or drinking water and imprisoned the Jews in an improvised camp surrounded by
barbed wire in the middle of a plowed field. Whoever attempted to escape was shot. The
weak died of hunger. At this stage, the German officers ordered the convoys to head for
Moghilev. Romanian gendarmes also pushed thousands of Jews through Rezina and
Iampol and across the Dniester, although Transnistria was still under German military
occupation. The German military authorities started forcing the Jewish columns back to
Bessarabia. In response, “General Antonescu ordered that any penetration into our
territory be strictly forbidden. The Jews who have crossed and will further attempt to
cross the border should be considered spies and executed.”'®® The Conducdtor’s repre-
sentative in Bukovina, Alexandru Riosanu, reported on July 19 that, “in accordance with
the telegraphic order received,” the Jews recrossing the Dniester were “executed accord-
ing to the order I gave upon my arrival.”'®* The commander of the Romanian Fourth
Army instructed his units and the gendarmerie to force back all Jews identified as
returning from Ukraine.'®

The Romanian soldiers continued to drive convoys of Jews from northern Bessarabia
to the Dniester, ordering nightly stopovers used for plunder and rape, and then shooting
hundreds to convince the rest to cross makeshift bridges. Hundreds of Jews were pushed
into the Dniester; whoever attempted to climb out was shot. Hundreds more were
gunned down on the riverbanks and cast into the dark waters, which had started to
overflow after the heavy rains. The transfer of the convoys from one place to another
created an additional problem, which the Romanian General Staff had not foreseen and
which angered the Germans, i.e., thousands of Jewish bodies were strewn everywhere,
signaling the routes and attracting Bessarabian peasants, who eagerly stripped the corpses
and yanked out gold teeth.

On July 30, the German Eleventh Army Command requested that the Romanian
General Staff stop pushing Jews across the Dniester. “At lampol there are several thou-
sand Jews - including women, children, and old men - whom the Romanian authorities
have sent across the Dniester. These masses are not being guarded, and their food
supplies have not been ensured. Many have started to die of hunger... the danger of
disease is increasing. Accordingly, the German Army Command has taken measures to
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prevent [more] Jews from being [sent] across the Dniester.” % In practical terms, these
measures meant shooting thousands of Jews on the riverbanks.

As stated, Antonescu protested to Ambassador Killinger about the German army’s
return of Jews to Romanian territory, claiming it contravened Hitler’s statements in
Munich. Foreign Office officials in Berlin dared not ask Hitler what he had told
Antonescu, instead insisting that “the official transcript of the talks... contains nothing
in this regard.”!” Nevertheless, Ambassador Karl Ritter, a member of Ribbentrop’s
office admitted the possibility that “the problem of the Eastern Jews had also been
discussed,” and therefore recommended that “General Antonescu’s request that the Jews
not be pushed back into Bessarabia should be taken into account.”'®® On August 4, most
of the huge column of Jews pushed by the gendarmes across the Dniester was concen-
trated in Moghilev. For three days, the Germans conducted “selections” and shot the old
and sick, while the young were forced to dig graves. German and Romanian soldiers
murdered some 4,500 Jews. The convoy was driven further along the Ukrainian bank of
the Dniester. With each stop, the number of Jews grew smaller from executions, exhaus-
tion, illness, and infant starvation. On August 17 the convoy returned to Bessarabia at
Tampol, by crossing a narrow pontoon bridge made by the Romanian army. Of a convoy
of up to 32,000 Jews, somewhere between 8,000 and 20,000 were killed on the Ukrainian
side of the Dniester, and most of the survivors were imprisoned in the Vertujeni camp.'®’

Transit Camps and Ghettos

War Headquarters concluded that until the status of the Ukrainian territory to be given
to Romania was established, the deportations had to stop. Consequently, temporary
camps and ghettos were set up in Bessarabia. The special order for this project, given on
August 8, regulated the imprisonment regime, delegated responsibilities, and stressed
that the Jews would not be maintained at the state’s expense. Before leaving for Chisinau,
Bessarabia’s governor, General Constantin Voiculescu, was summoned by the Conducdtor,
who outlined his policy in the two provinces and issued several unwritten orders. The
first problem the governor had to solve was the Jewish matter. Voiculescu subsequently
reported to Antonescu: “In this order of ideas, upon seeing the Jews swarming all over
Bessarabia, particularly in Chisindu, within no more than five days since the arrival of
the undersigned in Chisindu, I ordered the setting up of camps and ghettos.”!”
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Ghettos were new for Romania. Therefore, Presidency advisor Stdnescu traveled to
Warsaw “to study the concentration structure in the German quarters and use their
experience.”'” Warsaw was an excellent model : its ghetto became the largest in the
world, packed with up to 350,000 Jews awaiting extermination. Even before Stanescu’s
return, the military commander of Chisindu City, Colonel Dumitru Tudose, followed
Voiculescu’s guidelines. On August 12, Tudose proudly reported : “I have purged the
city of Jews and enemy remains, giving it a Romanian and particularly Christian face. I
have organized the Jewish ghetto such that these elements no longer pose any present or
future danger.”!"

Pending the resumption of deportations, the Romanian authorities set up several
dozen camps and ghettos, from which the Jews were evacuated to seven larger camps,
and established the ghetto of Chisindu. By late August there were already about
80,000 Jews in these ghettos : 10,356 at Secureni; 11,762 at Edineti ; 2,634 at Limbenii
Noi; 3,072 at Rascani; 3,253 at Rautel; 22,969 at Vertujeni; 11,000 at Marculesti ;
11,525 in Chisindu; and 5,000-6,000 in smaller facilities in southern Bessarabia.'”

At the end of August, Voiculescu informed the press, “The Jewish problem has been
solved in Bessarabia. Today, in the Bessarabian villages there are no longer any Jews,
while in towns, ghettos have been set up for those remaining.”'™ The first phase of
extermination was executed in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina under Antonescu’s
direct command. General C. Niculescu’s Committee for the Investigation of Irregulari-
ties in the Chisindu ghetto (formed at Antonescu’s request to probe the rapid and
inexplicable enrichment of certain officers and the “failure” to confiscate deportees’
gold) found that between the establishment of the camps - after the “cleansing of the
land” - and the beginning of the deportations, “25,000 Jews died of natural causes,
escaped, or were shot.”!”

The fate of the survivors of the first wave of extermination in both provinces was
decided by Ion Antonescu and announced to the military. This operation, too, lacked
written orders, initially leaving no traces and assigning no responsibility. But corrup-
tion in the Romanian military and civil government led to occasional investigations at
the request of Antonescu and other high-ranking officers responsible for the campaign.
The resulting reports disclosed almost all the secret orders, including the verbal ones.
Thus, the Antonescu regime failed to conceal its culpability for the imprisonment of
the survivors in camps and ghettos, the reign of terror therein, and the eventual
deportations. Conditions in these camps - characterized by forced labor, corruption,
hunger, plunder, suffering, rapes, executions, and epidemics — accounted for tens of
thousands of deaths.'’®
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Deportations from Southern Bukovina and Dorohoi County

The deportation of Bukovinan Jews was the outcome of the two Antonescus’ decision to
carry out ethnic cleansing. Transcripts of the government meetings of June 25, 1941, and
October 6, 1941, document this decision.!”” In 1941 and 1942, 21,229 Jews from south-
ern Bukovina were deported.!”® The best researched is the deportation of Jews from the
county of Dorohoi. Despite his promise to Filderman on September 8, 1941, that he
would treat Regat Jews differently than non-Regat Jews, Antonescu nevertheless ordered
the deportation of Dorohoi Jews soon thereafter, followed by the Jews from Campulung,
Suceava, and Ridauti counties.!” This sent shockwaves through the Romanian Jewish
community. Upon learning of the deportation, the civilian population in Dorohoi promptly
pillaged Jewish property and moved into their homes (even so, 244 out of 607 Jewish
homes remained empty ; there were too few Romanians in the town).'® Prior to the
deportations, county authorities themselves (the prefect and mayor) pleaded with the
government to remove the Jews citing “concerns of the citizenry.”!8!

Filderman tried hard to reach Antonescu, yet he failed. The chairman of the Roma-
nian Supreme Court, Nicolae Lupu, relayed his memo to the Conducdtor on December 3,
1941. Antonescu hypocritically declared to Lupu that he was “deeply moved” by the
deportations, that he had ordered an investigation, and that he would order the return of
the deportees.'®? No such investigation was conducted, no Jew returned home by Decem-
ber 1943, the prefect of Dorohoi was promoted, and only the last deportation train was
stopped.

Tighina Agreement

On August 30, Transnistria’s status was finally resolved : the province was transferred
to Romania, in keeping with Hitler’s promise to Antonescu. General Nicolae Tataranu
of Romanian War Headquarters and General Arthur Hauffe of the Wehrmacht signed
the “Agreement for the Security, Administration, and Economic Exploitation of the
Territory between the Dniester and the Bug and the Bug-Dnieper.” Paragraph 7 re-
ferred to the Jews in the camps and ghettos of Bessarabia and Bukovina and the Jewish
inhabitants of Transnistria: “The evacuation of the Jews across the Bug is not possible
now. They must, therefore, be concentrated in labor camps and used for various work
until, once the operations are over, their evacuation to the east will be possible.”'®* The
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agreement thus confirmed that the final goal was to “cleanse” Bessarabia, Bukovina, and
Transnistria of Jews.

At the end of August, Antonescu met at Tighina with Governors Voiculescu of
Bessarabia, Corneliu Calotescu of Bukovina, and Gheorghe Alexianu of Transnistria.
Voiculescu summarized the event: “I was given instructions as to how the operation of
driving the Jews across the Bug should be carried out.”'®* Antonescu made War Head-
quarters responsible for the deportation, under Topor. There would be no administrative
formalities, no nominal lists of deportees, only “strictly numerical groups.” Major Tarlef
of the Romanian General Staff relayed an unwritten order that “any document found upon
the Jews should be confiscated.” Jews indeed arrived in Transnistria with no identity ;
their papers had been burned at the crossing points over the Dniester. Colonel Ion Palade
succinctly told the gendarmerie officers in charge of transferring the convoys from the
camps to the Dniester : “By order of War Headquarters, Jews who cannot keep up with
the convoys, due to exhaustion or sickness, shall be executed.”'® To this end, a local
gendarme was to be sent ahead two days before each convoy set out to ensure (with the
assistance of the gendarmerie precincts along the deportation route and the premilitary
youth) that “every ten kilometers there would be graves for about 100 people, where
those who could not keep pace with the convoy could be gathered, shot, and buried.”

Antonescu scheduled the first deportations for September 15, 1941. Beforehand, War
Headquarters made an urgent request to Topor for a report on “the exact status of all
Jewish camps and ghettos in Bessarabia and Bukovina,” including numbers of Jews and
guard units.'® These reports reveal no German military involvement. The Dniester was
crossed at five points, listed here from north to south : Atachi-Moghilev, Cosauti-lampol,
Rezina-Réabnita, Tighina-Tiraspol, and Oladnesti-lasca. Most Jews were deported through
the first three points. The deportations commenced September 16, with the Jews in the
Vertujeni camp and concluded by the end of December. Palade and his subordinates
relayed the verbal order concerning the assassination and plundering. The commander of
the 60™ Police Company, who supervised the deportation to Atachi, requested a written
order. Capt. Titus Popescu replied : “Regarding the Jewish matter we do not work with
written documents. ”'%

On October 6, Ion Antonescu updated the government on the ethnic cleansing in
Bessarabia: “As far as the Jews are concerned, I have taken measures to remove them,
completely and for good, from these regions. The measures are under way. I still have
about 40,000 Jews in Bessarabia who will be dumped over the Dniester in a few days
and, circumstances permitting, dumped further over the Urals.”'® According to the
gendarmerie inspector general in Bessarabia, the deportations proceeded “in the most
perfect order and quietly.”'® Both before and during the deportation, hundreds of Jews
died every day of hunger, thirst, beatings, and torture; women and girls who resisted
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rape were killed ; many Jews were murdered during searches for their valuables. Even
before the convoys headed for the Dniester, bodies were everywhere, and additional
corpses were left on the roadsides during the deportation. The method of plunder and
assassination was such that peasants would approach a gendarme in the escort, indicate
a Jew with attractive clothing or footwear, and propose a price, usually 1,000-2,000 lei.
After briefly haggling, the gendarme would shoot the Jew, and the peasant would pay the
agreed amount and quickly strip the body.

The official plundering of the Jews was ordered by Antonescu and facilitated by the
National Bank of Romania. On October 5, the Marshal demanded “the exchange of all
jewelry and precious metals owned by the Jews vacating Bessarabia and Bukovina
[emphasis added].”'® Other orders provided for the “exchange”' of Jewish-owned lei
into rubles, then German occupation marks (RKKS). On November 17, after the first
phase of this plunder, the National Bank hastened to inform the finance minister : “As the
seizure of valuables from the Jews of Bessarabia and Bukovina is over, please dispatch
your delegate to witness the opening of the boxes containing these objects in view of
taking their inventory.” %

Antonescu’s handling of the Jews did not escape Hitler’s attention. Several days
before the signing of the Tighina Agreement on August 30, he told Goebbels : “Regard-
ing the Jewish problem, it can be established that a man like Antonescu acts in this field
in a more extremist manner than we have done so far.”'** According to reports, 91,845 Jews
were deported from Bukovina,'** 55,867 from Bessarabia, and 9,367 from Dorohoi. In
Transnistria, the Germans caught 11,000 Jews who had tried to flee the Romanian and
German armies.'®® The rest were slaughtered, mainly by German soldiers.

In the meantime, the Romanian authorities did their best to mislead Western powers
about their ethnic cleansing. On November 4, after meeting with Ion Antonescu and
Mihai Antonescu and protesting the anti-Jewish atrocities, U.S. Ambassador Franklin
Mott Gunther reported to the State Department in Washington :

I have constantly and persistently drawn the attention of the highest Romanian authorities
to the inevitable reaction of my government and of the American people to such an inhuman
treatment, including the unlawful killing of innocent and defenseless people, by describing in
detail the atrocities perpetrated against the Jews of Romania. My observations triggered
expressions of regret from Marshal Antonescu and the ad-interim PM, Mihai Antonescu, for
the excesses committed “by mistake” or “by irresponsible elements” and [promises] of future
temperance... The systematic extermination program continues, though, and I don’t see any
hope for Romanian Jews as long as the current regime controlled by the Germans stays in
place.'®
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Transnistria: Ethnic Dumping Ground

The territory between the Dniester and the Bug, with which Hitler rewarded Antonescu
for Romania’s participation in the war against the Soviet Union, was dubbed “Transnistria.”
According to the Soviet census of 1939, the area’s population exceeded three million
people comprised mostly of Ukrainians and Russians, about 300,000 Moldavians (Roma-
nians), 331,000 Jews, and 125,000 Germans. Jewish men, who for the most part did not
think of themselves as Soviet citizens, had been drafted into the Soviet army, but not all
had reached their units. Part of the Jewish population did not evacuate or run off with the
Soviet forces, although doing so would have increased their chances of survival. But,
they knew little about the Nazi persecution of the Jews, and the Germans’ swift advance
from Lvov to the Black Sea prevented a number of them from escaping.

The occupation regime (excluding not-yet-occupied Odessa) was inaugurated at
Tiraspol on August 9, 1941. Heading the government was law professor Gheorghe
Alexianu, a friend and former colleague of Mihai Antonescu and well-known anti-Semite.
Transnistria was divided into thirteen counties, each run by a prefect; all prefects were
colonels or lieutenant colonels in the army or gendarmerie. These counties encompassed
sixty-four districts, each administered by a pretor. At the beginning of the war, Antonescu
believed Transnistria would be occupied indefinitely. In the government session of De-
cember 16, 1941, he told Alexianu to “govern there as if Romania had been ruling these
territories for two million years. What will happen afterward, we’ll see... You are the
sovereign there. Force people to work — with a whip if they don’t understand otherwise...
and if necessary, and there is no other way, prod them with bullets ; for that you don’t
need my authority.”!” Alexianu boasted to Antonescu that the administration followed
“the Fuehrer’s principle” (Fiihrerprinzip) : “One man, one guideline, one accountabil-
ity. The will of the Conducdtor, of the army’s commander in chief, transmitted to the
farthest bodies. ”'*® Transnistria’s official currency was the RKKS, a worthless bank note
used throughout the Soviet territory occupied by the Germans. The exchange rate was
initially 60 lei or 20 rubles to the mark. Against this background, the true dimension of
the plunder of the Jews — even before deportation — becomes clearer. The National Bank
of Romania confiscated Jewish money, replaced it with rubles at an absurd exchange rate,
and then confiscated the rubles in exchange (sometimes) for RKKS.

Early in the war, the Romanian Third and Fourth Armies operated in Transnistria. Even
more than the gendarmes and police, the army was responsible for retaliation, imprison-
ment, and persecution of local Jews. Officers initiated direct measures against the Jews,
closely supervising implementation by the civil authorities, and even the gendarmes.
When such orders were improperly executed, the officers requested the punishment of
those at fault. In the early stages of the occupation, between August and late September
1941, Romanian forces cooperated with the German army and the Einsatzgruppen -
who, in the estimation of Ohlendorf, murdered about 90,000 - in killing Jews.'*’
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Gendarmerie units that had “cleansed the land” in Bessarabia and Bukovina were
attached to Romanian armies and spread across Transnistria. The gendarmerie chose
where the deportees crossed the Dniester. They also attended to the “transportation,
discipline, and surveillance of the Jewish population, i.e., the removal of the Jews from
densely populated areas and their settlement in sparsely populated areas” - in other
words, the marching of convoys of both deported and local Jews to the camps on the
Bug.’® The dreaded Ukrainian police — or, more accurately, the Ukrainians armed by the
Romanians - also played an important role in the administration’s crimes during the
winter of 1941/1942 in the concentration camps along the Bug. These men guarded the
ghettos and camps throughout Transnistria and entered the ghettos whenever necessary
to help carry out the various actions dictated by the Romanian authorities, primarily the
mass executions.

Daily Life in Transnistria

As of December 24, 1941, there were 56,000 Romanian Jews in Moghilev county, close
to the Dniester. More Jews survived here than in the other counties. German involvement
was less frequent, and, especially in the town of Moghilev, the Jewish community was
better able to organize itself. Although especially numerous in the counties of Moghilev
and Balta, deported Romanian Jews found themselves in 120 localities throughout all the
counties in Transnistria ; some of these received one to six deportees, while others ended
up with thousands, and living conditions were extremely cruel. For example, a number
of the Jews of Moghilev were deported to Sargorod and other nearby localities where
their lot was awful. M. Katz, former president of the Jewish Committee of the town,
related the following :

...[I]n the town of Konotkauti, near Sargorod, [there was] a long and dark stable standing
alone in a field. Seventy people were lying all over the place, men, women, children, half-naked
and destitute... They all lived on begging... In the ghetto of Halcintz people ate the carcass of
a horse which had been buried... The authorities poured carbonic acid on it, yet they contin-
ued eating it... The Jews in Grabvit lived in a cave... They couldn’t part from the seven
hundred graves of their loved ones... I found similar scenes at Vinoi, Nemerci, Pasinca,
Lucinet, Lucincic, Ozarinet, Vindiceni : everywhere men exhausted, worn out ; some of them
worked on farms, others in the tobacco factory, but the majority lived on begging. "'

The Jews deported from Bessarabia and Bukovina typically died as a result of typhus,
hunger, and cold. Food distribution was erratic. Many lived by begging or by selling their
clothes for food, ending up virtually naked. They ate leaves, grass, and potato peels and
often slept in stables or pigsties, sometimes not allowed even straw. Except for those in
the Peciora and Vapniarka camps and in the Rybnitsa prison, the deported Jews lived in
ghettos or in towns, where they were assigned a residence, forced to carry out hard labor,
and subjected to the “natural” process of extermination through famine and disease. This
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“natural selection” ceased toward the end of 1943, when Romanian officials began
changing their approach toward the deported Jews.

In January 1942, the typhus epidemic reached major proportions. In Tibulovca (Balta
county) 1,140 out of 1,200 deportees died during the winter of 1941-1942.2 On
January 20, 1942, of the 1,200 Jews interned since November 1941, only 100 men, 74
women, and 4 children survived, most of these suffering frozen extremities. With money
or clothes, some were able to purchase permission to live in the village.

Of the 9,000 Jews in Sargorod (Moghilev county), 2,414 caught typhus and 1,449
died of it. In June 1942, the epidemic ended, but it broke out again in October. By then,
however, the community was prepared for it, taking efficient measures to delouse the
area. Ninety-two cases of typhoid fever appeared, though with a negligible mortality
rate, as well as 1,250 cases of severe malnutrition, of which fifty proved irreversible.?*
Hygienic conditions were very bad in the town of Moghilev, as well. As of April 25,
1942, there were 4,491 recorded cases of typhus, 1,254 of them deadly. The Moghilev
Health Department estimated that there were 7,000 cases of typhus at a certain point
throughout the city. During the winters the extreme cold made it impossible to bury the
corpses, which only continued to spread the epidemics. In addition to disease and the
dearth of adequate food, clothing, and shelter, forced labor was often imposed on the
deportees in Transnistria. In Ladijin, for example, 1,800 Jews from Dorohoi and Cernauti
were used for work in a stone quarry under very harsh conditions. **

There were two camps in Transnistria, Vapniarka and Peciora. In September 1942
almost 2,000 Jews (“communist sympathizers” or people who had applied to emigrate to
the USSR under the population transfer in 1940) were deported to Transnistria. Some of
them were killed upon arrival, but about 1,000 went to the Vapniarka camp where they
were fed a variety of pea (Tathyrus savitus) that is not fit for humans. As a result, 611 inmates
became seriously ill, and some were partially paralyzed.”* The other Transnistrian camp,
Peciora, displayed the phrase “death camp” on its signpost above the entrance.?*® General
Iliescu, inspector of the Transnistrian gendarmerie, had recommended that the poorest
be sent there, since they were going to die anyway, and it was not intended that anyone
survive Peciora.””” Peciora was the most horrific site of Jewish internment in all of
Transnistria, as Matatias Carp’s research showed :

Those who managed to escape told incredible stories. On the banks of the Bug, the camp
was surrounded by three rows of barbed wire and watched by a powerful military guard.
German trucks arrived from the German side of the Bug on several occasions; camp inmates
were packed into them to be exterminated on the other side... Unable to get supplies, camp
inmates ate human waste, and later [fed] on human corpses. Eighty percent died and only the
twenty percent who [fled when the guard became more lax] survived.?®

Testimonies of the Peciora survivors also report cases of cannibalism in this camp.
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Local Jews

Following the first wave of executions upon the occupation of the province, the surviving
local Jews returned to their destroyed and ransacked houses. According to gendarmerie
and government reports, of the 331,000 Ukrainian Jews counted during the census of
1939, at least 150,000 and perhaps over 200,000 were still alive in Transnistria then,
including up to more than 90,000 in the district of Odessa. Upon entering the district
capitals, the Romanian army - followed by the gendarmerie units and then the prefects —
immediately and energetically identified all Jews for purposes of imprisonment in ghet-
tos and camps.’”

On August 4, 1941, the Fourth Army informed all military units, the gendarmerie,
and the police that “the Jews in the towns and villages of Ukraine will be gathered in
ghettos.”? This decision was made by Antonescu, conveyed through War Headquarters,
and signed by General Tataranu: “To prevent any act of sabotage and terrorism by the
Jews, we have taken the measure of imprisoning them in ghettos and using them for
labor.”?"" Upon arrival in the District capitals, the prefects ordered the Jews to register
with the new authorities and move into the ghettos, abandoning their homes. On Septem-
ber 3, for instance, Colonel Vasile Nica, prefect of Balta, gave “all kikes” three days to
move to the ghetto (composed of four streets). He imposed forced labor on all Jews
between the ages of fourteen and sixty and ordered them to wear yellow badges: “Any
kike — from the town of Balta, the county, or anywhere else - who is found in Balta is
to be sent to the ghetto. Similar ghettos will be set up in other towns of the district. Any
insubordination, attempted rebellion, or terrorism by a kike will be punished with his
death and that of another twenty kikes.”?

Deportations and Death Marches

On September 30, 1941, the commander of the Fourth Army posed the question to the
General Staff: “What is there to be done with the civilian Jews of Transnistria ? "'
Antonescu’s answer was clear : “All the Jews in Transnistria will be immediately impris-
oned in the camps on the Bug established by the governor of Transnistria... Their estates
will be taken over by the local authorities.”?'* In early October, Antonescu ordered the
deportation - which meant extermination - of the Ukrainian Jews to the Bug and the
expropriation of their property. Not only Ukrainian Jews were deported to the Bug.
Eichmann’s envoy, Richter, announced to his superiors that Antonescu had decided to
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concentrate near the Bug 110,000 Jews from Bessarabia and Bukovina, “in view of
exterminating them.”?"® Their transfer and eventual execution fell to the Government of
Transnistria, which had gendarmerie units and occupation troops at its disposal. Alexianu
described the operation to the Fourth Army commander on October 11 :

As to the given instructions, all the Jews of Bessarabia and Bukovina are being evacuated
from these provinces to the region west of the Bug, where they will stay this fall until - in
accordance with the agreement concluded with the German state — we are able to dump them
east of the Bug. Over 15,000 Jews have entered Transnistria so far... The rest, up to the
approximately 150,000 envisaged for this fall, will arrive soon.?'¢

The Romanian authorities took no responsibility for the Jews’ subsistence, both
during the deportation and in the camps and ghettos. “The Jews will live on their own,”
it was written. Yet, they were to be used for agricultural or any other work, and the
gendarmes mercilessly shot dead any laggards.?”

Each convoy was first plundered by the gendarmes. Young women and girls in each
convoy were raped, particularly by the officers, who chose stops where they could
organize orgies. Gangs of Ukrainians attacked the Jewish convoys as well - killing,
looting, and sometimes even stripping hundreds of Jews bare and leaving them to freeze
to death. The convoy commanders were not responsible for Jews’ lives, only for their
transfer - these Jews had no name or identity. Ukrainian volunteers (later called the
Ukrainian police) accompanied the convoys, exhibiting even greater cruelty than the
gendarmes. Unfamiliar with the area, the gendarmes relied on these volunteers, assign-
ing them partial escort and guard duties. Einsatzgruppe D had armed some Ukrainians,
who assisted in murdering tens of thousands of Jews.

The transfer of the Jews toward the Bug in convoys of thousands continued apace
throughout October, November, and December 1941 in total disarray. Thousands of Jews
were left in towns or villages that had not been slated to house ghettos or temporary
camps. Monitoring the deportation as if it were a military operation, Antonescu remarked
in a government session that he had enough trouble “with those I took to the Bug. Only
I know how many died on the way [emphasis added].”?® On November 9, Vasiliu, the
gendarmerie inspector general, reported to the Conducdtor that the first stage of the
deportations from Bessarabia and Bukovina was over : 108,002 Jews had been “relocated
as in the annexed table.” A map accompanying the report indicated that the Jews had been
taken to three areas near the Bug : 47,545 to the north, in Mitki, Peceora, and Rogozna ;
30,981 to the center, in Obodovka and Balanovka ; and 29,476 in Bobric, Krivoi-Ozero,
and Bogdanovka.?® Richter’s sources proved accurate : Antonescu had indeed concen-
trated 110,000 Jews — Romanian citizens - near the Bug, intending to kill them.

Meanwhile, Antonescu ordered the SSI to investigate why “all the Jews had not been
evacuated east of the Jmerinka-Odessa railway,” near the Bug. The investigation revealed
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that in December 1941, 79,507 Jews deported west of that line from Romania were still
alive.??° But at the beginning of the Romanian occupation, 150,000 to 200,000 Ukrainian
Jews were still alive in Transnistria, too.

Golta County Massacres

The German occupation authorities’ refusal to receive and execute the Romanian and
Ukrainian Jews deported to the Bug forced the Transnistrian administration to resolve the
matter on its own. The murder of Ukrainian and Romanian Jewry took place in Golta
county, near the Bug, from the end of December 1941 until May 1942. Under prefect and
gendarmerie Lieutenant Colonel Modest Isopescu, Golta became known as the “King-
dom of Death,” site of the three largest extermination camps — Bogdanovka, Domanovka,
and Akmechetka — and dozens of smaller ones. Imprisoned in these camps were about
10,000 local Jews, 30,000 from Bessarabia (particularly the Chisindu ghetto), and
65,000-70,000 from Odessa and the counties in southern Transnistria. Even before the
extermination campaign, so many died every day that Isopescu ordered gendarmes and
municipalities “to bury the dead kikes two meters underground. Those buried at half a
meter will be reburied deeper. All sick, old, and infant kikes will be sent to Bogdanovka.”?*!
By mid-November 1941 Bogdanovka had become a human garbage dump.

When taking over the county, Isopescu wrote, he had found several camps of Jews
“gathered from the neighboring boroughs” (i.e., Ukrainian Jews), but most were “sent
from across the Dniester” (i.e., deported from Bessarabia and Bukovina). In early
October, “about 15,000” Jews had “gathered” (i.e., been imprisoned) in the village of
Vazdovka, in the Liubashivka subdistrict, and another 3,000 in Krivoi-Ozero and
Bogdanovka. “Those in Vazdovka were hit by typhus and about 8,000 died,” Isopescu
reported. The mayor and the infantry regiment staying in the village requested that the
camp be moved, “because it posed a constant danger of infection.” Weakened by hunger
and contaminated with typhus, the Jews could not bury the corpses, and the soldiers and
villagers refused to come near the camp.’*

Isopescu transferred the roughly 10,000 Jews remaining in Vazdovka and Krivoi-Ozero
to “swine stables of the sovkhoz [state agricultural farm]” in Bogdanovka. But even
before the “transport of kikes from Vazdovka” had arrived, “about 9,000 kikes were sent
from Odessa, so that today, with what was already there and what has arrived now, there
are 11,000 kikes in the kolkhoz [collective agricultural farm] stables, which can hold
only 7,000 pigs.”** Isopescu continued, “Today the mayor and the head of the kolkhoz
came to me in despair for they have been told that another 40,000 [Jews] are coming
from Odessa. Since the sovkhoz can no longer accommodate them all, and those outside
the stables are killing those inside to take their place, while the [Ukrainian] police and
the gendarmes are overwhelmed by the burials, and as the water of the Bug is being
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drunk, the epidemic will soon spread throughout the region.”?** More than 67,000 Jews
were concentrated at Bogdanovka and partially at Domanovka, together with 29,479
deported from Bessarabia, as stated in a Romanian gendarmerie report.*?

To understand the details mentioned by Isopescu, it must be recalled that the first
frost of 1941 came on November 4, and temperatures continued to drop, plummeting to
-35° C in December. Those who were unable to sneak into one of the filthy stables,
which were teeming with lice and feces, would freeze to death during the night ; hence
the fierce competition for a place in the stables. The overcrowding in the camp peaked,
and most Jews were sick with typhus. Five hundred Jews died daily at Bogdanovka, while
another 200 perished each day at Domanovka. Both Isopescu and Alexianu hoped the
Germans would take the Jews and exterminate them on their own side of the territory. As
the governor reported to Antonescu on December 11, 1941: “In view of solving the
Jewish problem in Transnistria, we are currently holding talks with the German authori-
ties about dumping [the Jews] over the Bug. At certain points, such as Golta, some Jews
have already started crossing the Bug. We shall not have peace in Transnistria until we
have enforced the provision of the Hauffe-Tdtdranu agreement concerning the dumping
of the kikes over the Bug [emphasis added].”**

The military units quartered in the Golta district requested that the Prefecture “move”
the local camps, but there was no place available for this purpose.?*” Antonescu’s Ukraine
ended at the Bug, and by mid-December, immense masses of Jews — alive, dead, and
dying - were concentrated in the camps at Bogadanovka and Domanovka : Isopescu’s
worst nightmare had come true. He estimated 52,000 living Jews in Bogdanovka and
about 20,000 in Domanovka. Some crowded into stables (of which there were no more
than fifty), pigsties, and barracks, while others stayed outside, spread over three kilometers
along the west bank of the Bug. The silos were full of bodies, and both the living and
dead were packed into the stables and barracks in the deadly cold of winter.

Antonescu ordered the murder of the more than 70,000 surviving Jews at Bogdanovka
and then at Domanovka. In the Cabinet session of December 16, Alexianu informed the
Marshal that 85,000 Jews carried typhus “in the villages where the Jews came. I must
disinfect them, or they’ll infect everybody.” Antonescu’s recommendation was brief :
“Let them die.”*?® Another factor in the decision to execute tens of thousands of Jews and
burn their bodies was the nature of relations with the German occupation authorities in
Ukraine and the Einsatzgruppe’s dissatisfaction with Romanian disorganization and,
particularly, their failure to bury corpses. Berezovka’s Landau subdistrict was home to
tens of thousands of local Germans - Volksdeutsche — and tens of thousands more lived
on the eastern bank of the Bug, in the Nazi-occupied part of the former Soviet county of
Nikolaev. On February 5, 1942, Gebietskommissar Schlutter of Nikolaev, Isopescu’s
German counterpart, warned Alexianu about the immense epidemiological catastrophe
created by the Romanian authorities on the banks of the Bug. The Germans did not
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request the killing of the Jews, but “possibly the transportation of the Jews so far inside
Transnistria that their crossing the Bug would become impossible.”**

Although the Nazi authorities across the Bug clearly wanted the Romanians to solve
their own “Jewish problem,” Alexianu countered that the Tighina Agreement obligated
the Germans to liquidate the Jews concentrated near the Bug: “We shall answer that in
keeping with the Tighina Agreement of August 30, 1941, art. 7, until the Jews of
Transnistria are evacuated east of the Bug when operations allow, we are keeping them
here and cannot return them inland, in view of dumping them over the Bug. Please
advise whether the convention can be applied.”**° As the Romanian reply was delayed,
Schlutter sent another telegram reiterating his evacuation request : “Every day a number
of Jews die and are buried superficially. This absolutely impossible situation poses an
imminent danger to the German villages of Transnistria and the neighboring territory of
the German commissariat of Ukraine. To save the troops, the German administration,
and the population, you are hereby asked to take rigorous measures.”*! “What was our
answer ?” Alexianu jotted on the translated telegram. His deputy, Secretary General
Emanoil Cercavschi, wrote back: “We answered Commissioner General Oppermann
that we have taken measures to burn the Jewish corpses.” >

Assisted by local gendarmes, Ukrainian policemen brought from Golta county shot
about 48,000 Jews at Bogdanovka. The massacre began on December 21 and continued
until the morning of December 24. After a break for Christmas, the executions resumed
on December 28 and continued until December 30, only to start anew on January 3,
lasting until January 8, 1942. The Jews were forced to undress and then shot in the back
of the neck by killers drunk on Samagoon, a local liquor made from beets.***> Any gold
teeth were removed with rifle blows or tongs, and rings were cut off, together with
fingers if necessary. The bodies were immediately burned by a team of 200 young Jews
selected for this work, 150 of whom were eventually shot, as well. One survivor
described the process in this way : “We would make piles for burning the corpses. One
layer of straw, on which we placed people [in a space] about four meters wide, more than
one man high, and about ten meters long. On the sides and in the middle we put
firewood, and then again one layer of people and a layer of straw with firewood. We
would light one pile and prepare another, so it took about two months to turn our
brothers to ashes. In terrible frosts we would warm up by the hot ashes.”***

At Domanovka, a Jewish borough on the road connecting Odessa to Golta, there were
about 20,000 Jews from Odessa and the borough environs. Between January 10 and
March 18, 1942, local Ukrainian police and the Romanian gendarmes killed 18,000.
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Although the corpses were initially buried, they were subsequently unearthed and burned
in order to avert the threat of disease. Pretor Teodor Iliescu reported :

At Domanevka [sic] there is a Jewish camp that poses a constant danger to the authorities
and the local population... due to the filth the Jews live in and the insects they are full of,
which constitute the best environment for the spread of typhus, cholera, and other diseases.
Since in this village a significant number of Jews have been shot and buried in graves... no
more than half a meter deep, and that will jeopardize public health once the snow melts and
the water infiltrates them... kindly order the relocation of the camp to Bogdanovka... They
cannot produce anything, and due to lack of hygiene, about thirty to fifty are dying every day... >

Isopescu noted his decision on the margin of the report: “Proceed in accordance with
Order no. 23. Burn the corpses to prevent the extension of the epidemic. %

Akmechetka was located on the Bug, 18 kilometers (11 miles) south of Bogdanovka,
18 kilometers north of Domanovka, and 60 kilometers (37 miles) from the city of Golta.
Although documents describe it as a village, Akmechetka was actually a large pig farm.
Far from other populated areas and strictly guarded, Isopescu handpicked Akmechetka
in early March 1942 to accomodate Jews who could not work or serve any other
function, including the the eldery and children.?*” Healthy Jews were also sent there as
punishment for disobedience, resisting rape by gendarmes and Romanian government
personnel or refusing to surrender valuables, for example. Several hundred orphans
joined these prisoners, and Akmechetka soon housed 4,000 Jews.

The camp, occupying only part of the farm, consisted of four pigsties — completely
exposed to the wind, snow, and rain — and one long warehouse. Boards divided the sties
into sections, and approximately 1,000 people were crowded into each. The warehouse
was reserved for the orphans. Akmechetka was surrounded by three rows of barbed wire
and deep trenches and was guarded by Ukrainian police subordinated to Romanian
gendarmes.?*® The main purpose of the camp was extermination via isolation. Food was
extremely scarce, and Jews there “lay for entire days on the ground or on beds and could
no [longer] move.”?? After several weeks, most died of starvation, and the rest were
utterly exhausted.?*® At first one prisoner was to maintain order in the camp. This task
became unnecessary, however, since the Jews were too weak to escape. The external
guard was also relaxed, and Ukrainian policemen entered the camp only occasionally to
conduct routine inspections. Romanian gendarmes bought Jews’ clothing in exchange for
a few potatoes and the Ukrainian policemen followed suit, though this “business” was
prohibited. Driven by hunger, most inmates were soon nearly naked, covered in rags or
thick wrapping paper. The few Jews chosen by policemen in the winter of 1942 to work
in the camps and in the area did so barefooted.**!
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Starvation was not the only killer in Akmechetka. Most prisoners became infected
with typhoid fever and suffered from dysentery and furunculosis. Malaria and tetanus
claimed lives, as well. The Jews in Akmechetka received no medical treatment. Of the
approximately 4,000 Jews initially sent to the camp, only several hundred were still alive
in May. Despite the high death rate, there were usually a few hundred Jews in the camp
at any given time since, as of April, Isopescu directed all the “human garbage” - Jews
regularly sent by the government — to Akmechetka, the “kingdom of death.” There was
another typhus outbreak in the area that month, and on May 24 Isopescu sent a telegram
to the gendarmerie headquarters in Transnistria: “Instead of the Bogdanovka camp, I
have reserved Akmechetka, also located in the Domanovka subdistrict, for the Yids. I
therefore request that you send no more Yids to Bogdanovka but [rather] to Domanovka,
and from there they will be escorted to the Akmechetka camp.”?*

Akmechetka struck terror in the hearts of all the Jews in Golta - the survivors of the
Romanian mass murders as well as the more recently arrived deportees, who trickled into
the area until early 1943. The deputy prefect used the name Akmechetka to extort money
from the Jews sent directly from Romania to Golta in the summer of 1942. His threat
could be summed up in one sentence : “Akmechetka awaits you.”?*

The Odessa Massacres

The ordeal of the 120,000 Odessan Jews rivaled that in the camps on the Bug. Contrary
to Romanian propaganda, the Jews — who numbered from 70,000 to 120,000 when
Odessa was captured - were no darlings of the Soviet regime. As the siege wore on,
anti-Semitism increased, particularly in working-class neighborhoods, peaking on the eve
of the evacuation of Odessa. In mid-September, after German planes dropped anti-Semitic
leaflets over the city, young hooligans in one such district organized anti-Jewish rallies,
chanting the old Czarist slogan: “Strike the Jews and save Russia.”**

The 10" Infantry Division entering the city October 16, 1941, was ordered to gather
“all the Jewish men aged 15-50 and the Jews who had fled from Bessarabia.”*** Some
murders took place near the port and included victims who had not managed to board the
last boats leaving Odessa. On October 17, the Romanian military authorities called for
a census, leading to the establishment of several registration and classification centers
around the city. On October 18, Romanian soldiers began taking hostages, especially
Jews. Some were dragged from their homes, while others were arrested upon reporting
to the checkpoints. The municipal prison was turned into a large camp of Jews. From
October 18, 1941, until mid-March 1942, the Romanian military in Odessa, aided by
gendarmes and police, murdered up to 25,000 Jews and deported over 35,000.
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On the evening of October 22, the center and right wings of the Romanian military
general headquarters exploded, killing sixteen Romanian officers (including the city’s
military commander, General Ion Glogojanu), four German naval officers, forty-six
other members of the Romanian military, and several civilians.?*® The command of the
Tenth Division had formerly served as NKVD (the Soviet secret police) headquarters.
Warnings had been issued as early as September that “the fleeing communist units not
only mined certain buildings and locations, they installed explosives inside certain
objects and even toys.”**’ Immediately upon learning of the disaster, Antonescu ordered
General Josif Iacobici, chief of staff and commander of the Fourth Army, to “take drastic
punitive measures.”**® That night, Iacobici cabled Antonescu’s Military Cabinet, inform-
ing them that he had begun to act: “As a retaliatory measure, and as an example for the
population, I have taken steps to hang a number of suspected Jews and communists in the
town squares.”**’ That same night, Iacobici sent General Nicolae Macici, commander of
the Fourth Army’s Second Army Corps to Odessa. General Tatdranu’s deputy, Colonel
Stanculescu, delivered Antonescu’s Order no. 302.826 to Trestioreanu demanding “im-
mediate retaliatory action, including the liquidation of 18,000 Jews in the ghettos and the
hanging in the town squares of at least 100 Jews for every regimental sector... >

At noon, Stanculescu again cabled Tataranu, reporting about the punitive measures :
“Retaliatory action has been taken within the city via shooting [and] hanging, and
notices warning against terrorist acts have been posted. The execution of the Jews in the
ghettos is well under way...”*' Jews were rounded up and brought to these sites by the
army, the gendarmerie, and the police (who had come from Romania). The major
executions were carried out in neighboring Dalnic or enroute to Dalnic ; tens of thou-
sands of Jews were brought there for this purpose. Although the Germans had offered to
send in an SS battalion to assist in “dismantling mines” and ridding Odessa “of Jews and
Bolsheviks,” the Romanian authorities chose to act alone.”* The executed, including
hostages and locals who had disobeyed orders, were given no trial and were hanged from
balconies overlooking the main streets. After the explosion, long lines of poles were
erected along the trolley tracks leading out of town.?>* Some 10,000 Jews who were
arrested were jailed, but not immediately executed. General Iacobici hastened to send the
Military Cabinet a status report detailing the retaliatory actions taken, which included
“executions by shooting and by hanging, and the posting of notices warning anyone who
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would dare attempt such acts of terrorism.”?** By the next morning, hundreds of Jewish
corpses hung in the town squares and at intersections.*

The carnage did not end there. At least 25,000 Jews were driven into fields by
gendarmes. One of the few survivors of this trek, then a girl of sixteen, reported that her
convoy was so huge that she could not see “its beginning or its end.”*® Some 22,000 Jews
of all ages were packed into nine warehouses in Dalnic, a suburb of Odessa, an operation
that continued past nightfall on October 23. The massacre proceeded as follows :

One by one, the warehouses were riddled with machine gun and rifle fire, doused with
gasoline and ignited, except for the last warehouse, which was blown up. The chaos and the
horrifying sights that followed cannot be described : wounded people burning alive, women
with their hair aflame coming out through the roof or through openings in the burning
storehouses in a crazed search for salvation. But the warehouse[s were] surrounded on all sides
by soldiers, their rifles cocked. They had been ordered not to let a single civilian escape. The
horror was so great that it deeply shocked everyone there, soldiers and officers alike.?’

Trucks carrying gasoline and kerosene were parked outside the warehouses. These
buildings were ignited quickly, one after the next, since the soldiers had to be protected.
The troops then retreated about 50 meters (about 55 yards) and encircled the area to
prevent escape. A Romanian officer described what he saw :

When the fire broke out, some of those in the warehouse who were lightly wounded or still
unharmed tried to escape by jumping out the window or exiting through the roof. The soldiers
were ordered to immediately shoot at anyone who emerged. In an attempt to escape the agonies
of the fire, some appeared at the windows and signaled to the soldiers to shoot them, pointing
to their heads and hearts. But when they saw the guns pointed at them, they disappeared from
the window for a brief moment, only to reappear a few seconds later and signal to the soldiers
once again. Then they turned their backs to the window in order not to see the soldiers
shooting at them. The operation continued throughout the night, and the faces visible by the
light of the flames were even more terrifying. This time, those who appeared in the windows
were naked, having stripped off their burning clothing. Some women threw their children out
the window.>*®

One warehouse was selected to fulfill Antonescu’s express desire to blow up a
building packed with Jews.*° The explosion occurred on October 25, 1941, at 5 :45 p.m.,
precisely when the Romanian army headquarters in Odessa had exploded three days
earlier. The force of the blast scattered body parts all over the area surrounding the
warehouse. Officers Deleanu, Niculescu-Coca, Radu Ionescu, and Baldceanu all shot
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Jews who attempted to escape and even threw Soviet hand grenades into the warehouses.
Some horrified soldiers and even officers did their best not to shoot the human flames.
“Many of us, the officers who could not bear these sights, tried to hide, and they
threatened us because of this.”*®® German sources - an officer in the Abwehr visited
Odessa in late October and prepared a detailed report on the explosion of the Romanian
headquarters there — confirm the scope and nature of the Romanian operation in Odessa.
Yet, these sources emphasize that Soviet agents had planted the mines, rather than
emphasizing the Romanian reprisals against the Jews.?"!

Toward the end of November, the Romanians brought prisoners of war to Dalnic “to
dig pits next to the warehouses, remove the corpses using hooks or various other means,
and bury them.” After the liberation of Odessa, the Communist Party’s district commit-
tee, Obkom, reported that in the nine pits there were “more than 22,000 bodies there,
among them children who had died of suffocation. Some bodies bore bullet wounds,
severed extremities, or shattered skulls.”?** At a Cabinet meeting on November 13, the
Conducdtor casually asked the governor of Transnistria if the retaliatory actions against
the Jews of Odessa were severe enough, to which Alexianu replied that many were killed
and hanged in the streets.?®

The first Jewish deportee columns originating from Odessa set out on foot from
Dalnic toward Bogdanovka in late October 1941, passing through Berezovka in early
November.?** Jewish villagers along the deportation route were forced into these huge
convoys as well. They were later split into smaller, more manageable groups and es-
corted by Romanian gendarmes with the eager assistance of Ukrainian and Russian police
who had offered their services just ten days after the Romanians occupied Odessa.

The convoys were marched along the Odessa-Berezovka road for several days. After
a day or two in Berezovka, they continued on foot to Mostovoye and from there on to
Domanovka by way of Nikolaevka. For two weeks, the convoys trudged some 200 kilometers
(124 miles) to Bogdanovka, mostly in pouring rain and freezing cold. They received no
food or water, and any stragglers were shot by gendarmes. At night, the Jews were taken
into the fields where they were forced to remain on the muddy ground, and the women
and girls were raped by the gendarmes and the Ukrainian militia. The gendarmes,
seeking mainly jewelry and gold, conducted searches and seized anything of value,
including clothing. In the mornings, the convoy would regroup, and the gendarmes
would shoot whoever did not or could not get up, leaving the corpses unburied. Despite
the trail of bodies marking the deportation route, the convoys actually swelled along the
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way by absorbing Jews from the county of Odessa.?®® The grouping of these Jews along
the roadside was one of the gendarmes’ first assignments upon arrival in the district.?*®

The second stage of the deportations - those carried out by train — began on January 12,
1942, when 856 Jews departed for Berezovka. Gendarmerie headquarters estimated that
40,000 Jews remained in Odessa.’®’ Petald, deputy head of the Odessa Evacuation
Office, oversaw the operation there, and Ciurea, his civilian counterpart, stationed
himself at the Prefecture in Berezovka to direct matters from the field. Colonel Matei
Velcescu, head of the Central Bureau for the Evacuation of the Jews from Odessa,
coordinated the various authorities in Odessa in order to expedite the deportations. “The
heads of [the municipality, police, army, military, court, and railroad] were assigned
specific tasks involving the roundup, housing, and transfer of the Jews, for which they
were given the necessary manpower in the field.”?%

Each transport began with a random selection of 1,000-2,000 Jews from among those
who had reported or been brought to Slobodka as well as from those brought before the
deportation committees in Odessa. These Jews were promptly robbed by representatives
of the authorities and by an emissary of the Romanian National Bank, who had come
from Bucharest for this purpose.?®® The gendarmes then pushed and shoved their charges
onto the freight platform in Sortirovka (Sortirovocnia), some 10 kilometers (6 miles)
from the ghetto and even farther from the deportation centers in the city. The deportations
began in -20° C (-4" F) weather and continued despite blizzards, even when temperatures
dropped to -35° C (-31" F).?’° The only interruptions were caused by suspensions in rail
service due to the extreme cold, the low-grade coal powering the locomotives, and the
huge snowdrifts blocking the tracks. Until late January, the Jews were transported in
trains provided by the Germans through the Wehrmacht Liaison Headquarters in Tiraspol.?”

The Jews were transported in boxcars, carrying some 120 people each. “There were
so many Jews in the railway car that it was hard to keep your feet on the floor.”*"”
Hundreds froze to death in the ghetto, on the way to the train station, or waiting on the
loading platform for the trains. Hundreds more perished while sleeping in the streets of
the ghetto when there was no room in the houses. Fearing a typhus epidemic, the
administration’s Health Department and the Romanian army’s medical personnel ordered
all dead bodies to be removed from the city.?”® Thus, the frozen corpses were also loaded
onto the trains. With no room to lay them on the floor of the cars, the bodies had to be
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placed upright — the frozen dead alongside the living and those who perished en route.
On February 13, 1942, Colonel Velcescu reported that 31,114 had been evacuated by
train to Berezovka®?’* These Jews were shot by local German extermination units in
cooperation with Romanian gendarmes, and their bodies were burnt by the Germans.
In all, 35,000 Jews out of 40,000 were deported, as stated by Dr. Tatdaranu in April
1942.27

According to Vidrascu, 20-25 percent of the deportees froze to death before and
during the deportations.?’® This figure might have been much less had greedy gendarmes
and other officials not stripped the Jews of their property, their clothing, and especially
their coats (particularly those made of leather or fine fabrics). The gendarmes and
soldiers who brought the Jews to Sortirovka referred to the deportation train as the
“hearse.” A Romanian officer who rode this train on January 18 (in a special car
provided for the military) recorded his impressions :

It was a terrible winter, the kind one encounters only in Russia... It was twilight. Some
1,200 women, children, and old people from Odessa were brought to the train station under
armed German guard. (...) On three sleds, towed by women, lay five old people who had
forgotten to die at home... The Jews were allotted ten boxcars ; that is, 120 people to a car. On
the cars was written: 8 horses or 40 people ; nevertheless, 120 were forced in. They were
shoved, prodded with metal rods, jammed into the cars, but they got in. (...) During the
loading an old man and three women died. Their bodies were still loaded onto the train... That
dismal night, a bundle [suddenly] fell from one of the cars... and hit the platform with a sound
like a stone shattering. A few bits scattered here and there on impact. They were pieces of a
frozen baby [who had fallen] from his mother’s arms... The mother lost her mind and stood
wailing on the platform, clawing her face... Then the train began moving forward. Toward
death. It was a funeral train, a hearse.?”’

Major Apostolescu, a General Staff emissary sent by the Romanian army to oversee
the deportation and confiscation, reported on January 18, 1942, that Romanian gen-
darmes had been in charge of the operation and that “some of the Jews are dying in train
cars due to the cold.” The officer attested that ten Jews had perished in the first transport
and sixty in the second “on account of the bitter cold and harsh blizzards.”*’® In addition,
having departed without any food, Jews were dying from hunger on the way from the
ghetto to the train station. All the Jews, the officer noted, were either old men, children
under the age of sixteen, or women : “There are no men younger than 41 years of age and
very few between 41 and 50. All are in miserable condition, clearly proving that they are
the poorest Jews in Odessa.” Among his recommendations: “In light of the [harsh]
weather, which is completely unsuitable for transport, and the impression made [on me]
by the considerable number of Jews dying in the ghetto, en route [to the loading
platform] and on the trains, it would perhaps be better if there were no transports on
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those days when it is too cold... The Jews must be forbidden to take [with them] family
members who have fallen [dead] in the ghetto or on the way.”*”

Despite the cold, German railway workers (until January 31) and gendarmes accom-
panying the transports picked through the Jews’ belongings in search of valuables. The
platform was littered with pillows, blankets, coats, and overshoes that the Jews had not
been allowed to take with them. The gendarmes shot anyone who tried to run along the
platform, usually attempting to rejoin family in another car. All the while, German
soldiers photographed the scene. The trip to Berezovka, added the Romanian officer who
rode the train, took all night instead of the usual three hours. During the lengthy
stopovers, he heard the “desperate cries” of the deportees.?® Once the car doors closed,
absolute darkness prevailed. At Berezovka, according to the officer cited above, the dead
brought from Odessa and another fifty who died in transit were removed from the train.
“While still at the station, the bodies were arranged in a pyre, sprayed with gasoline, and
set alight.”?! It was impossible to dig a mass grave, since the ground was frozen solid,
so the bodies instead were burned in another effort by the Hygiene Service to avert a
typhus epidemic.

Many Jews who had survived all the horrors of Odessa finally broke down at
Berezovka. The sight of the bodies ablaze made it clear for the first time that they
themselves were doomed. The fire and stench of the night snuffed out the last of their
will to live : “The boxcar door creaked open, and we were blinded by the scarlet flames
of the funeral pyres. I saw people writhing in the flames. There was a strong smell of
gasoline. They were burning people alive.”?¥* Most Jews thrown on the pyre were already
dead, but some only appeared that way because they were frozen stiff; the heat of the
fire revived them briefly before taking their lives.

Not all the transports were deposited at Berezovka. An unknown number were taken
farther north to Veselinovo, a relatively large German-Ukrainian borough controlled by
special units of the local SS.?*® In both Veselinovo and Berezovka, Romanian gendarmes
waited for the deportees, clubbing them to hurry them along. The gendarmes ordered the
Jews to remove the bodies from the train and arrange them in piles, though the deportees
were half-frozen themselves. The unloading took place in a nearby field. At Berezovka
and Veselinovo, the convoys were divided arbitrarily, without regard for family unity, and
immediately sent off on foot in different directions. The Jews were allowed no rest.

On January 17, five days into the operation, Transnistrian gendarmerie commander
Colonel Emil Brosteanu sent a progress report to the administration in Transnistria and
to gendarmerie headquarters in Bucharest. This document sheds light on the technical
aspects of the deportation :

I have the honor of informing you that, on January 12, 1942, the evacuation of the Jews
from Odessa began. In accordance with the order issued by the Transnistrian administration,
the Jews about to be evacuated have been assembled in the ghettos after each [Jew] has
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283. Commander of Wehrmacht Liaison Transnistria Headquarters to Headquarters of Romanian Third
Army in Tiraspol, March 20, 1942, Special Archives in Moscow, 492-1-5, p. 262.



FINAL REPORT 157

appeared before the Committee for the Assessment of Property (Jewelry) and surrendered his
money in return for RKKS.

Convoys of 1,500-2,000 individuals are put together inside the ghetto and loaded onto
German trains. They are transported to the Mostovoye-Veselyevo [Veselinovo] region, in the
Berezovka district.

From the Berezovka station, they are escorted to the relocation area. To date, 6,000 have
been evacuated, and the transports are continuing daily.

It is very difficult to find shelter for them in the relocation villages, since the Ukrainian
population does not accept them ; consequently, many end up in the stables of the collective
farms.

Because of the freezing temperatures (which sometimes reach -20° C) and the lack of
food, and [because of] their age and miserable condition, many die along the way and freeze
where they fall.

The Berezovka [gendarmerie] legion has been recruited for this operation, but due to the
severe cold, the escort personnel must change off frequently.

Bodies are strewn along the route [and] buried in antitank trenches. We are rarely able to
recruit local people to bury the bodies, since [the locals] try as much as possible to avoid such
operations. We shall continue reporting on the progress of the operation.?®*

Gendarmerie headquarters repeated the above almost verbatim in its first summary
report on the operation, updating only the number of deportees: “As of January 22,
12,234 Jews have been evacuated out of a total of 40,000.”2%

The depleted convoys proceeded to various destinations. An estimated 4,000-5,000
Jews were sent to Bogdanovka, where the liquidation operation had been completed but
the body burnings were still at their height. Some of the new arrivals were taken straight
to the pit, shot, and burned. Other Jews were brought to Domanovka, where Padure was
conducting selections and separating out the “expert craftsmen.” Tens of thousands of
Odessa Jews brought to these two camps in November 1941 had already been slaugh-
tered. At Domanovka, the liquidations continued, and the latest convoys met the same
fate as those before.

Several transports were directed to the local state farms, which had passed into
Romanian hands wherever uninhabited by German villagers. The bulk of the convoys,
however, were led to improvised camps in ethnic-German villages in Berezovka. The
march to these camps was prolonged in order to thin the ranks along the way, or, as one
survivor put it, so as many as possible would die a “natural death.”?% Convoys sent to
camps 18 kilometers (11 miles) from the Berezovka train station were walked in circles
for three days in the frozen, snow-covered wasteland, with most of the exhausted adults
and children expiring in the fields. Each convoy was robbed by the gendarmes, who
seized anything that appeared valuable : “They took our last possessions from us. By the
time we reached Domanovka, we were paupers.” %
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The Berezovka Massacres

Transnistria contained the largest concentration of Volksdeutsche (ethnic Germans) in the
Ukraine. A census conducted by the Nazis in early 1943 registered 130,866 Germans
living in the region, compared with 169,074 in the entire Reichskommissariat Ukraine.*®
Some 100,000 of those in Transnistria were scattered among the villages and towns
ringing Odessa. Under the Soviets, Greater Odessa had encompassed almost all of
southern Transnistria.?® The local Germans in the Odessa area constituted some forty
percent of the Soviet Germans under Nazi occupation. Based on the Nazis’ wartime
figures, Transnistria comprised more than thirty German villages whose populations
exceeded 1,000 each.?®

Convoys of Jews from Bessarabia were marched past German villages north of the
Dniester estuary, northwest of Odessa and east of Tiraspol. Likewise, convoys deported
on foot from southern Transnistria to the county of Golta passed dozens of German
communities. One witness described the thirst for Jewish blood among the SS’s new
German recruits, who shot into crowds of Jews.?’' Another Nazi body operating among
the ethnic Germans in and around Odessa was Einsatzgruppe D, numbering some
500 men. Secondary units reached the area in late August 1941 after conducting exter-
mination campaigns in Bukovina and Bessarabia.*** Einsatzkommando 12 terrorized the
regions of Bergdorf-Gliickstahl, east of the town of Dubossary; Hoffnungstal, in the
counties of Tiraspol and Ananyev, north of the town of Katarzi; and Speyer-Landau, in
the eastern section of Berezovka County, near the Bug.

Einsatzkommando 11b operated in the Seltz region (southeast of Tiraspol, near the
Dniester) ; in the German-populated area known as Kutshurgan, south and southwest of
the Ukrainian town of Rasdelnia, on both sides of the railroad tracks leading there ; in
the Gross-Liebenthal region, southwest of Odessa, near the border with Bessarabia ; and
around occupied Odessa. As shown above, Odessa itself was left to the Romanians. The
Einsatzgruppen quickly moved on to Simferopol and the Crimea. While still in the
vicinity, though, the Einsatzgruppen organized the new administration, handled matters
of health and education, and issued certificates attesting to German bloodlines. In
October, Einsatzgruppe D departed from most of Transnistria and moved on to the
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Society for Jewish Historical Research, 1980), pp. 345-348. This research, together with docu-
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Crimea, but the Dubossary area retained a small secondary unit, known as Nachkommando
SS, to continue liquidating the Jewish population.?*®

A third Nazi body operating in the region was the Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle (VoMi),
which served as a “liaison office for ethnic-German affairs.” The VoMi organized the
local Germans into cogs in the extermination apparatus. Heinrich Himmler instructed the
VoMi to “exercise control over the local Germans in the occupied areas of the USSR.”%*
In Transnistria, the VoMi set up the Sonderkommando Russland (SkR), an extermination
unit composed of local German SS men.*” SS Oberfiihrer (Commander) Horst Hoffmeyer,
who was promoted to Brigadierfiihrer (SS brigade commander) on November 9, 1943,
set up headquarters in the German town of Landau, in Berezovka county. Landau was
situated in the middle of a densely German region near the Bug. Secondary units moved
into Halberstadt, a German village east of Landau on the Bug, and elsewhere. The
original VoMi was comprised of the eighty men who founded the SkR ; but, by late 1942
their ranks had swelled to 160 — all SS agents. The German areas were divided into
eighteen sub-regions, each headed by an SS man assisted by at least three SkR mem-
bers.?%

The SkR began operating in Transnistria on September 20, 1941.%°” Even before any
agreements had been signed with the Romanian authorities, the unit set up a state-
-within-a-state and recruited the local population for service to the Reich. Aside from
their patrols, even the Romanian gendarmes had no access to the region under SkR
control. This territory was in addition to the German villages and towns, since the
Germans had seized - or demanded and received - some of the land that had been theirs
prior to the Bolshevik Revolution. For this reason, the German villages (actually a
minority within a large Ukrainian area) dominated more than their actual territory and
created German “pockets” where Himmler’s henchmen reigned. The county of Berezovka
was comprised of forty-two such villages - including twelve in the Berezovka subdistrict,
thirteen in Mostovoye, and twelve in Landau - that numbered some 16,200 Germans.?®

The status of the German communities in Transnistria was negotiated in Bucharest
and Odessa. Correspondence between German Ambassador Manfred von Killinger and
Antonescu in November 1941 made it clear to the Romanians that the VoMi alone would
represent the ethnic Germans in Transnistria. Alexianu and his prefects were to cooper-
ate with Hoffmeyer and the sub-regional commanders regarding the Germans.?*® Alexianu
and Hoffmeyer met on December 8 in Odessa, and on December 13 in Tiraspol they
officially established the state-within-a-state already operating in Transnistria. In the
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end, the Romanian government recognized the self-defense units “armed and trained by
the SS headquarters of the VoMi and subject solely to its orders.”3%

With the opening of the archives of the former Soviet Union, an exchange of letters
between the Transnistrian administration and the Gebietskommissar (county head) in
Nikolaev was revealed. Contrary to what was previously believed, the convoys trans-
ported mainly from Odessa to Berezovka and Veselinovo were not directed immediately
to the German villages there ; rather, these Jews were marched straight to the Bug with
the aim of getting them to the other side, come what may. On February 5, Gebiets-
kommissar Schlutter in Nikolaev sent prefect Loghin of Berezovka a telegram warning of
the ecological catastrophe wrought by the Romanians :

Some 70,000 Jews have been concentrated on the [Romanian] side of the Bug, approxi-
mately 20 kilometers [12 miles] into [Transnistria], opposite the towns of Nikolaevka and
Novaya Odessa, which lie about 60 kilometers [37 miles] north of Nikolaev on the Bug. Rumor
has it that the Romanian military guard has been removed, so the Jews are being left to their
fate and are dying of starvation and cold. Typhus has spread among the Jews, who are trying
in every way to exchange articles of clothing for food. In so doing, they are also endangering
the German territory, which can easily be reached by crossing the frozen Bug River. The
Gebietskommissar of Nikolaev requests that a decision be made as soon as possible regarding
the fate of [these] Jews. They can be led so deep into Transnistria that crossing the Bug will
become impossible for them. The Gebietskommissar asks to be apprised of what is being done
by the Romanian side.>"!

The governor’s reply, written in the margins of the prefect’s letter, asserted that the
existing agreement had to be honored :

Send a cable stating that, in accordance with Article 7 of the Tighina Agreement of
August 30, 1941, the Jews of Transnistria shall be deported east of the Bug when [military]
operations so permit. We are holding them here in preparation for crossing the Bug and cannot
return them further inland [inside Transnistria]. Request that we be informed if implementa-
tion of the agreement is possible.’*

Schlutter indeed received such a telegram from Acting-Governor Emanoil Cercavschi-
-Jelita.>*® The message, which was worded in accordance with the written instructions of
Alexianu, explained that the assembling of the Jews in concentration camps (Kon-
zentrationslagern) along the Bug was being done in accordance with the Tighina Agree-
ment (Article 7) signed by General Hauffe: “For technical reasons,” the telegram
stated, “the transfer of the Jews deeper into Transnistria is not possible at present.”** On
February 16, Alexianu received a translation of a second telegram and inquired : “What
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answer was given ? ” Cercavschi replied : “We responded to Generalkommissar Oppermann
that we were taking steps to burn the Jewish bodies.”%

Alexianu and Hoffmeyer met periodically to make practical arrangements and moni-
tor the killings, burials, and burnings. These “arrangements” were concluded orally, and
the Romanians generally avoided mentioning burning the bodies or mass executions in
the documents sent to the Germans. However, in the margins of letters, reports, and
telegrams, there are comments and instructions referring to the burning, to corpses
strewn in fields, to agreements allowing the Romanians to drive convoys of tens of
thousands of Jews across the Bug. On the agenda of a March 7 meeting between the two,
was a discussion of “Rastadt, in the Berezovka district - Jews shot and left unburied.”3%

Once cooperation became routine with regard to the exterminations in Berezovka -
and once most of Odessa Jewry was dead - Eichmann produced a memo-cum-study on
the “Deportation of Romanian Jews to the Reichskommissariat Ukraine.”*” In this docu-
ment, the foremost Nazi expert on the liquidation of Jews contrasted the German and
Romanian methods of genocide. Eichmann praised the Romanians’ desire to eliminate
their Jews but did not welcome the Romanian operation “at present.” He agreed with the
deportations “in principle” but criticized the “disorderly and indiscriminate” evacuation
of thousands of Jews to the Reichskommissariat Ukraine, which threatened not only the
German forces but also the local residents with epidemics, insufficient food, and other
hazards. Eichmann explained: “Among other things, these unplanned and premature
evacuations of Romanian Jews to the occupied territories in the east pose a serious threat
to the deportation [operation] presently being carried out among the German Jews. For
these reasons, I request that the Romanian government be approached to put an immedi-
ate end to these illegal transports of Jews.”3%

If the Romanians continued deporting Jews across the Bug, Eichmann proposed that
the SD (the Nazi security service) be given a free hand to deal with the situation.
However, Eichmann, although a high-ranking RSHA official, had no jurisidiction over
the security police in the Ukraine, the Einsatzgruppen, or the VoMi; only Himmler
did.** In Bucharest, Killinger met with Mihai Antonescu, who then summoned Alexianu
for an update, promising an early response.’® The Foreign Office in Berlin replied to
Rosenberg on May 12 that it had appealed to the Romanian government. The embassy in
Bucharest cabled back that Alexianu would soon report to Mihai Antonescu, after which
“the deputy prime minister would clarify the Romanian position.” Nevertheless, a
German Foreign Office official added, “28,000 Jews have been brought to German
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villages in Transnistria. They have since been eliminated.”*" This figure represented the
bulk of the Odessa Jews deported by train.

It is now known that 14,500 Jews - one transport of 6,500 and another of 8,000 - all
from Bessarabia and Bukovina were taken as close possible to the Bug in the area of
Nikolaev and driven across the river into German hands. Once on German territory, they
were apparently murdered by the local Germans, who were organized into Nazi bands on
both sides of the Bug. The German authorities did not want masses of dying Jews in the
vicinity, since there was a sizable German presence on both sides of the river.*'? Accord-
ing to the Nazi census of 1943, the Nikolaev district (under Soviet administration) was
home to 27,078 ethnic Germans.*'® After the attempt to foist the Jews of Odessa upon the
Germans aroused such strong opposition, the transports to Voznesensk were discontin-
ued. The convoys reaching Berezovka and Veselinovo were marched to another area not
far from the Berezovka-Veselinovo line — within a triangle of sorts formed by Berezovka,
Mostovoye, and Lichtenfeld and Rastadt.

The convoys trudged for days over the snow-covered plateaus to the Bug during the
brutal winter of 1941/1942. Along the way, the gendarmerie sergeants were re-routed,
thereby sparing a few fortunate Jews who never reached the German villages. These Jews
have testified to the weeks of aimless trudging in circles. The cold was intolerable, yet the
deportees had no shelter ; convoys were left in the fields to fend for themselves, while
the gendarmes hurried off in search of the nearest village.*'* The Jews had nowhere to run
in the little German kingdom by the Bug, and most Ukrainians did not want or dare to help
them. As Schlutter reported in telegrams, the Jews were left unguarded, and many perished
every day. The dead remained in the fields ; the problem of burial arose only in the spring.*"

Most convoys were eventually directed to Ukrainian villages in the Berezovka district,
where the Jews were housed in unused stables, storage sheds, and other structures on
farms. Others ended up in the ruins of villages emptied by war and by the SkR’s
evacuation of Ukrainian villagers. The gendarmes moved on, leaving the Ukrainian
militia to guard the deportees. News of their fate was not long in coming. The few
gendarmes scattered among the hundreds of villages primarily oversaw farming and were
too small in number to maintain order. Moreover, as noted by an SS officer at SkR
headquarters in Landau, the Romanians “did not wish to get their hands dirty ; "' even
their mass exterminations in the “kingdom of death” relied on the Ukrainian militia.
Thus, the convoys were dispersed outside Berezovka’s German villages so others would
do the dirty work.

The first known extermination of the Jews deported from Odessa took place on
January 31, 1942, in the village of Podoleanca, near the German enclave of Novo
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America, north of Veselinovo and Rastadt. Ten “German civilian police Selbstschutz,
took 200 Jews out of [Podoleanca], led them to the outskirts of the village, and shot them
dead.” The dead were burned, and their belongings taken to Novo America.?” The Jews
of Odessa learned what was to be their fate on February 1 from Major Ion Popescu, the
gendarmerie commander in Berezovka: “The Rastadt police shot 130 Jews from the
village of Novaya Uman, burned the bodies, and divided the spoils among the inhabitants
of the German villages.”*'® Two weeks later, Popescu reported :

The gendarme legion in Mostovoye informs us that the Jews in the work camp at Gradovka,
800 in number, were shot to death by the German police from the village of Rastadt. In
addition, [the legion] reports that there is no room for the Jews being exploited [for work] in
the villages of Dvoreanka, Kriniski, Cudznea, Maitova, Cotonea, and Ripeaki. [The legion]
proposes that approval be granted for the transfer of the 650 Jews located in the villages to the space
now available in the village of Gradovka, where they can be housed under good conditions.*"’

Over the next few months, gendarmerie bulletins referred to thousands of Jews
slaughtered by the SkR and the Selbstschutz. The Romanians transported the Jews and
prevented their escape; whereas, the Selbstschutz, under SkR orders, carried out the
extermination. The gendarmerie assembled Jews wherever the German death squads
could operate as quickly and efficiently as possible. The victims’ belongings fell to the
executioners. Unlike the Romanians, the Germans burned the bodies immediately to
avert epidemics. The SkR appealed to the Romanian authorities to block the convoys’
passage through or alongside German villages.?*

On March 9, German death squads from Mostovoye and Zavadovka murdered 772
Jews from the Jewish camp in the village of Cihrin. On March 13, outside the German
village of Cartaica, seventeen Germans “from SS units” gunned down 650 Jews from the
Julievka camp. “Before the execution, the Jews were stripped down to their shirts, and
their valuables, money, and clothing were taken by the German police to the village of
Cartaica. The corpses of the victims were burned.”*?! On March 16, it was reported that
120 Jews from the Catousea camp had been liquidated by an “SS police unit” consisting
of sixteen Germans from the German village of Nova Candeli, east of Berezovka ; these
Jews, too, were robbed just before their death. This report reveals the degree of
Romanian-German cooperation in exterminating Jews: Following the executions,
300 panic-stricken Jews fled the Lisinovka camp, but “[t]he gendarme legion was
ordered to capture them and return them to the camp.”*? In short, the gendarmerie held
the Jews in place, while the SkR killed them.
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On March 18, it was disclosed that 483 Jews “brought to [Bernadovka] from Odessa”
had been murdered by a German police unit from that village.>*® This time the SkR did
not have to travel, since the gendarmes led the Jews straight to the scene. And in late
May, the new gendarmerie commander, Colonel M. Iliescu, reported that SS police from
Lichtenfeld had murdered 1,200 Jews brought to the Suha-Verba collective farm.?*

Since we now have all the gendarmerie reports on the liquidation of Odessa Jewry, we
know that the SkR relayed the following to the RSHA in Berlin, almost as an after-
thought: “As of early May, the 28,000 Jews transported to the German villages in
Transnistria have been exterminated,” hence the disappearance of most Odessa Jews
deported by train. Not one survivor has been found. The German natives of this region,
who escaped to Germany, the United States, and Canada, have never admitted to geno-
cide. The West German State Attorney’s Office asserted in 1961 that no Jew in the
German settlement areas is known to have survived the VoMi era.**

In September 1942, 598 Jewish men, women, and children - mostly Bessarabians —
were deported from Bucharest to Mostovoye. And in early October, 150 Jews - allegedly
communists — were also transported to Transnistria. Handed over by the gendarmerie
there to the German death squad in Rastadt, the first group was immediately shot dead.
Only sixteen survived.**® In May 1942, the Army Headquarters asked the Conducdtor
whether the German policemen (SkR) are allowed to shoot thousands of Jews in the
Berezovka district and burn their corpses. Antonescu responded : “It is not the army’s
job to worry about this matter.”?’

During the summer of 1943, the Rastadt death squad executed more than 1,000 Jews
assembled in the village. Apparently for the first time, a witness survived to describe the
killings. We therefore have the only known testimony — apart from gendarmerie reports —
concerning the extermination method used by the Selbstschutz under VoMi command.
Jews handed over to the SkR were herded by the Romanian gendarmes into the courtyard
of the Berezovka Gendarme Legion’s headquarters. Told they would be transferred to
Mostovoye, the deportees were instead brought to Rastadt. The village, according to the
aforementioned witness, stood on a hill near Mostovoye :

When we arrived there... we found a large convoy. We were ordered to remove our clothes
and, at the same time, to hand over anything we had of value... Afterward they told us to line
up facing pits, where we saw something black. It was tar. We were on the slope, while the
Germans crowded together on the hilltop in their black clothes with the shiny armbands... We
stood there, thousands [actually hundreds] of Jews in the open field... Meanwhile the beasts
became drunk and began abusing all the pretty girls and women. They created a small wave of
panic by shooting several small children, whom they had wrenched from their mothers’
bosom. And then, drunk, their consciences no longer functioning, they began mowing down
row after row of people, under orders from a commander. The shots were accompanied by
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sounds of screeching and wailing that echoed throughout the German settlement. For [the
Germans], it was entertainment, a celebration. People fell, one after another or several at a
time, into the prepared pits. These filled up [quickly], since they were quite shallow ; they
were dug to be long rather than deep. At about 6 in the evening, the killing ended. Two [Jews]
remained standing. One was tied to a car and dragged across the ground at high speed, and the
other was run over by a speeding motorcycle driven by a drunken Nazi officer. All this took
place before our eyes. (...) The Germans had set the corpses on fire, and they burned like
straw, since [the Germans] had poured kerosene on them, and there was tar at the bottom of
the pit. There was great rejoicing in the Nazi camp.?

Immediately after the war, Soviet sources estimated that 20,000 Jews were murdered
this way in Rastadt and Suhaia (Suha) Balca, a sovkhoz north of Mostovoye.>*° The threat
of epidemics prompted the burnings, and the tar was apparently intended to avoid
contaminating water sources. The Romanian practice of throwing corpses into the Bug
had sparked intense criticism from local German officials, since the river provided
drinking water. Evidently, the Germans started torching the bodies in the mass graves in
the summer of 1942 or even later. Until then, corpses may have been cremated in
specially constructed facilities.

Rumors of body burnings by local Germans reached Alexianu’s interrogators in April
1946, prior to his trial in Bucharest. The killing of Jews was not their focus, but they did
ask the former governor where these atrocities had occurred. He replied : “[Jews] were
burned at Rostov. The Germans buried the corpses in antitank trenches. Afterwards they
brought gasoline, and the bodies were burned.”** Alexianu, a professor of law who
corrected every typographical error in his affidavits, “confused” Rostov with Rastadt.
Rastadt was a German village in Transnistria to which Jews were brought by the Roma-
nian gendarmes who reported directly to him ; Rostov was a Russian city some 750 kilometers
(466 miles) to the east. No one noticed this “mistake,” though in February 1942
Alexianu and Hoffmeyer had discussed the problem of the Jews shot to death and left
unburied in Rastadt.

The Transfer of Jews to SS Units across the Bug

In their haste to liquidate Ukrainian Jewry, by the spring of 1942 the Germans found
themselves short of slave labor to construct the Durchgangstrasse IV, the strategic
highway linking Poland to southern Ukraine. Therefore, the Transnistrian administration
began providing deportees from Romania as well as local Jews to the Nazi regime in
Ukraine and to SS squads of local Germans. The highway stretched from Lvov to Stalino,
north of the Sea of Azov, and east of Rostov (the gateway to the Caucasus Mountains and
Stalingrad). It also passed through Bratslav (west of the Bug) and through Nemirov,
Gaysin, Ivangorod, and Kirovograd (east of the Bug). Thousands of Romanian Jews
perished in the labor camps in these towns. SS squads periodically crossed over to the
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Romanian side of the Bug and brought back with them thousands of Jews at a time to
work on the highway. Ukrainian militia and volunteers from Lithuania helped to guard,
and later to liquidate, Jews on the German side of the river. The Jews supplied by the
Romanians, and ultimately delivered to their deaths, totaled at least 15,000.%!

In August 1942, the prefect of Tulcin (and former prefect of Berezovka), Loghin,
sought Alexianu’s permission to hand over 5,000 Jews to the SS for construction of the
Nemirov-Bratslav-Seminki-Gaysin segment of the highway. The prefect asked that the
governor accede to this request from “the headquarters of the SS squads,” since he
himself did not need those Jews for any large-scale project in his district and did not want
to continue feeding them.**? Alexianu approved the transfer.’*® The first “delivery”
consisted of some 3,000 Jews, most of whom had been deported from Cernduti two
months earlier. On August 18, an SS unit headed by SS Hauptsturmfiihrer (Captain)
Franz Kristoffel transferred them to the German side. The children and elderly were put
to death first, and by October 1943 most of the Jews had been killed - even those still
able to work.

On August 2, 1942, 200 Jews working on farms in Tulcin were handed over to the
Germans and loaded onto trucks for the journey across the Bug. Fifty-two children were
saved when their parents threw them off the vehicles : Jews and local farmers brought the
youngsters to the Tulcin ghetto. The Romanian authorities overlooked the rescue in
exchange for a large sum of money. By the time the children reached the ghetto on foot,
they were orphans.*** Another 100 deportees from Cerniuti were entrusted to the Ger-
mans on March 1, 1943. A survivor described his transfer to the work camp at Seminki,
near Bratslav :

It was known that the Germans in the labor camps across the Bug - and at the... work sites on
[the Romanian] side, such as Seminki and Bratslav — used bestial methods to kill many of the
Jewish deportees turned over to them. For this reason, the deportees considered their transfer
to the Germans a final and irreversible death sentence. On the Romanian side, they tortured us,
starved us, and let us freeze to death, but there was always some chance we might survive.?®

The German work camps across the Bug merit a separate study. Since the opening of
the archives in Ukraine, we can examine the role of the Romanian authorities in transfer-
ring Jews to the SS units in the Reichskommissariat Ukraine. The administration in
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Transnistria understood the significance of this act, and no Jews were handed over
without Romanian approval. Alexianu saw these transfers both as liquidation and a
means of threatening the deportees : work or else. On September 20, 1942, in Odessa,
the governor told the Eighth Conference of Prefects and senior administration officials :
“Prefects who have Jews and Gypsies must put them to work somewhere, in accordance
with the directive [Order no. 23] and the orders given. Those who do not wish to work
shall be transferred to the other side of the Bug. There, [the Germans] are willing to
accept them.”3%

Prefect Isopescu of Golta could not fulfill the German request for Jews, because he —
like his neighbors to the east — had “exhausted” his supply in the spring of 1942. In
March 1943, he wrote to Alexianu: “The German authorities across the Bug are asking
us to provide 2,000-3,000 Jews to work for them in exchange for food. Request approval
in principle and permission for the county of Berezovka to give us a certain number of
Yids from the camp at Mostovoye, since we do not have enough. We wish to send those
who refuse to work, the suspicious, and the useless.” Alexianu authorized the transfer of
deportees from Mostovoye, Slivina, and Vapniarka. Everyone knew these Jews would
never return.>’

Another project was the construction of a new bridge over the Bug, linking southern
Transnistria with the Reichskommissariat Ukraine. The Romanian segment of the bridge
connected Trihaty and the town of Ochakov, and construction was entrusted to German
firms from the Reich. Work began in spring 1943 and concluded that December. Four
thousand Jews, mostly deportees from Romania, were turned over to SS squads and held
in three camps on the Romanian side of the Bug (Trihaty, Varvarovka, and Kolosovka)
and two on the German side (Kurievka and Matievka). Initially, the Germans requested
1,500 “civilian workers” ; Antonescu himself decided to provide Jews.?*® The Romani-
ans dispatched Jewish youth and craftsmen from the counties that still actually had Jews :
Moghilev, Tulcin, Balta, Jugastru, and Rébnita. Balta released more than 800 Jews to the
Germans : 700 unskilled workers and 130 professionals.*** Moghilev sent several “ship-
ments,” totaling 829 Jews.>*° Tulcin supplied 1,000-2,000 and others as needed.**

Even the county of Golta was asked, in a letter from the governor, to place at the
Germans’ disposal “all [remaining] Gypsies aged 20-40” along with all able-bodied
Jews.>*? In October 1943, approximately 2,000 Jews were still alive in Golta; the
administration mobilized only fifty, as “the rest [were] sick and crippled.”*** The Roma-
nian Railway Authority in Transnistria handed over 400 “fit and healthy” Jews recruited
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from the ghettos to maintain its Juralevka-Tulcin line. The administration ordered that
“these Jews shall be made available to Einsatzgruppe Russland/Siid.”*** After a medical
exam, they were handed over to the gendarmes. That October, a gendarmerie representa-
tive transferred them to the Sonderkommando in Varvarovka, and they proceeded to lay
railroad tracks between Kolosovka and Trihaty. By early December, about 100 “strong”
laborers remained. The Railway Authority engineer who had approved their departure
two months earlier now requested that the survivors undergo an immediate physical
examination “by a certified Romanian physician, and that all the sick and those unequipped
to withstand the winter be returned to whichever ghetto they had come from,” with
others sent in their place.*®

Romanian and German Plans to Eliminate the Jews
from the Regat and Southern Transylvania

From February 1941 to August 23, 1944, the lives of Romanian Jews depended solely on
the wishes of Antonescu and his assessment of how the Jewish presence could serve
Romanian national interests. With the arrival in April 1941 of the Nazi advisor for Jewish
affairs, Gustav Richter, the approach to the “Jewish question” in Romania changed. In
his first report, Richter outlined future policy options ; but he did so without taking into
account the character of the country to which he had been sent, the personality of the
Romanian dictator, and the special relationship between Hitler and Antonescu. He also
did not realize the extent of German dependence on Romanian oil and wheat.>*

German Ambassador Killinger informed Berlin at the end of August 1941 that
Antonescu had concentrated 60,000 Jewish men from the Regat for forced labor and that
he intended to send them to the east “to areas just now occupied.”*"’ This information
seriously worried German authorities responsible for the annihilation of the Jews. It was
the first hint that Antonescu was determined to immediately solve the Jewish problem in
the Regat, too. According to an internal memo of the German Foreign Office sent to a
director of the Reichsbank, it was decided that deporting all Romanian Jews would hurt
Romania’s economy and the commitments the country had taken on vis-a-vis the Reich,
since Jews still held key positions in the economy. Moreover, “Aryanization” was still in
its early stages, and many Romanians had been drafted. It went on to warn that deporting
the Jews would “have a deleterious effect on the exchange of merchandise and on the new
German business initiatives.”**

The German Legation acted immediately, and about a week after Antonescu gave his
order to concentrate and deport 60,000 Jews, Mihai Antonescu was asked “to work
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toward removing the Jewish elements only in a slow, systematic manner.”** Unsigned
editorials reflecting the official government position appeared in the Romanian press at
the end of October 1941. They informed Romanians that “the Jewish question had
entered the final stage of solution, and no one in the world nor any miracle could prevent
its solution.” The government announced that Romania “is counted among the nations
prepared to cooperate resolutely in the Final Solution of the Jewish problem - not only
the local one, but also the European one.”**° Antonescu pledged to expel every Jew from
Romania : “No one and nothing can stop me, as long as I live, from carrying out the task
of purifying [ourselves]” from the Jews.**! Speaking to his ministers, he summarized the
war’s internal goals: “Gentlemen, as you know, one of the battles that I have promised
to wage is that of changing the face of this nation. I will turn this nation into a
homogeneous group. Anything foreign must leave slowly... any dubious Jewish element,
all the Jewish communists, are destined to go back where they came from. I will push
them to the Bug and from there they will move on... 7>

In mid-1942, Antonescu truly believed that victory would be achieved that very year
and that at issue was the final, large-scale effort to bring about the collapse of the USSR.
His policy toward the Jews stemmed from this belief. He wanted to succeed in making
Romania homogeneous, as he had promised the ministers; this included not only the
Jews, but also the Gypsies, though the Jews were his greatest concern. Toward the end of
that summer he began to prepare the plan to deport all the Jews of southern Transylvania.
On July 10, 1942, the head of the Conducdtor’s Military Cabinet presented to the
minister of interior Antonescu’s decision that in order “to make space, to offer shelter,
and to house the Romanian refugees from Northern Transylvania,” the government
should prepare an estimate of the Jews currently living in southern Transylvania and “to
investigate the sending to the Bug of all the Jews of [southern] Transylvania, with the
exception of intellectuals essential for our needs (physicians, engineers, and the like) and
industrialists required for running various industrial installations.”>>

In summer and autumn 1942, the following groups were on the verge of deportation :
most of the remaining Jews in Cernduti and southern Transylvania; people who had
broken the laws and orders of forced labor; Jewish communists, or whomever the
regime defined as such, and their sympathizers ; new converts to Christianity ; Jews who
had requested in autumn/winter 1940 to be repatriated to Bessarabia after the region had
be forcibly annexed to the USSR ; and the Roma. Thus, some 95,000-100,000 Jews were
destined for Transnistria. This plan, however, was not implemented.

Simultaneously, negotiations with Gustav Richter and the German government on the
general deportation of Romanian Jewry to the Belzec camp in Poland were nearing their
conclusion. These negotiations were held in secret to avoid arousing panic among the
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Jews and to keep from opposition circles - particularly from the chairman of the
Romanian National Peasant Party, Iuliu Maniu, and his colleagues — any hint of the
negotiations on the deportation of the Jewish population. When the impending deporta-
tion became publicly known, Maniu did indeed intervene to prevent it.>>*

Final destination: Belzec

The Belzec extermination camp in the Lublin district of Poland, in which Jews were
killed by means of a diesel engine that issued carbon monoxide, had been selected by the
RSHA and the German Foreign Office to serve as a mass grave for Romanian Jewry. In
June 1942 the camp was refurbished, and its capacity for extermination was enhanced
with the construction of six gas chambers larger than the previous three ; they could now
hold 1,000-1,200 victims at a time (half of the daily transport of 2,000 people) and kill
them in 20-30 minutes.> By September 1942 it was possible to exterminate a daily
transport of 2,000 Romanian Jews in about three hours.

Richter was not aware that Ion Antonescu had been told directly by Hitler about the
Final Solution, or that he and Mihai Antonescu as well as all Romanian diplomatic
missions in the Reich and German-occupied countries knew of the extermination camps
in Poland. The Romanian concept for deportation to Transnistria disturbed Richter and
ruined his plan and that of his superiors, since it agitated the Jews and propelled them to
turn for help to Romanian statesmen who had served in previous administrations.>>

The first notice about the Romanian agreement for deportation to Belzec is dated July
26, 1942. The chief of the Gestapo and head of Section IV of the RSHA, Gustav Miiller,
informed Undersecretary Martin Luther of the Foreign Office that the deportation of
Romanian Jews in special trains “to the East” was about to begin on September 10, 1942.
Miiller expressed the hope that there would be no opposition from the Foreign Office to
this action.*’ During his interrogation in Jerusalem, Eichmann confessed that he had
personally worded the letter bearing the signature of his superior, Miiller.*>® On August 11,
Luther indicated to Miiller that the Foreign Office had no opposition to the deportation
of the Romanian Jews to the East and that the person handling Jewish problems in
Bucharest, Radu Lecca, would be coming to Berlin to discuss in person “the conditions
for the planned deportation.” Luther also noted : “Mihai Antonescu agreed, in accord-
ance with the will of Marshal Antonescu, that the German authorities will carry out the
evacuation of the Jews from Romania and immediately begin the transports from the
counties of Arad, Timisoara, and Turda.”*%

354. Regarding Iuliu Maniu’s and fellow NPP members’ successful intervention against the deporta-
tion of the Romanian Jews, see Ancel, Contributii, vol. 2, part 2, pp. 245-248.

355. Encyclopedia of the Holocaust (Hebrew) (Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, Sifriyyat ha-Po’alim, 1990),
pp. 190-93.

356. Ancel, Documents, vol. 10, no. 99, p. 242.

357. Ibid., vol. 4, no. 41, p. 78.

358. Stenogram of Eichmann’s interrogation by the Israel Police, YVA, pp. 1768-1773. Eichmann
admitted that the term Sonderbehandlung (“special treatment”) that appears in the correspond-
ence on the treatment of Jews in Romania meant execution.

359. Ancel, Documents, vol. 4, no. 56, pp. 104-105.

360. Ibid., vol. 4, no. 60, p. 111.



FINAL REPORT 171

This is the first mention of the existence of a written commitment that Mihai
Antonescu wrote on behalf of Ion Antonescu. At the same time, Emil von Rintelen of the
German Foreign Office wrote a memorandum to his superior, Luther, about the prepa-
rations for the deportation of the Romanian Jews. In accordance with RSHA instructions,
Mihai Antonescu sent his agreement to the deportations in writing, and Rintelen added
a photocopy of the agreement.*® During Adolf Eichmann’s trial in Jerusalem, he stated
that Richter had received instructions to obtain such a commitment in writing.*** On
August 23, Eichmann summoned Richter to Berlin to participate in a meeting that would
take place on August 29 at RSHA headquarters.>®

The President of the Council of Ministers prepared a detailed plan regarding the
deportation operations, “which should include the entire Jewish population,” stipulating
very few exceptions.*** The deportation was ordered by Antonescu and mapped out “in
the minutest detail by the Ministry of Interior, based on the indications given by Mr. Mihai
Antonescu.”*® Radu Lecca succinctly summarized the Antonescu regime’s intention :
“to evacuate to Poland all Jews found to be useless in the field of national work.”**® Thus,
the Romanianization Ministry eagerly anticipated the lodgings it would obtain following
the “decongestion of the capital, i.e., of the Jewish lodgings emptied by expulsions and
emigrations.”>%’

Except for 17,000 Jews considered “useful” to the national economy or possessing
special privileges, the Antonescu regime agreed to the deportation of the entire Jewish
minority of Romania — 292,149 people, according to a May 1942 census - to the Belzec
death camp. While the Romanian press was completely silent about anything related to
the deportation of Jews, the German press was not.’*® It must be noted that local
commanders of the police as well as the Sigurantd pointed out that the deportation of the
Jews would ultimately be harmful to Romanian interests in Transylvania. The Sigurantd
in Timisoara reported that the city’s Jews had been in a panic and had been preparing to
sell property from the moment they learned of the possible deportation.>®

On September 22, Mihai Antonescu left to meet with Hitler, Ribbentrop, and German
army commanders in Vinnitsa. These meetings turned out to be decisive for the fate of
the Romanian Jews. In September 1942, Mihai Antonescu feared not only for the fate of
Northern Transylvania, but for the Antonescu regime in general. He had come to
Vinnitsa to ask Hitler for “political guarantees” (the return of Northern Transylvania)
and the completion of equipping the Romanian divisions with arms. All of his requests
were rejected, except for a personal promise from Hitler guaranteeing the borders of
Romania. Ribbentrop asked Mihai Antonescu to honor the commitment he had given in
writing to Eichmann’s emissary in Romania - to turn over the Jews of Romania to the
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Nazis.>” At the same time, the Romanian demands were rebuffed one by one, and even
the promises by Keitel and Hitler to provide arms remained empty. Moreover, Mihai
Antonescu returned without any promise about the future of Northern Transylvania.
Romania had given everything and received nothing. Hungary gave only a part of her
army and had not yet turned over its Jews.

Mihai Antonescu’s meeting with Hitler in Vinnitsa, Ukraine, on September 22-23,
approached military issues as well as the deportation of Romanian Jews. Mihai Antonescu
felt this meeting was so important that he decided to forgo its protocol. The German
minutes of these talks reveal that Ribbentrop requested that Mihai Antonescu continue
the work of exterminating the Jews, as he had in the past. Mihai Antonescu met three
times with Ribbentrop in Vinnitsa, where the issue of hastening the annihilation came up
explicitly, and he did not reject the Final Solution. It was at these same meetings,
however, that his faith in Germany’s ability to win the war was shaken.*”!

Later, in a government meeting held on October 13, 1942, Mihai Antonescu an-
nounced a change in policy regarding the Jews : transports of Jews across the Dniester
were to be suspended.®”* On the surface it seemed that Mihai Antonescu - in saying that
“one must act systematically” - had adopted Richter’s suggestions word for word ; in
fact, he meant something completely different. Antonescu referred instead to the revoca-
tion of authority to deport Jews by the General Staff, Ministry of Interior, and all other
offices that had dealt with the Jews, their property, and their labor. Words such as deporta-
tion, evacuation, and transport would henceforth disappear from official communiqués.

The link between the cessation of the deportations to Transnistria and the suspension
of the deportation to Poland was put in writing by the deputy director-general of
Antonescu’s Cabinet, Gheorghe Basarabeanu, on November 4, 1942, in a note to the
Romanian Railway Administration (CFR). In response to a query from the head of the
CFR as to whether or not the Jews of Romania would be deported to the General
Gouvernement, Besarabeanu replied : “At the Ministers’ Council of October 13, 1942,
we decided to stop the deportation of the Jews.”*”® The plan’s suspension resulted not
from some latent humanity but from the realization that German and Romanian interests
no longer coincided : the Romanian army was in a difficult position at Stalingrad, and -
despite all material (food, oil, natural resources) and human sacrifices — Hitler would
never return Northern Transylvania to Romania. Romania, it seemed, had given every-
thing and received nothing, while Hungary had given little, had not yet renounced its
Jews, but had retained Transylvania.
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The Situation of Jews Living Abroad

The Romanian Foreign Ministry suffered from the legal chaos emerging from the contra-
dictory instructions of the Antonescu administration concerning the legal status of the
Romanian Jews living abroad. According to international convention, Romanian consu-
lates were expected to protect Romanian citizens abroad, regardless of their “national-
ity.” In May 1941 this protection was withdrawn from the Jews whose citizenship had
been “revised” as well as from Jews born in Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina (now
held by the USSR) ; in summer 1942 Romania backtracked and once again treated Jews
born in Bessarabia and Bukovina as its citizens.*™

In January 1942, Romanian Jews in Amsterdam had to declare their assets before the
upcoming deportations. The Romanian Consulate requested instructions on February 12
and learned that General Vasiliu opposed their repatriation.?”> In March, Romanian
citizens of Jewish ancestry in Germany and Austria were forced to wear the yellow star
under orders from the Gestapo. This discriminatory measure applied to Croatian and
Slovak (not to mention German and Austrian) Jews, but not to Hungarian, Bulgarian,
Turkish, Italian, or Swiss. Furthermore, Romanian Jews in Berlin had to hand over furs,
wool items, typewriters, bicycles, and cameras. The Romanian consulates in Berlin and
Vienna, assured by German officials of the existence of an “agreement” between the
Romanian and German governments, requested clarification from the Romanian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs, which in turn requested the same from the German Legation in
Bucharest.>’® While this bureaucratic exchange continued, in occupied Bohemia and
Moravia the first Jewish families with Romanian passports were interned at Theresienstadt.>"’

In a July 1942 meeting in Berlin with Counselor Vileanu, Kligenfuss, a German Foreign
Office official, asserted that Ion Antonescu “had agreed with Ambassador Killinger that
Romanian citizens of Jewish ancestry in Germany and the occupied territories should be
treated in the same fashion as German Jews.”*’® German Legation Counselor Steltzer did
the same in Bucharest on August 8, in his meeting with Gheorghe Davidescu from the
Romanian Foreign Office. As early as November 1941 Killinger told Auswdrtiges Amt,
that Antonescu had approved the intention of the Reich to deport Romanian Jews under
German jurisdiction to eastern ghettos together with German Jews; the Romanian
government “had stated no interest in bringing Romanian Jews back to Romania.”*”

In the course of a discussion held on August 10, 1942, between Mihai Antonescu,
Radu Lecca, and Richter, Richter alluded to the approval Ion Antonescu had originally
given to Killinger. Mihai Antonescu concluded :

We have to realize that Romania has no interest in seeing Romanian Jews who have settled
abroad returning. Henceforth the following instructions should be followed :
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As regards German Jews living among us, the expired German passports should be can-
celled and replaced with provisional certificates. It should be made obligatory for real property
to be declared and [the documents] kept strictly up to date.

With regard to Romanian Jews in Germany, the Protectorate, and in the General Gouvernement,
as well as those in the occupied territories, word will be sent to the Berlin Legation and the
concerned consular offices that the measures to be undertaken have been agreed upon with the
Romanian Government. The issue that interests us is the real estate of Romanian nationals
abroad, the administration of this property, and the various means of liquidating it. The Berlin
Legation and its subordinate Consulate is asked to draw up a register...3

The direct impact of the agreement as well as Mihai Antonescu’s exchanges with Richter
on August 10 was the deportation of nearly 1,600 Romanian citizens of Jewish ancestry
living in Germany and Austria (our last statistics, for 1939, indicated 1,760, of whom
618 were in the former Austria®') ; of an unknown number from occupied Bohemia and
Moravia, Poland, and Holland; and of 3,000 more from France. Most perished in
concentration camps.®® According to the September 1942 estimates of the Romanian
chargé d’affaires in Berlin, M. Stanescu, most Romanian-Jewish residents of Germany
had already been deported.*** On October 15, 1942, all Romanian Jews in Prague were
arrested.*®* The massive deportation of Romanian Jews from France began in late Sep-
tember 1942. (Deportations of Romanian Jews had taken place before that time, as well.)

More than 3,000 Romanian citizens of Jewish ancestry were deported between March 27,
1942, when the first convoy with a Romanian Jew left France, and September 25, 1942,
when the thirty-seventh convoy left, this time filled mostly with Romanian Jews. A number
of Romanian Jews found themselves among 2,000 of their co-religionists deported from
Malines, Belgium.?®® On March 25, 1943, a sweep of Romanian Jews in Vienna be-
gan ; ** a round-up of Croatian, Slovakian, and Romanian Jews began in Berlin on April 6 ;
Hungarian, Bulgarian, and Swedish Jews went untouched.*®” With Mihai Antonescu’s
approval, the Romanian legation in Berlin began granting entry visas and requesting the
German authorities to provide Romanian Jews with the same treatment as Hungarian Jews.*®

Because of the change in the Romanian government policy concerning the protection
of the Romanian Jews abroad at the end of spring 1943, the German occupation authori-
ties in France and Belgium stopped arresting Romanian Jews. Twelve of the latter were
repatriated from Belgium.*’ In November 1943, the arrests of Romanian Jews in France
did resume, but only briefly; on November 8 the Romanian Ambassador in Vichy
affirmed that all arrests had ended, and all Romanian Jews were required to return to
Romania by December 31.°*® On December 3, the same representative interceded with
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the German police chief in Lyon to cease interfering with repatriation.*' It is estimated
that more than 4,000 Romanian Jews in France survived as a result of such diplomatic
interventions, several hundred being repatriated on a train that crossed Reich territory.*
In fact, even though the repatriated Jews were supposed to be deported to Transnistria,
TIon Antonescu consented to their remaining in Romania.*

Statistical Data on the Holocaust in Romania
and the Territories under Its Control

In 1930, 756,930 Jews lived in Greater Romania. They comprised 4.2 percent of the
country’s eighteen million inhabitants. By 1940 slightly fewer than 800,000 Jews lived
in Romania according to the director-general of the Central Institute of Statistics of
Romania. This number, from the yearly updates published by the Institute, is based on
the results of the 1930 census.*** Archival materials collected both before and after the
opening of archives in the former communist countries have been used to evaluate the
number of Jewish victims, deportees, and survivors ; this includes data from Romanian
archives as well as from Soviet archives (Chisindu, Odessa, Nikolaev, Moscow-Ossobi).
Copies of the original documents can be found in the archives of the United States
Holocaust Memorial Museum and Yad Vashem. In addition to the information these
documents provide regarding the fate of Jews under Romanian rule, they also reveal that
the Antonescu regime carefully monitored the extermination process.

The Number of Jews in Bessarabia and Bukovina in August 1941

Bessarabia. At the end of August in 1941, after the order to “cleanse the land” had been
issued and partially carried out, the Romanian gendarmerie counted 55,887 Jews left in
Bessarabia and Bukovina. However, there were other Jews not included in the count. The
“disorder” that took place in the Chisindu ghetto - the pillage of Jews for personal rather
than state profit — angered Antonescu, who ordered the establishment of an investigative
commission led by Colonel Niculescu.*? The commission’s report containing the Antonescu
administration’s orders to kill the Jews, basically confirms the number of Jews counted
in Bessarabia (55,867 Jews, not including the county of Hotin), and also mentions
25,000 other Jews “who died a natural death, escaped or were shot.”* The total number
of Jews found there, then, amounted to roughly 80,000.
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By the end of July 1941, before the official surrender of Transnistria to the Romanian
administration, Romanian soldiers and gendarmes concentrated tens of thousands of Jews
in northern Bessarabia and began forcing them to leave Bessarabia by crossing the
Dniester River, shooting hundreds of them and throwing their bodies into the river. Up
to 32,000 Jews were forced to cross the Dniester by late July/early August 1941. This
figure is derived from various reports and orders the gendarmes were given to prevent
the return of these Jews to Bessarabia. Of the roughly 32,000, a mere 12,600 escaped ;
they were subsequently pushed back to Bessarabia from Ukraine via Cosauti and in-
terned in the Vertujeni camp.**’ At least 8,000 and up to 20,000 Jews were killed on the
Ukrainian side of the Dniester by German and Romanian soldiers.**® Thus 32,000 Jews
must be added to the roughly 80,000 found in Bessarabia by the Romanian army. This
amounts to 112,000 Jews living in Bessarabia at the time of its occupation. But this figure
is incomplete. In Ukraine, as of August 16, 1941, the German army had captured at least
11,000 Jews trying to flee to Russia.**® Therefore, at the beginning of the Romanian
occupation of Bessarabia, there were at least 122,000 Jews.

Bukovina. According to an April 9, 1942, report by the governor of Bukovina,
103,172 Jews lived there before the deportations, and there were 11,923 Jews living in
Dorohoi.*” In total, there were 170,962 Jews living in Bukovina and Bessarabia at the
beginning of deportations and after the implementation of the order to cleanse the land.

The Number of Jews Killed during the “Cleansing of the Land”
in the Transit Camps and during the Deportations

The exact number of Jews killed from the beginning of July to the end of August 1941
remains unknown, as does the number of Jews who managed to escape to the Soviet
Union. What is known from government documents is that most Jews from villages and
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towns in southern Bukovina and in Bessarabia were murdered by the Romanian army and
local population. Likewise, it is known that Einsatzgruppe D killed thousands of Jews in
Cernduti and Bessarabia. The only figures about the number of Jews murdered are those
mentioned in Romanian documents : up to 25,000 in Bessarabia (the Nicolescu report)
and up to 20,000 during the “hasty deportations.”*’! Additionally, the rescuer Traian
Popovici refers to roughly 15,000 Jews murdered by their neighbors and the Romanian
army in the villages and towns of Northern Bukovina.**> More than 45,000 Jews — though
probably closer to 60,000 — were killed in Bessarabia and Bukovina.

The Number of Jews Deported

There were 147,712 Jews deported in 1941, according to the reports of the governors of
Bukovina and Bessarabia to the Ministry for the Administration of Bukovina, Bessarabia,
and Transnistria (CBBT). Out of these, 91,845 were from Bukovina (including the
counties of Hotin and Dorohoi) and 55,867 were from Bessarabia.*”

It is possible that the real number was higher. The December 15, 1941, report of Gen.
C.Z. Vasiliu, inspector-general of the gendarmerie, indicated that 108,002 Jews from
Bessarabia and Bukovina were deported to three counties (judefe) in eastern Transnistria
along the Bug River: 47,545 were interned in Tulcin; 30,981 in Balta; and 29,476 in
Golta.*** On December 24, 1941, the SSI reported to Antonescu that in western
Transnistria - west of the Jmerinka-Odessa railroad, to be more precise — there were
56,000 Jews from Bessarabia and Bukovina and a small number of Jews in other coun-
ties.** These two reports were drafted around the same time and discuss two different areas
of deportation. They suggest that in December 1941 there were at least 164,000 Roma-
nian Jews in Transnistria. To this figure must be added 6,737 Jews deported in 1942 —
4,290 from Bukovina,**® 231 from Bessarabia, and 2,216 from the Regar and southern

401. National Police Headquarters report to Central Information Service, August 27, 1941, Bucharest
State Archives, Presidency of the Council of Ministers, Cabinet Collection, file no. 71/1941, p. 91.
Regarding this convoy, see also: correspondence between General Headquarters and the army
pretor, in Carp, op. cit., vol. 3, pp. 104-106.

402. Ibid., vol. 3, p. 182.

403. Reports to Presidency of the Council of Ministers, 1942, Foreign Ministry Archive, Problem 33,
vol. 22 ; copy in USHMM, RG 25.006, roll 11.

404. Report of Vasiliu, December 9, 1941, Archive of the Ministry of Interior, file no. 18844, vol. 3 ;
copy in USHMM, RG 25.004M, roll 64. Gustav Richter, Eichmann’s envoy in Romania, reported
on October 17, 1941, that Antonescu had sent 110,000 Jews from Bessarabia and Bukovina into
Transnistria along the Bug River, “in order to exterminate them”; Nuremberg Documents,
PS-3313, Der Prozes gegen die Hauptkriegverbrecher vor dem Internationalen Militiargerichtshof
Niirnberg, vol. 31 (Nuremberg: n.p., 1949), pp. 183-184. Germans refused to receive Jews
across the river, and these 108,002 Jews subsequently disappeared from all documents and
statistics on deportees.

405. Report from the SSI to the Prime Minister’s office on the transfer of Jews, December 24, 1941,
State Archives of the Prime Minister’s Office, Military Cabinet Collection, file no. 86/1941,
pp. 325-327; copy in USHMM, RG 25.002M, roll 18. These other counties were: Iampol
(262 Jews), Rébnita, (427 Jews), and Tiraspol (70 Jews).

406. Ancel, Documents, vol. 1, no. 43, p. 287.



178 INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION ON THE HOLOCAUST IN ROMANIA

Transylvania.*”” After this deportation, only 17,159 Jews were left in Bukovina (not
including the Dorohoi district), of which 16,794 lived in Cernauti. Together with the
Jews in Dorohoi they formed a Jewish population of 19,475 people.*® In all, the total
number of Jewish deportees from Bessarabia, Bukovina, Dorohoi and the Regat was
between 154,449 (147,712 plus 6,737) and 170,737 people (164,000 plus 6,737).

The Number of Romanian Jews Who Survived in Transnistria

On November 15, 1943, an official report sent to the Presidency of the Council of
Ministers of the Romanian government indicated that 49,927 Jews were alive in Transnistria,
of which 6,425 were originally from the Regat.*® The conclusion that can be drawn is
that until November 15, 1943, between 104,522 and 120,810 Romanian citizens of Jewish
descent died in Transnistria.

The Fate of Local Jews in Transnistria

According to the 1939 Soviet census, 331,000 Jews lived in Transnistria, of whom 200,961
resided in Odessa.*” The Romanian occupation authorities found between 150,000 and
200,000 Jews in Transnistria. According to Romanian and Soviet sources, up to
25,000 Jews were shot, hanged, or burned alive in Odessa. Soviet authorities reported
that they had exhumed 22,000 bodies in Dalnic alone.*! Additionally, there were Jews shot
in the street and elsewhere who could be added to this number. According to the prefect
of Golta, Modest Isopescu, approximately 10,000 local Jews were killed in Golta county
at the beginning of November 1941 before the establishment of the Bogdanovka camp.*?

In January and February 1942, between 33,000 and 35,000 Jews were deported by
train from Odessa to Berezovka.*? Of these, 28,000 were executed by the SS. Thousands
of Jews (maybe around 30,000) from the city and county of Odessa were marched to
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Bogdanovka in late 1941.4* There were 32,433 Jews “evacuated from Transnistria” who
were probably deported to Golta and liquidated there. According to German documen-
tation, the testimonies of survivors, and the Romanian trial records, 75,000 Jews (most
of them locals) were murdered in Bogdanovka, Domanovka, and Akmechetka in late
1941 and early 1942. In September 1942, the secretary general of the Government of
Transnistria acknowledged that 65,000 local Jews had “disappeared” (code for killed) from
the county of Odessa.*" In addition, according to a Romanian report 14,500 local Jews from
Transnistria were forced across the Bug River, where they were killed by the Germans.*°

The Soviet authorities estimated that 150,038 Jews were murdered in the counties of
Golta and Berezovka.”” On November 1, 1943, Third Army Headquarters recorded
70,770 Jews living in Transnistria, of whom 20,029 were local Jews.*® Based on these
numbers, between 115,000 and 180,000 local Jews were murdered or perished in
Transnistria. At the end of the Romanian occupation, only 20,000 local Jews were left in
Transnistria. At least 15,000 Jews from Regat perished during the Holocaust (in the
pogrom of Iasi and the deportations to Transnistria).

Various researchers have calculated different estimates of the death toll of Romanian
and Ukrainian Jews under Romanian administration during the Holocaust. Dinu C.
Giurescu counts at least 108,710 Romanian Jews who died in Transnistria; but this
number does not take into account the Ukrainian Jewish victims or the Jews killed on the
spot in Bessarabia and Bukovina. According to Dennis Deletant, between 220,000 and
270,000 Romanian and Ukrainian Jews perished in Transnistria, while Radu Ioanid
asserts that at least 250,000 Jews died under Romanian jurisdiction. Matatias Carp
mentions 264,900 Romanian Jews missing, but this does not include Ukrainian Jewish
victims. Raul Hilberg cites the destruction of 270,000 Jews under the Romanians, as does
Mark Rozen, who counts roughly 155,000 Romanian Jews and 115,000 Ukrainian Jews
killed in Transnistria. Finally, Jean Ancel maintains that 310,000 Jews perished in
Transnistria alone, and to this must be added another 100,000 Jews killed in Bessarabia
and Bukovina during the 1941 campaign in these provinces.*”’

In summary, the total number of Romanian and Ukrainian Jews who perished in
territories under Romanian administration is between 280,000 and 380,000.

doctor Gheorghe Tataranu, director of Transnistria’s Health Department on the typhus epidemic
in the region, 35,000 Jews evacuated from Odessa, Nikolaev Archives, 2178-1-424, p. 8.

414. Commander of Berezovka Gendarme Legion to the prefect, January 31, 1942, Odessa Archives,
2361-39, p. 15.

415. Gendarmerie commander in Transnistria to Transnistria Government, September 11, 1942, ibid.,
p- 161.

416. Minutes of talks between Davidescu and Steltzer, March 13, 1942, Foreign Ministry Archive,
Problem 33, vol. 16, p. 58; copy in USHMM, RG 25.006M, roll 6.

417. Note from Odessa section of Soviet Communist Party, December 31, 1944, Odessa CPSU
Archive, 2-2-52, p. 25.

418. Special Archives in Moscow, 493-1-6, p. 187; Ancel, Documents, vol. 7, no. 393, p. 547.

419. Dinu C. Giurescu, Romania in al doilea rdazboi mondial (Bucharest: All Educational, 1999),
pp- 70, 91 ; Dennis Deletant, “Ghetto Experience in Golta, Transnistria, 1942-1944,” Holocaust
and Genocide Studies, vol. 18, no. 1 (2004), p. 2 ; Radu loanid, The Holocaust in Romania : The
Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu Regime, 1940-1944 (Chicago: Ivan R.
Dee, 2000), p. 289 ; Hilberg, op. cit., vol. 3, p. 1220; Carp, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 19; Marcu
Rozen, The Holocaust under the Antonescu Government : Historical and Statistical Data about
Jews in Romania, 1940-1944, 3™ rev. ed. (Bucharest : ARIVH, 2004), p. 109 ; Ancel, Transnistria,
vol. 1, p. 531.






The Exclusion of Jews from Romanian Society
during the Antonescu Governments
with and without the Iron Guard: Anti-Semitic Legislation,
Romanianization and Expropriation

Marshal Antonescu on Romanianization

When he assumed power in September 1940, Ion Antonescu outlined his policy priorities
and stressed, “The program I will submit to your collective judgment is rooted entirely
in the tenets of integral nationalism.”' According to the Conducdtor, “integral national-
ism” meant intolerance of ethnic pluralism and the elimination of “foreigners,” espe-
cially Jews, from all facets of Romanian society as part of a project of ethnic homogenization
of the Romanian nation. “Integral nationalism” was the foundation of the Romanianization
program adopted by Antonescu, and the anti-Jewish measures he signed into law were
the main instruments for conducting the process. According to Mihai Antonescu, the
enforcement of this legislation “contributed to the shedding of the foreign plague from
Romanian ownership structures and cracked down on Jewish domination in Romanian
economic life.”?

Outlined by Antonescu as early as September 1940, Romanianization was presented
as a large-scale “national-social reform,” and it would outlast Antonescu’s removal of
the Legion from government. Immediately after the repression of the Legionary rebel-
lion in 1941, Antonescu declared :

This state shall base its policies on the primacy of Romanianism in all domains of life. I
pledge to unhesitatingly enforce all reforms necessary for the elimination of foreign influences
and the safeguarding of our national interest. The struggle of the grand German National
Socialist revolution and fascist achievements shall serve as guideposts of experience to be
adapted to Romanian needs in order to graft on our realities the new world supported by the
achievements in organization of these peoples.>

Antonescu’s Romanianization policies were not the outcome of a decision made in the
context of the necessities of war. Rather, they expressed his adherence to the doctrine of
extreme right nationalism rooted in the developments in Romania during the second half
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of the nineteenth century. For him, Romanianization was a crucial problem, the corner-
stone of the new state he intended to create.

To this end, the Conducdtor announced he would issue laws outlining the main
principles of Romanianization and the stages in which this process would unfold.*
Antonescu never claimed that he would use violent, revolutionary means to achieve the
objectives of Romanianization. Rather, in order to avoid an economic collapse, he
envisioned Romanianization more as a gradual, staged process, in contrast to the Iron
Guard’s brutal, corrupt approach.’ However, it is evident that Antonescu differed from
the Legion only with respect to the methods, and not the desirability, of Romanianization.
Yet, the legislation and “civilized means” promised by Antonescu were no less abusive
in terms of the dispossession of Jewish property and rights.

The Racial Nature of Anti-Jewish Legislation Passed
between 1940 and 1944

The first law to frame the new legal status of Jews in Romania and express integral
nationalism and Nazi-style political racism was signed on August 8, 1940, by King
Carol II, Ion Gigurtu, President of the Council of Ministers, and 1.V. Gruia, minister of
justice and law professor at the University of Bucharest.® This decree-law excluded the
Jews from many of the benefits of citizenship granted to them by the 1923 Constitution
by legally and politically distinguishing between “Romanians by blood” (romdni de
sange) and “Romanian citizens.” Emphasizing the significance of “blood” and “race” to
the nation and state was a basic principle of the Nazi worldview.”

According to this first law, “the concept of the nation can now be construed less as a
legal or political community and more as an organic, cultural community based on the
law of blood, from which an entire hierarchy of political rights emerges ; for the law of
blood contains all cultural, spiritual and ethical opportunities... The defense of Roma-
nian blood constitutes the moral guarantee for the acknowledgement of supreme political
rights.”® In the Romanian context, the “laws of blood” referred to ethical, spiritual, and
cultural characteristics, rather than to physical characteristics. On the basis of these
general considerations, the law regulated the legal status of Jews in Romania with regard
to their participation in religious, political, and economic life. It did not attempt to
deprive the Jews of citizenship, since in the new context Romanian citizenship was
irrelevant.
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The Classification of Jews in Romania

The August 8, 1940 law placed Jews into three categories. The first’ category included
Jews who had entered Romania after December 30, 1918 ; these Jews were subject to
major prohibitions. The second category was comprised of those Jews who had been
naturalized on individual basis until December 30, 1918, who had served in the army in
either the 1877-1878 war of independence or World War I, war orphans, and the
descendents of the excepted categories of Jews. But Jews in neither of these categories
were considered to be part of the national community, and they were subject to restric-
tions on owning property in rural areas and in qualifying for public service jobs. Most
Jews in Romania fell into the third category.” These were the Jews who had become
citizens according to decree-laws of 1919. Jews in the first and the third categories were
prohibited from taking public service jobs, buying property, pursuing military careers,
becoming lawyers or notaries public, being appointed members of a corporate board,
owning businesses in rural areas, liquor stores, movie theaters, publishing houses,
publications, and Romanian media outlets. All Jews were prohibited from taking Roma-
nian names. " Jewish religion and spiritual life were not considered to be integrated into
the Romanian religious and spiritual community to which Jews were ordered to pay
respect.'? The law defined Jews by merging - in the spirit of the Nuremberg laws — the
dual criteria of ritual and ancestry : a person was considered to be a Jew if he or she
practiced Judaism or was born to parents of the Judaic faith, even if the same person had
converted to Christianity or was an atheist. One could be considered Christian only if his
or her parents had converted prior to the birth of the child.'?

The Antonescu Regime and the Jews

Although hostile to the Royal Dictatorship, Antonescu’s regime did not abrogate this
1940 law. On the contrary, he used its principles as the ideological foundation for its
anti-Jewish laws. Moreover, defining the Jew remained an essential problem in the
context of the anti-Jewish legislation under Antonescu, too, even though that definition
ultimately changed. For example, the new regime decreed that a person with even one
Jewish parent, irrespective of whether that parent had converted to Christianity before
the child’s birth, would be considered a Jew, as “the mystery of baptism could not change
the destiny of Jewish blood.”'*

Under Antonescu, every law included a special article on the definition of a Jew, and
the criteria varied from one law to the next. The criterion of having at least one Jewish
parent (regardless of whether one or both parents were Christians at the time of the

9. Ibid.

10. Ibid.

11. Ibid.

12. Ibid.

13. Ibid.

14. Ioan Cezar Duma, “Criteriul sangelui,” Pandectele romanizdarii, 1, no. 10 (November 8, 1941),
p- 306.
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child’s birth) was preserved in the law nationalizing urban buildings and Jewish rural
property. According to the laws on the situation of the Jews in the educational system and
the Romanianization of forced labor in industrial enterprises, persons born to both
Jewish parents or only a Jewish father were defined as Jewish, whereas the decree-law on
doctors’ professional associations defined Jews as an “ethnic group of the Mosaic reli-
gion or converts to Christianity.” In contrast, the law on military obligations of Jews
preserved the definition from the August 8, 1940, law, which held that Jews were those
born to Jewish parents or a Jewish father, while the decree-law annulling apprenticeship
contracts deemed a person Jewish simply by virtue of having only one Jewish grandpar-
ent — either maternal or paternal (i.e., the grandparent practiced Judaism or married into
a family that did).

By defining Jewishness in different laws, the Romanian government demonstrated
that political racism was at the heart of anti-Jewish legislation. Jews were not punished
for what they did, but for what they were. Jewishness itself was the mark of inferiority
and having it was criminalized. Accordingly, the government adopted measures to ex-
clude Jews from Romanian society and defend the “Romanian blood.” In order to ensure
that this “defense” would have a real effect, the Antonescu regimes prohibited marriage
between “Romanians by blood” and those whom it defined as “Jews.” Also, Jews were
prohibited from conversion to the Christian faith. These measures were taken because
“the ethnic being of the Romanian nation must be protected against mixing with Jewish
blood.” ' The same motivation was used to prohibit Jews from hiring Romanian servants.'®

On December 16, 1941, Ion Antonescu signed the law mandating a census of ethnic
Jews. This law ordered that the Jews be counted in order to provide the government with
a complete statistical picture of the Jewish presence in all domains of life and to enable
a comprehensive definition of Jewishness - one that would conform to Romania’s na-
tional interest and racial principles.'’

But the racial character of the anti-Jewish legislation was not defined only through the
laws that expressly provided for the defense of “Romanian blood,” but also in regulations
on the definition of the Jew and the discrimination of Jews relative to other ethnic groups
in Romania. This body of laws adopted by the Antonescu regimes fit the framework of
racial laws that entered into force at the beginning of the forties in those European
countries that became part of the political system of the continental Holocaust.

Statutory Exclusion of Jews
from the Economic, Cultural, and Public Life in Romania

Propaganda supporting the exclusion of Jews from Romanian society increased tremen-
dously during the early thirties. Extremist journals, such as Sfarmd Piatrd or Porunca
vremii, continuously denounced the Jewish “invasion” in various domains of life and
exposed Jews who adopted Romanian names or pseudonyms. Nevertheless, at the end of

15. Decree-law no. 711, March 7, 1941, in Legislatia, no. 33, p. 120.

16. Decree-law no. 504, March 8, 1944, in ibid., p. 262.

17. Arhiva Nationala Istorica Centrala (ANIC), fond Presidency of the Council of Ministers, Cabinet,
file no. 107/1991, p. 161.
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1937 anti-Semitic propaganda was not a state endeavor. It would become so only during
the Goga government (December 1937 — February 1938)'®. The Gigurtu government
passed the first law that was based on the principles of Nazi-style political racism in
August 1940.' The proclamation of the National Legionary State in Romania in Septem-
ber 1940 led to the promulgation of Romanianization laws. During the period when Ion
Antonescu governed with the Iron Guard (September 1940 - January 1941), acts of
terror against the Jewish population and extensive theft of Jewish property by the
Legionnaires accompanied the anti-Jewish legislation.

The Expropriation of Jewish Property Located in Rural Areas

Romanianization of the Jewish property through legislation began with the expropriation
of rural Jewish property. What distinguished the Antonescu legislation on rural property
(the laws of October 4, 1940, November 12, 1940, and May 4, 1941) from the August 8,
1940, Gigurtu law was that the latter allowed Jewish landowners to sell their property to
blood Romanians, with the Romanian state having first bid in the case of multiple
offers.? The laws under Antonescu, on the other hand, ordered the nationalization of
rural Jewish property upon the official publication of these laws in Monitorul Oficial.
Among the types of “rural property” subject to expropriation were arable and infertile
land, hay lands, orchards and vineyards, animal farms and animal stock, vegetable
gardens, pastures, forests, ponds, lakes, cereals in stock, tools, mansions and all build-
ings, railways and other means of transportation, and agricultural, food-processing, and
lumber-processing equipment. In short, these laws prohibited Jews from acquiring or
owning any form of rural property on Romanian territory. Together with the deportation
of Jews who lived in the countryside to the cities, the expropriation of rural Jewish
property ensured the complete Romanianization of Romanian villages.? As a result of
their enforcement, the Romanian state became the owner of 40,035 hectares of land
worth 5,063,364,350 lei, 47,455 hectares of forests worth 2,585,980,700 lei, and 323 cereal
mills and breweries, as well as other industrial equipment important to the rural economy,
worth 1,851,341,940 lei.?

In terms of Jewish property in the territories liberated by Romanian troops after
Romania entered the war (June 22, 1941), a special law was adopted on September 3,
1941, which ordered the nationalization of Jewish possessions in Bessarabia and North-
ern Bukovina “without any notice or any other formalities.”** By implementing this law,
the Romanian state became the new owner of 27,091 hectares of arable land and 141 pieces
of agricultural equipment.?* The property of the Jewish deportees to Transnistria from

18. Decree-law no. 169, January 21, 1938, in Legislatia, no. 1, pp. 21-32.

19. Decree-law no. 2650, August 8, 1940, in ibid., no. 3, pp. 37-50.

20. Decree-law no. 3347, October 4, 1940, in ibid., no. 18, pp. 82-84 ; Decree-law no. 1120, May 2,
1941 ; Decree-law no. 3347, Monitorul Oficial, October 5, 1940 ; and no. 3810, Monitorul Oficial,
November 17, 1940, apud Legislatia, no. 39, pp. 144-147.

21. Radu loanid, Evreii sub regimul Antonescu (Bucharest: Hasefer, 1997), p. 34.

22. Trei ani de guvernare, 6 septembrie 1940 — 6 septembrie 1943 (henceforth : Trei ani de guvernare)
(Bucharest, 1944), p. 144.

23. Decree-law no. 2507, September 3, 1941, in Legislatia, no. 46, pp. 164-165.
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the counties of Campulung Moldovenesc, Suceava, Dorohoi, Radauti were legally de-
clared abandoned property and given to the National Center for Romanianization (NCR)
for clearance.”

The Romanianization of Jewish Capital
and the Case of Commercial and Urban Property

Knowing that the Romanianization of trade and industry could not be achieved overnight,
the Antonescu regime did not pass a comprehensive law for the expropriation of Jewish
industrial and trade enterprises in the Old Regat and southern Transylvania. The strate-
gists of Romanianization viewed the process as a gradual one, which required the
preparation of the “Romanian element” to occupy the spaces in the economy that would
soon be vacated by Jews and also required the accumulation of capital necessary for the
takeover. The replacement of the Jews could take place only then.

The first step of the Romanianization process was to take an inventory of Jewish trade
and industrial property. The next step was to create a control mechanism over the stock
and fixed capital of Jewish companies. Then, by the Decree-law no. 3361 of October 5,
1940, the government established a new position: Romanianization commissioner ; 2
this marked the beginning of total government control over Jewish property. Most of the
people appointed as Romanianization commissioners were Legionnaires. They were
charged with organizing an economic system that would be “subordinated to the national
interest and to the primacy of Romanian ethnicity” by formal Romanianization the Jewish
companies. Although he prided himself on this institutional control mechanism borrowed
from the Nazis, lon Antonescu cautioned during a government meeting of December 13,
1940, that it could also lead to what he called a “catastrophe.”?’

Indeed, the system did become abusive, with many commissioners blackmailing
owners. As a consequence, the Romanianization commissioners were replaced with civil
servants from the Ministry of National Economy as of January 18, 1941, according to
Decree-law no. 562.% The prospect of an economic disaster was avoided by stopping the
disorderly transfer of ownership over trade and industrial goods.* Government control
over Jewish trade and industrial property was further enhanced when Decree-law no. 51
of January 20, 1942, which instituted government control over corporate boards, entered
into force. Special controllers supervised the Romanianization of capital, the labor
supply, and distribution at the company level. Each Jewish company was thus affected.*”

Through Decree-law no. 351 of May 2, 1942, the NCR exercised control over
company incorporation as well as mergers and acquisitions.? The government had

25. Legislatia, no. 73, pp. 227-228.

26. Ibid., no. 13, pp. 68-69.
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28. Legislatia, no. 28, pp. 101-103.
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31. Titus Dragos, Romdnizarea. fnfdptuiri. 6 decembrie 1941 — 6 decembrie 1942 (Bucuresti, 1942),
p- 52.
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priority in cases of public auction or private sale of the Jewish property that was
prohibited from changing ownership without authorization from the Ministry of National
Economy. Decree-law no. 196 of March 13, 1942, prohibited Jews from “concealing”
their capital and other property under Romanian names. Jews were required to declare all
property in enterprises whose Jewish capital was more than twenty-five percent and had
been transferred to Romanian individuals or companies or to Romanian institutions
within thirty days of the publication of the law.*? At the same time, the law allowed for
commercial partnerships between Jews and Romanians with the expectation that com-
mercial partnerships would create better opportunities than expropriation. The Romanian
Ministry of Justice wrote, “A partial or total expropriation at the beginning of the
Romanianization process would have provoked a gap in the life of businesses, which
would have led to stagnation, and we want to avoid that gap.”>* It was thus possible to
identify each share by name and to verify if the transfer of Jewish property to Romanians
was based on authorizations required by the laws in force at that time. On the basis of
Decree-law no. 196, the government registered 50,000 statements on company owner-
ship, of which 2,902 were for limited liability companies and 42,747 for individual
companies.**

Registration of Company Stock

The decree-law of March 3, 1941,% was aimed at the expropriation of Jewish capital and
required the registration of stock in the owner’s name, which facilitated the nationaliza-
tion of stock owned by Jews.*® On March 25, 1941, the government issued a new law
requiring the extension of this government control to limited liability companies. Subse-
quently, 432,811 shares evaluated at 191 million lei were nationalized.?” The measure
affected 2,639 industrial and trade companies. Dozens of limited liability companies
having a capital base estimated at 840 million lei were transferred into Romanian
hands.®

The aim of this control was to stop and suppress the development of Jewish and
foreign capital (with the exception of German and Italian capital) and to enhance the
capital endowment of ethnic Romanians. The government subjected those Jews, who due
to temporary state economic interests were left in possession of their commercial prop-
erty, to a continuous state of uncertainty. They were sometimes accused of abusive
commercial practices or sabotaging Romanianization, which resulted in serious admin-
istrative, non-judiciary punishments for the owner and his family. Typical in this regard
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was the following order of the President of the Council of Ministers to the Ministry of
Interior :

By order from the Marshal we have the honor to ask you to order that all Jews who break
legal provisions on prices and restrictions on the sale of certain products be deported at the
Bug River.

This measure is aimed both at combating disobedience of the law and the elimination of
parasitic Judaic elements who live off breaking domestic law from crowded urban areas. Their
deportation shall be conducted on the basis of a decree or resolution drafted jointly by the
Ministry of the National Economy and the Undersecretary of State for the Supply of Army and
Civilian Population. From this point of view, the Ministry of Interior shall only carry out the
actual deportation.

Deportation formalities shall be kept to a minimum, and in the case that the above-mentioned
type of Judaic element is caught red-handed, his entire family shall be deported with him
without trial. The Marshal wishes that the decree or resolution should be applied retroactively
and that no mercy shall be shown toward these elements. The required decree or resolution
shall be presented to the Marshal no later than July 25, 1942.%

Chronology of the Romanianization
of Jewish Urban Trade and Industrial Property

1940

October 2 : Jews may not rent pharmacies (Decree-law no. 3294

November 19: Jews may not sell merchandise produced under state monopoly
(Decree-law no. 3758).4

November 19 : The Romanianization of movie production companies, movie theaters
and tour operators (Decree-law no. 3850). %

December 3: Nationalization of all ships belonging to Jewish companies and indi-
viduals.®

)‘40

1941

March 1: Beginning of Romanianization of the steel trade and steel production
(Decree-law no. 491).+

March 14 : Beginning of Romanianization of the leather trade and leather production
(Decree-law no. 655).%4

May 2: Nationalization of bakeries, pasta factories, and equipment of cereal
mills, breweries, drug factories, and mining and oil drilling companies (Decree-law
no. 1120).4

39. ANIC, fond Ministry of Justice, Judiciary Direction, file no. 154/1942, pp. 1-2.
40. Legislatia, no. 11, pp. 64-65.

41. Ibid., no. 11, pp. 64-65.

42. Ibid., no. 17, pp. 79-81.

43. Ibid., no. 22, pp. 21-22.

44. See Monitorul Oficial, no. 51, March 1, 1941, p. 260.

45. Monitorul Oficial, no. 62, March 14, 1941, p. 530.

46. Legislatia, no. 39, pp. 144-147.
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October 9 : Nationalization of Jewish mortgage credits as well as Jewish hospitals and
Jewish health centers.*’ By August 1, 1943, the NCR had taken over 564 mortgage
credits worth 180 million lei.*

November 28: Beginning of Romanianization of Jewish pharmacies, drug ware-
houses, and pharmacy offices (Decree-law no. 3275).%

1942
August 6: The town of Panciu (a center of the brewing industry) was declared an
ethnically pure Romanian city.>

1943

November 10 : Nationalization of the Romdnia Mare mill in Bucharest, along with all
its buildings, equipment, tools, merchandise, raw materials, and animals (Resolution
no. 969 of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers).!

*
* *

The government established the Romanian Credit Institute, an institution annexed to
the Undersecretary of State for Romanianization, Colonization, and Inventory, to address
the perceived urgency of Romanianization, which demanded immediate capitalization of
the new owners (April 29, 1941).5 The Romanian National Bank (Banca Nationald a
Romaniei) helped the effort with a credit of 3 billion lei.>

The Legionary Approach

After September 1940 the Legionnaires occupied numerous Jewish factories, workshops,
and stores at gunpoint. They forced the owners to sign sale contracts or mere receipts for
“transfer of ownership.” Official statistical data concerning Romanian territory (except
Bucharest) showed that Jewish property worth 1 billion lei was sold for 216 million lei,
of which only 52 million was actually paid - and most of this money had been robbed
from the Jews.>* In addition, the Legionnaire robberies caused damages to Jewish prop-
erty amounting to 380 million lei.>

After the removal of Legionnaires from power in January 1941, the property abu-
sively taken from the Jews by the Legionnaires was transferred to the Chamber of
Commerce as part of the process of Romanianization instead of being restituted to its
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owners. The Legionnaires who could prove that they had acquired Jewish property in
accordance with the laws of the time remained the lawful owners of that property.®®

Romanianization through Company Closure

Because of the many restrictive measures in force, most Jewish companies (15,987 out
of 20,140) were shut down by their owners or ex officio by the Chamber of Commerce
between September 6, 1940, and June 1, 1943.°7

Romanianization by Consent

According to data used by Mihai Antonescu, 149 Jewish businesses were sold to Roma-
nian owners between December 1941 and July 1942.8 In general, the sales were disad-
vantageous to Jews, who had to sell thriving businesses at ruinous prices.
Romanianization angered the representatives of Romania’s “historical parties,” the
National Peasant Party and the National Liberal Party. In December 1940, C.I.C.
Brétianu, head of the National Liberal Party, wrote to Ion Antonescu, “The closing of
Jewish businesses (which Romanians cannot afford to buy) and the terror spread by
irresponsible youth [i.e., the Legionnaires] force many industrialists and retailers to sell
their businesses for little money to minority shareholders subsidized from abroad or by
foreign organizations. Instead of nationalization we are witnessing a de-nationalization
that makes things worse in the economy. Every day I learn that companies belonging to Jews
and other people passed to German or Siebenburgische [Transylvanian] Saxon hands.”%

Romanianization of Jewish Buildings in the Cities

Jewish buildings in cities were nationalized by law on March 28, 1941. The measure was
regarded by the Antonescu regime as a “measure to improve national security and make
Romania stronger, a way to honor the old traditions of Romanian Christian nationalism
and culturally unite the country with the new European celebration of national freedoms. ”®
The declared objective of this law was to breathe a nationalist Christian spirit into state
policies on private ownership. In more concrete terms, it meant the consolidation of an
ethnic Romanian middle class, which the regime saw as “the foundation of an authentic
[step toward] national state building.”

Article 1 of the March 28 decree-law mandated the nationalization of all immovable
property situated in urban areas belonging to Jewish companies and individuals. Article 19
prohibited Jewish individuals and companies from acquiring ownership of such property.
Moreover, the decree-law forever prohibited Jews from acquiring property in Romania,
except in situations in which the law would provide for their concentration in specific
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urban centers. However, in contrast to the nationalization of Jewish rural property, which
allowed no exceptions, in this case several categories of Jews were exempted from the
provisions of the law: Jews naturalized through individual acts of Parliament up to
August 15, 1916 ; decorated Jewish war veterans; war orphans who had been baptized
Christians twenty years before, if married to ethnic Romanians ; Jews baptized as Chris-
tians for over thirty years; and the descendants of the preceding categories. These
exemptions were to be granted on an individual basis by the Council of Ministers.

The large majority of the Jews who did not benefit from exemptions were forced to
transfer ownership of the property in question, which had to be free of mortgage and any
other financial obligations, to the NCR. In return, the NCR was to provide reimburse-
ment with a three percent interest rate ; but payment of this reimbursement was post-
poned until the end of the war. The law was subsequently changed, however, and the
requirement to issue notice of property transfer was dropped, as it had been the right of
the previous Jewish owner to use the property ; he henceforth became a tenant and could
be evicted at any moment.®' As a consequence of the enforcement of this statute,
75,385 apartments assessed at 50 billion lei were nationalized by December 1943,%% and
38,202 appeals were filed in court by those who thought they belonged to the exempted
categories. Only 2,016 of these appeals were resolved.® In Bessarabia and Northern
Bukovina, 9,281 urban properties and 8,973 rural properties (with 16,779 annexes)
belonging to Jews were also nationalized.%

Romanianization of Property Belonging to the Jewish Communities :
Statutory Romanianization

On June 20, 1942, the Antonescu regime issued a law that modified previous statutes on
expropriation of Jewish immovable property. This law decreed the nationalization of all
immovable property belonging to Jewish communities, with the exception of synagogues,
Jewish cemeteries, and temples built to serve as synagogues.® Subsequently, on Novem-
ber 9, 1943, a law was issued stipulating that abandoned Jewish cemeteries were to be
transferred to the ownership of local municipalities.®

On the basis of Decree-law no. 499 of July 3, 1942, the Council of Ministers adopted
many resolutions on the expropriation of Jewish property in all counties of Romania
between 1942 and 1944.%7 Between July 14, 1942, and August 23, 1944, the Antonescu
regime expropriated 1,042 Jewish community buildings, including temples, synagogues,
schools, hospitals and clinics, orphanages, cemeteries, ritual bathhouses, administrative
buildings, and rabbis’ homes.% Additionally, even before Decree-law no. 499 went into
effect, Legionnaires and then various departments of the government (e.g., Defense and
Labor) had already requisitioned numerous buildings of the Jewish community.
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The National Center for Romanianization: Its Role in Romanianization
and the Administration and Liquidation of Expropriated Jewish Property

Romanianization, a complex process, required an adequate institutional framework,
which was based on cooperative efforts by the Ministry of the National Economy, the
Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare, and the Ministry of Interior. The government also
established certain special institutions, such as the Division for Romanianization, Colo-
nization and Inventory and the National Center for Romanianization (NCR ; established
in May 1941).

The NCR was a specialized institution directly subordinated to the Presidency of the
Council of Ministers, and its main function was the expropriation of Jewish property. The
establishment of the NCR centralized all Romanianization activities and bureaucratically
structured the supervision of expropriation as well as the administration and liquidation
of the expropriated property. The NCR was a repressive institution that approached the
Jewish population with a police mentality. It used the services of paid informers and
projected discretionary power with regard to Jewish properties. The NCR made high
profits for the government (about 2 billion lei a year) from renting out the nationalized
Jewish property, and it also liquidated nationalized Jewish property through sale.®’

When Decree-law no. 231 of February 2, 1944, entered into force the NCR appeared
ready to assume further functions in the planned colonization of territories newly occu-
pied by the Romanian army.

* *

However, on September 1, 1944, the NCR was downgraded and became an adminis-
trative agency subordinated to the Office for the Liquidation of the NCR and of the
Settlement of Migration Problems (Decree-law no. 445).

*
* *

The total value of nationalized Jewish property — including extorted property, which
was subsequently sanctioned by the judiciary and the executive — was roughly 100 billion lei
(in 1941, one U.S. dollar was worth 110 lei, and in 1943 one U.S. dollar was worth 400 lei).”

Romanianization of the Labor Force. The Ghettoization
of Jewish Independent Professionals

The exclusion of Jews from various types of jobs began in 1937 with the inauguration of
the Goga government ; however, the process gained a powerful momentum during the
Antonescu regimes, when Jews were excluded from all fields of work. Even though some
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of the measures taken were sometimes self-contradictory and were temporarily post-
poned, the active Jewish population experienced a period of sharp professional degrada-
tion to an extent that was specific to countries that imposed legal racial discrimination.”

Independent artists were the first to be affected by the legalized discrimination. On
September 8, 1940, the Ministry of Religion and Culture issued Resolution no. 42181,
which stipulated that all state and private theaters and opera houses were obliged to
dismiss Jewish actors and singers.”” A subsequent decision allowed Jewish performers to
be hired by private Jewish theaters.”® The new laws then began to target the professions.
For example, Jews were forbidden to practice as pharmacists (through the laws of
October 2, 1940, and November 21, 1941).” The August 8, 1940, law forbade Jewish
attorneys belonging to categories 1 and 3 from practicing law and forced them to
liquidate their businesses in six months, while the Antonescu government’s October 16,
1940, decree-law went even further, excluding Jewish lawyers from the second category,
as well. They had the right to work, but only for Jewish clients. The disabled and war
orphans as well as those decorated for military valor were exempted from the law. ™

One of the most severe laws against Jewish labor was Decree-law no. 3825 of
November 15, 1940, on the Romanianization of the business labor force.”® In the words
of Wilhelm Filderman, this law basically “abolished the right of Jews to live,””” since all
companies were required to fire their Jewish employees by December 31, 1941. The only
exceptions were Jewish institutions with a religious or cultural character, Jewish veterans
with combat disabilities from the 1916-1918 war, and war orphans.’® Despite temporary
suspensions and deadline extensions, this statute led to the greatest growth of unemploy-
ment among active Jews. According to a June 13, 1943, Department of Labor report on
the Romanianization of the labor force, the number of Jewish employees dropped from
28,225 on November 16, 1940, to a mere 6,506 on March 1, 1943. Similarly, the
number of companies with Jewish employees dropped from 8,126 to 4,301.7°

Jewish doctors were also subject to discrimination. Unlike the decree-law of August 8,
1940, which excluded Jewish doctors belonging to categories 1 and 3 from the ranks of
state physicians, the November 1940 law stipulated that all Jewish workers, including
those from category 2, be excluded from the field of healthcare. Doctors’ professional
associations expelled their Jewish colleagues and prohibited them from caring for Chris-
tian patients. According to the law, Jewish physicians’ associations were to be created at
the county level, but even they could accept only those who had registered in Romania
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prior to 1919.% Jewish physicians were also forbidden to publish research in professional
reviews and hold membership in research institutions. All Jewish physicians who could
still practice had to wear a badge and carry a stamp identifying them as Jewish. Moreo-
ver, doctors with Jewish spouses were also prohibited from practicing. In addition, if
sick, Jews could not be received in a Romanian hospital or treated by Romanian physi-
cians. The result of these prohibitions was to deprive Jews of adequate healthcare, though
the stated purpose for the adoption of these harsh regulations was to “maintain, develop,
and improve the health of ethnic Romanians.”®

According to the association of Romanian engineers’ decision of February 2, 1942, the
Jews from the first and third categories and those from the second category registered after
August 9, 1940, were expelled from this association (Colegiul Inginerilor). There were
expelled engineers from the fields of construction, the navy, metallurgy, chemistry, and
others. This exclusion from the unions and associations also meant that they were forbid-
den to practice their profession as independent workers.® The same fate later befell Jewish
architects as well as Jewish members of unions and other professional associations.
Nevertheless, in June 1943 the government issued the guidelines for the “use” of Jews with
university degrees for various public services.®* Craftsmen and apprentices were also
excluded from the labor market, and both of these categories were forbidden from doing any
other skilled job.** A number of restrictions were imposed on the freedom of Jewish mer-
chants.® Exclusion from professional associations also affected Jewish painters, sculptors,
composers, journalists, and writers. Books written by Jewish authors and records contain-
ing music written by Jewish composers were banned in public libraries and bookstores. %

It is worth noting, however, that the government took steps to keep several types of
Jewish workers working in exchange for high fees established by law (many times the
fees were higher than the income).®” These Jews were exempted from protective labor
regulations. As a result, they lost their right to leave pay and were discriminated in terms
of their wages; for example, they did not receive raises equivalent with the rate of
inflation, as Romanian workers did. Even as late as January 10, 1944, companies with
Jewish employees had to take measures to pair these employees with ethnic Romanians
(Department of Labor Resolution no. 102064).%®

*
* *

The timing of the twinning system shows that Antonescu never gave up on the
complete Romanianization of labor. The only improvement under his government was
when he later agreed that the actual replacement of Jewish workers would take longer. In
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addition, whenever an employer wanted to hire a new worker, he had to submit papers
showing that the new worker was a Christian or an Aryan. These statutory labor provi-
sions literally deprived Jews of the right to work.

Statutory Regulations on the Situation of Jews in the Education System

Decree-law no. 3438 of October 11, 1940, mandated the exclusion of Jews - students and
teachers alike — from all levels of the education system. Article 3 of the law unequivo-
cally stipulated, “students born of Jewish parents shall not be admitted to Romanian/
Christian primary, secondary, and high schools [or] universities, irrespective of their
religion.”® The same regulation was declared applicable to Jewish teachers, professors,
and school administrators.

In this way, the numerus clausus of Decree no. 153377 of August 29, 1940, which
stipulated that no more than 6 percent of students in a class should be Jewish, trans-
formed into a numerus nullus decree : no Jewish student was allowed to attend Romanian
schools unless he or she was a either a Christian convert and direct heir of a decorated,
disabled, or dead veteran of the war of independence ; a disabled or decorated veteran
of the 1916-1918 war; or a descendant of a disabled or decorated veteran of the
1916-1918 war and had converted to Christianity by August 9, 1940. The October 11,
1940, law did allow Jewish students to attend Jewish private schools; however, these
schools were forbidden to advertise, and the state would not recognize the graduation
papers they issued, which basically made them worthless in the labor market. In February
1941, under pressure from the representative of the Holy See in Bucharest, Antonescu
allowed Jewish students who had converted to Christianity to attend classes at confes-
sional schools (mostly Catholic). He also allowed Christian students who had only one
Jewish parent to attend non-Jewish private schools. At the same time, however, he
decreed that ethnic origin would be noted on graduation papers, and Jewish graduates
would be subject to the statutory provisions applicable to Jews.”°

The situation for Jewish university students was the worst since Jews were not allowed
to set up their own universities. Still, Jewish leaders managed to obtain permission for
Jewish university students to attend non-university-level classes at the College for Jewish
University Students and the School of Arts for Jews, and to receive medical and technical
training. Jewish professors struggled to make these classes like actual university-level
classes. For example, students took regular exams and had official transcripts.” However,
the parallel Jewish education system was ultimately disrupted by the requisition and
subsequent nationalization of some Jewish school buildings and by the legal obligation of
all Jewish students over the age of fifteen to join work detachments.’” Like Jewish
students, Jewish teachers were excluded from the public education system, so some
joined Jewish private schools.”® Their salaries were paid exclusively by the Jewish com-
munities, and the Romanian government offered no subsidy.
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The Status of Jewish Religion

According to the August 8, 1940, decree-law :

...the Romanian government guarantees that all faiths have the right to be protected from all
injunctions since they do not harm public order, morality and security. By this statute, to be
integrated into the Constitution, the spiritual life of Jews is not regarded as integrated into the
spiritual life of the Romanian society. Rather, it will be regarded only as owing respect to the
Romanian community, on the basis of its guaranteed freedom.”*

Immediately after Antonescu came to power, the Ministry of Religion and Culture
issued Ruling no. 42352 of September 9, 1940, which stipulated that only “historical
denominations” enjoyed state protection and were authorized to function on Romanian
territory. With regard to Judaism, the resolution did not go further than acknowledging
its existence. Its activities were to be regulated by subsequent government regulations
issued on September 17, 1940, which severely limited its freedom.” As a consequence
of Jewish community leaders’ protests, the September 9 regulations were later abro-
gated.”®

Between late 1941 and early 1942, the government excluded Judaism from the right
to claim state subsidies®” and replaced the Federation of Jewish Communities in Romania
(FUCE) as an institution of community leadership with the government-controlled Jew-
ish Center (Centrala Evreilor).”® Besides being the object of repressive legislation,
Jewish religious institutions were often vandalized or destroyed. Several Jewish cemeter-
ies, including the historical cemeteries in lasi and Bucharest, were destroyed, and in
Piatra-Neamt municipal authorities demanded that Jews pay fees to the Chamber of
Legionary Aid for the right to bury Jewish dead in the local cemetery. In Bucharest, Jews
were made to exhume their dead who were buried in Christian cemeteries, and the police
prevented Jews in several towns from praying. After July 15, 1942, Jews could no longer
practice the ritual slaughter of animals and birds.” The many abuses committed against
Judaism went unpunished, thereby proving that the self-proclaimed nationalist, Chris-
tian, totalitarian state had withdrawn its protection of this religion.'®

Exclusion from Political Life

The exclusion of Jews from political life began around the time that Carol II’s Front for
National Rebirth was renamed the Party of the Nation, a self-proclaimed “single and
totalitarian party placed under the supreme leadership of His Majesty, King Carol II.”
Jews were expressly forbidden to join this party, and since eligibility for public service
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was conditional on being a member of the Party of the Nation, Jewish public servants
were immediately fired, irrespective of their positions. As a summer 1940 report of the
Presidency of the Council of Ministers shows, prior to Antonescu’s political takeover,
Jews had been “excluded from the habitual application of ordinary laws applicable to all
other Romanian citizens” and were the only minority in Romania subject to discrimina-
tion. '™ Although Jews could still vote during the Royal Dictatorship, they were deprived
of this right under Antonescu. It must be noted here that Antonescu called the people of
Romania to cast their votes in two referenda in 1941 (on February 26 and November 9),
and each time Jews were expressly forbidden to participate. '

The Military Status of Jews

The exclusion of the Jews from the Romanian society also entailed their dismissal from
the army. “The military obligations, being obligations of honor,” stipulated the Decree-law
of August 8, 1940, “are to be converted for Jews in the first and third categories into tax
or labor obligations. Those obligations are decided pursuant to every Jew’s income and
military situation and according to the state’s and public institutions’ needs. The Jews in
the second category are forbidden from pursuing professional careers in the military.”'®

According to the decree-law on the military status of Jews adopted in December
1940, all Jews were excluded from military service and pre-military training obligations
and were required instead to pay military fees or perform labor. The duty to pay military
fees was imposed by the Ministry of Finance directly, according to tables of names
compiled by the military authorities. These obligations were to last as long as the rest of
the citizenry was mobilized to fulfill military service. Those who were deemed physi-
cally unfit for military service had to pay exemption fees, as well. According to the law,
during a lengthy period of mobilization or war, the Jews could be used for the benefit of
the army or for community work.

Jewish professionals with university degrees were supposed to be used according to
their qualifications and to receive an allowance per diem. Jews who already possessed
military identification had to have the word “Jew” stamped in red ink on the cover, and
the rest were given a special “military booklet for Jews.” Jewish doctors, pharmacists,
veterinarians, engineers, and architects requisitioned by the army during the prolonged
drafts or the war had to wear special uniforms that also showed their ethnic origin. '™ The
military status of the Jews was regulated through several laws that specified the obliga-
tions, conditions, and circumstances for forced labor and the additional taxes.
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These laws stipulated that military service was to be replaced with community work
for the Ministry of National Defence or other ministries and institutions. For the duration
of these activities, the Jews were under military jurisdiction. According to the regulation
referring to the decree-law on the military status of Jews, the community work was
mandatory for Jewish men between eighteen and fifty years old.

Work was done in “camps and battalions of mandatory community labor” that fell
under the regime of military order and discipline.'® Decree-law no. 1851 of June 22,
1942, transferred the organization of Jewish forced labor to the Army High Command.'®
The Army High Command assigned work details to all Jews drafted to the work detach-
ments. These workers were subject to the rigors of the military code and wore their own
civilian clothes as well as a yellow band marked with the name of their recruiting center
on the left sleeve.'” One month later, in order to distinguish between “community work”
(muncd in folos obstesc), which Romanian youth had to perform gratis as part of their
patriotic education, and the free work done by the Jews, the latter was called “compul-
sory” or “forced” labor (muncd obligatorie). On June 23, 1942, a resolution of the
Ministry of National Defense obliged Jews holding a university degree to work ninety
days a year for the government.'” Jewish forced labor was employed for a variety of
infrastructure projects, such as laying railway tracks and roads, building fortifications,
and providing maintenance services for the military. The skilled men were used in the
army and in military factories. Young men between the ages of eighteen and twenty and
adults between forty-one and fifty years old worked in their towns of residence. Theoreti-
cally, only the Jews between eighteen and fifty years old were supposed to do mandatory
work. But, in actuality, people older than fifty or younger than eighteen were used for
mandatory labor on numerous occasions. Thus, a communiqué transmitted by the High
Command to the Jewish Center on January 10, 1943, stipulated that students older than
sixteen were supposed to do mandatory work. These young people were used to shovel
snow, for farm work, or for finding the victims of the Anglo-American bombings under
the ruins. Additionally, the army could freely use Jewish women, aged eighteen to forty,
for clerical work, cleaning, tailoring, and other tasks.

Punishments for disobedience ranged from deportation to Transnistria, along with
one’s entire family, to the death penalty. The Army High Command’s Regulations on
Jewish Labor (no. 555000 of July 27, 1942) stipulated specific punishments. In the case
of a small transgression, such as being late for roll call or undisciplined behavior,
commanders were to physically punish the offender. For repeated offenses as well as
cheating, failure to show up for the assignment, abandonment of the work place without
permission, and failure to inform the Recruitment Center about changes of address, the
offender and his extended family (wife, children, parents) would be deported to
Transnistria. ' Forced labor — with 47,345 Jewish men, women, and teenagers sent to
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work detachments — was one of the methods used to marginalize Jewry from the Old
Regat and southern Transylvania. The wages for this work were either minimal or
nothing at all, and the Jewish communities had to provide work clothes, tools, healthcare,
and food.™ In 1943, 44,234 Jewish men performed mandatory work, and 21,078 were
drafted for industry and commerce.

The Regulation of the Situation of Romanian Jews

According to Resolution no. 49 of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, issued on
October 30, 1941, Radu Lecca, a man close to German intelligence services, was
appointed director of the Council of Ministers Division for the Regulation of the Situa-
tion of Jews in Romania."? Decree-law no. 2461 of September 6, 1943, terminated this
agency, creating the General Commissariat for Jewish Problems, also led by Lecca. His
mission was to make policy on the economic, social, and cultural aspects of the life of
Jewish communities in a way that they would serve government interests. '

Wartime Anti-Jewish Legislation

Exceptional Measures

The Antonescu regime considered Jews to be internal enemies or natural allies of the
external enemy, and this was particularly the case during the war against the Soviet
Union. Antonescu even went as far as calling Jews “worse than our external enemies,
because from these external enemies we can expect the occupation of Romanian territory,
whereas from the internal enemy we can expect the poisoning and the corruption of the
Romanian soul.”"* The Marshal and his aides believed the Jews spied not only for Red
Russia, but also for “Anglo-American imperialism” ; hence, they were thought to be a
tremendous danger to the security of the state.

As a consequence, the regime issued a body of legislative measures that created for
the Jews a regulatory environment typical of a state of emergency - an environment that
limited their liberties and threatened their lives. Thus, on May 6, 1941, all people having
at least one Jewish parent were asked to surrender any radios able to send and receive
messages within fifteen days of the publication of the law."® Failure to comply was
punishable by imprisonment or fines."® The motivation behind the law was that Jews
were believed to listen to anti-Romanian propaganda and then spread alarmist informa-
tion, causing the Romanian population to panic.
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On June 21, 1941, the Ministry of Interior issued Circular Order no. 4147, which
relayed Antonescu’s order that Jews between the ages of eighteen and sixty living in the
villages between Siret and Prut, an area close to the border with the Soviet Union, were
to be deported to the Targu-Jiu camp. According to this order, all Jews from the country-
side were also to be evacuated to cities."” Within a week after the outbreak of the war against
the Soviet Union and the publication of the execution of 500 “Judeo-communists” in lasi, the
Ministry of Interior issued Circular Order no. 4599, of June 30, 1941, which declared :

The Soviets plan and carry out acts of sabotage, disorder, and attacks behind the frontlines
of the Romanian army by parachuting spies and armed terrorists who are often dressed as
women. Together with local agents and the Jewish-communist population, they organize acts
of sabotage, terrorism, and aggression. In order to put an end to all of these, Marshal
Antonescu has ordered the following : (1) Jewish males from your city, if aged between 18 and
60, must be concentrated in Jewish districts or rounded up in schools and other bigger
buildings, where they shall be guarded in order to prevent any disorder, (2) Jews shall not be
allowed to move freely between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m., (3) Jewish religious or community leaders
shall be taken hostage, and in case of any acts of rebellion, they shall be shot, (4) Please post
public notices on the fate that awaits these hostages in case the Jews or the communists launch
acts of sabotage, terrorism, and aggression.®

This order was sent to prefectures in Moldavia, to the Bucharest police department,
and to the gendarmerie. Many internments were carried out based on this order. For
example, a number of Jews were arrested or interned in Ploiesti, CaAmpina, and Sinaia in
the Tei-Targoviste concentration camp.

Immediately after the Iasi pogrom, Jews in several towns in Moldavia (Bacau, Galati,
Iasi, Filticeni, Husi) were forced to wear the yellow star."® On August 5, 1941, claiming
that he was addressing concerns of military commanders, Mihai Antonescu ordered that
all Jews in Romania must wear the yellow star. On August 7, 1941, the Ministry of
Interior relayed the order to local police stations. On September 3, FUCE announced
that all Jews in Bucharest must wear a patch with the Star of David on the left side of the
chest.'?® On September 9, as a result of Filderman’s plea before Antonescu, the Marshal
decided to abrogate the order on the yellow star.'?! Despite Antonescu’s reversal on this
matter, in some Moldavian cities and in Cernduti, the abrogation did not take full effect,
and in Transnistria Jews had to wear the star for the rest of the war.

On the basis of Order no. 62 of July 24, 1941 (signed by General C. Voiculescu),
Romanian authorities set up the first concentration camp in Chisiniu.'”* Next, the
Cerniuti concentration camp was established in October 1941.'% On September 19,
1942, Antonescu signed a law stipulating that all Jews who returned to Romania from
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Transnistria “in a fraudulent manner” would be executed.'** According to Decree-law
no. 552 of March 2, 1943, Jews sentenced to at least three months of prison or six
months of camp internment were to be deported to Transnistria together with their
families.'” In the case of Jews sentenced for crimes that posed a threat to national
security, their punishment was to be doubled.'?® Furthermore, according to a law of
May 26, 1944, Jews who entered Romania illegally were to be sentenced to death. This
law was aimed at Jews from Hungary and Northern Transylvanian who were fleeing the
deportations there, which began on March 19, 1944. This law, however, was not en-
forced.'”’

Jewish Material Obligations and Contributions :
Legislation and Means of Implementation

Using the pretext that Jews did not have to risk their lives in combat, the government
asked Jews to make contributions in money and goods that went far beyond their
resources. After mass lay-offs, deportations, abusive taxes, and nationalizations, the
Jewish minority was severely impoverished. With reference to the exceptional contribu-
tions made by Romanian Jews between 1941 and 1944, Matatias Carp drafted the
following assessment in his Cartea neagrd : Jews paid 1,994,209,141 lei before May 20,
1942, for an imposed government bond (fmprumutul Reintregirii) requiring Jews to pay
four times more than all other citizens ; they paid 500 million lei for hospital equipment
and 100 million lei for a disabled veterans’ fund (Palatul Invalizilor); they paid
1,800,135,600 in forced donations to the government in the form of items such as
clothing, footwear, mattresses, and bed linen based on individual economic status (those
who did not have the required items had to pay the equivalent value in cash, and failure
to donate led to five to ten-year prison sentences ; a blanket amnesty was granted to these
“debtors” only after the community paid 100 million lei to the government); Jews
forfeited 3,034,148,141 lei in fees for exemption from compulsory labor for April 1,
1941, and August 23, 1944, and 144,024,375 lei in fees for exemption from snow
shoveling obligations. The extraordinary contribution of 4 billion lei was imposed on the
whole Jewish population by Ion Antonescu’s personal order in April 1943. This was
achieved through pressure or blackmail, the only options being payment or deportation
to Transnistria; thus, the Jews paid 738,156,308 for the “exceptional contribution”
ordered by Antonescu.'?® On August 26, 1943, the Council of Ministers ordered that fees
paid for exemption from forced labor be transferred to the Social Works Council
(Consiliul de Patronaj al Operelor Sociale).'® On July 1, 1943, Radu Lecca confirmed
that this Council received 410 million lei exclusively from these exemption fees. !>
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Restrictions on the Freedom of Movement
and Access to Food and Supplies

A government order, issued on July 27, 1941, cancelled all travel authorizations granted
to Jews."?! Between June 27, 1941, and December 31, 1943, the government issued over
twenty internal orders specifying the conditions in which Jews could obtain travel au-
thorizations from the Ministry of Interior. Students and teachers were allowed to travel
to school and return home. A limited number of authorizations were issued in cases of
official summons, illness, and in even fewer cases, for business. Jews who traveled
without authorization risked deportation. Also, on March 16, 1942, drivers’ licenses
issued to the Jews were withdrawn.

Basic foodstuffs, such as bread, sugar, oil, and polenta, were rationed. The Jews were
submitted to restrictive orders enacted by the central and local state authorities. Jews
were allowed to shop in markets and stores only between certain hours, and peasants
were forbidden access to Jewish houses. The food ration cards of the Jews with Romanian
citizenship were specially marked, and Jews received less sugar and wheat than other
Romanians. Jews were paying 15 lei for the bread ration instead of the 7 lei the Roma-
nians paid. Moreover, two weekly rations given to the rest of the population were
canceled for the Jews.

In general, documents from the period show a number of discriminatory measures
that seriously affected the daily lives of the Jews — not just buying groceries (both in
terms of access and money), but other aspects, as well. For example, since the tenants’
law did not apply to Jews, they were forced to pay higher rent than the rest of the
population. During bombings they were denied access to public shelters, and they were
not allowed to leave areas, like Bucharest, that were bombed. The daily lives of Jews took
place under the constant threat of abuse and within the boundaries delineated by the
discriminatory policies of the totalitarian regime.

Conclusions

The anti-Jewish legislation and administrative measures taken by the Antonescu regimes
are characteristic of an extremist, totalitarian policy toward a minority ethnic group - in
this case, the Jewish minority. Romanianization policies clearly evinced an ethnic re-
structuring of Romanian society to the exclusive advantage of ethnic Romanians. The
emphasis on “blood” arguments was emblematic of a structurally racist regime, and the
emergency laws and portrayal of Jews as internal enemies laid the foundation for the
large-scale repression of the Jewish minority and the legitimization of this repression as
an actual war.

This legislation, along with the policy that inspired it, reveals the intentions of
Antonescu and the state apparatus. Considering the particular weight given to anti-Jewish
legislation, it is obvious that the so-called Jewish issue was a principal preoccupation of
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the Marshal and of his circle, and their means of dealing with this issue imprinted a racial
and discriminatory brand on the Antonescu totalitarian regime. Finally, the enforcement
of the anti-Jewish legislation led to the legal and political segregation of Jews from the
rest of the population. Jews were placed outside of legal provisions that ordinarily
guarantee the safety of daily life in a modern state. Jews were exposed to abusive ad-hoc
measures adopted by the state’s repressive organs and were completely deprived of the
right to use the judicial system to defend themselves.






The Life of Jewish Community under Ion Antonescu
and the Jewish Community’s Response to the Holocaust
in Romania

The Federation of Jewish Communities and the Resistance
to Anti-Semitism and Terror

The Role of Dr. Wilhelm Filderman (September 1940 — December 1941)

The decisive role in the organization of the Jewish struggle for survival during the
Holocaust was devolved to the institutions of the Jewish community.! An entire institu-
tional network for religious services, community culture, education, and social assist-
ance was charged with addressing the moral, social, intellectual, and material needs of
Jews during the regimes of Ion Antonescu.

Between 1940 and 1941, the Federation of Jewish Communities (Federatia Uniunilor
de Comunitdti Evreiesti - FUCE) played the leading role. The president of the Federa-
tion, Dr. Wilhelm Filderman, was the initiator and political leader of Jewish life at that
historical moment when the Jewish community in Romania was confronted with the most
complex problems of its entire history. Although