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          Introduction
 
        
 
         
           
            Kasztner Agreed to help keep the Jews from resisting deportation – and even keep order in the collection camps – if I would close my eyes and let a few hundred or a few thousand young Jews immigrate to Palestine it was a good bargain.1 – Adolf Eichmann
 
          
 
          In a 1957 interview in Argentina with Dutch Nazi journalist Willem Sassen, Adolf Eichmann shared his perspective, including that particular statement. Holocaust survivor Rudolf Vrba later wrote, “Kasztner paid to use 1,684 lives with his silence.”2 However, it is crucial to critically examine whether these claims accurately reflect reality. Did Kasztner genuinely assist the Nazis in their murderous plan targeting Hungarian Jews? Would Eichmann have proceeded without his involvement? Moreover, can we depend on the reliability of Eichmann’s testimony from 1960? This book aims to delve into the events surrounding the Nazi invasion of Hungary in March 1933 to thoroughly analyze and address these critical questions and more.
 
          The Holocaust in Hungary was a devastating event made possible through the collaboration between the new Hungarian government and the German occupiers.3 It resulted in the systematic murder of over half of Hungary’s Jewish population and serves as a reminder of the horrific consequences of prejudice, discrimination, and genocide. The persecution of Jews by both Hungarian authorities and the Nazis began even before their alliance in 1940.4 This alliance further marked the onset of events that eventually led to the Holocaust in Hungary. The Hungarian government, led by Miklos Horthy, introduced anti-Jewish laws and implemented discriminatory measures against Jews. Despite this, Hungary’s Jewish population of over 800,000 was able to maintain some semblance of normalcy until Germany invaded Hungary in March 1944. The Nazi invasion of Hungary followed a period in which Hungary’s alignment with Germany began to weaken due to the Third Reich’s struggles in 1943–44. During this time, Prime Minister Miklos Kallay took several significant steps. In 1943, he eased censorship, enabling opposition to the war to be voiced. Then, in 1944, Kallay sought contact with the Allies with dual objectives: to extract Hungary from the war and to counter the impending Soviet occupation. However, the German foreign office attributed Kallay’s actions to perceived Jewish influences, and as a result, the German army prepared to breach the Hungarian border.5
 
          Following the occupation, the new Hungarian government led by Dome Sztojay, with the support of the Arrow Cross Party, collaborated closely with the SS Special Commando to deport Hungary’s Jews. Within a few months, about 437,000 Hungarian Jews were transported to Auschwitz-Birkenau, where the majority of them were murdered in gas chambers. The deportation was halted on July 9, 1944, but under the leadership of Ferenc Szálasi, the persecution of Jews in Budapest continued until they were liberated. In total, an estimated 565,000 Hungarian Jews perished during the Holocaust.6
 
          As historians such as Yehudah Bauer, Randolph Braham, and others have demonstrated, many Jews complied with the orders to go to the transportation during the Holocaust.7 While the study will further discuss the debate regarding the Jewish Agency’s role in not providing information, it is also important to consider whether there were early indications or risk factors that could have predicted the genocide. Were there distal or proximal signs pointing to the imminent risk of genocide? Were there any triggered risk factors at any point? These questions, along with other relevant issues, will be addressed and analyzed in this study to provide insight into the topic.
 
          It is worth noting that the term “genocide” only came into use after World War II, alongside the study of its risk factors and triggers. Therefore, this study will not focus on questioning why individuals during the Holocaust, whether victims or others, failed to identify these risk factors—an approach that would be anachronistic. Instead, the broader inquiry here is why warning signs are often overlooked or unrecognized in various contexts, not only by those directly involved but also by bystanders. As such, the study will explore why signs of impending danger were not recognized at that time. Building on this, the study aims to analyze whether these risk factors could have been identified and applied specifically to the Germans and Hungarians. It will delve into the factors behind Hungary’s collaboration with the Nazis, their subsequent efforts to disengage through negotiations with the Allies, the German view of Hungary as an unreliable partner, and the resulting occupation and continued massacre of Hungarian Jews. This analysis will also examine attempts within the Hungarian government to shift allegiances, juxtaposed with the rise of the Arrow Cross and domestic Hungarian fascism, both of which are substantial factors that demand thorough consideration.
 
          The annihilation of the Hungarian Jews stands out as a unique event due to its rapid occurrence during the latter stages of the war. Randolph Braham writes that the Holocaust in Hungary was, in many respects, distinct from other tragedies that befell Jewish communities in Nazi-dominated Europe.8 Their destruction constitutes one of the most perplexing chapters in Holocaust history—a tragedy that should never have occurred. The pressing question that emerges is why such a catastrophic event was not prevented under the given circumstances. Unraveling the reasons behind this can provide valuable insights to prevent the occurrence of such atrocities in the future. The book aims to analyze the events and complex dynamics that led to the Holocaust in Hungary, addressing these critical questions:
 
           
            	 
              How did this happen?

 
            	 
              What were the signs of the upcoming danger, and why were they not recognized or dealt with more effectively?

 
            	 
              Were there opportunities to stop it?

 
            	 
              What motivated the Nazis to pursue it specifically in Hungary at that stage?

 
          
 
          This analysis offers fresh insights into historical events, making a significant contribution to Holocaust studies. By introducing a new analytical framework to examine risk factors and triggers for genocide, it also advances the field of genocide studies and deepens our understanding of how these elements drive the rapid escalation of violence. Engaging with Scott Straus’s observation on the limited academic research in these areas, this study seeks to fill that gap by situating broader genocidal processes within the specific context of the Holocaust in Hungary.9 Through this approach, it provides a deeper understanding of the interplay between triggers and risk factors in the onset of mass violence.
 
          The book consists of fifteen chapters and argues that the Holocaust in Hungary was primarily orchestrated by one man, Adolf Eichmann, influenced by four key factors: Nazi ideology, Hungarian antisemitism and collaboration, the compliance of the Jewish Council, and the passive role of influential figures like Franklin D. Roosevelt. The narrative throughout the chapters revolves around this “one and four” structure. The study delves into and analyzes each of these components, challenging the prevailing narrative and uncovering new discoveries. This richness and complexity connect all parts, highlighting the significance of each component. The first two chapters provide a background on the historical events, setting the stage for the rest of the book. Each subsequent chapter either explores one of the four factors that influenced Eichmann or focuses on Eichmann himself and his actions, elaborating on these and related aspects in detail. Chapter 12 offers the main analysis, examining how these factors influenced Eichmann, made him recognize the opportunity he had, and what triggered the genocide and how the events unfolded. Finally, Chapter 14 will summarize the conclusions drawn from the preceding chapters, and Chapter 15 will further shed light on recent developments in Holocaust studies, showing how the book integrates with new research. It will also shed valuable insights on the recent release of tapes from Eichmann’s 1957 interviews. Overall, it makes a significant contribution to Holocaust history and genocide studies.
 
          I recall hearing my professor, Dr. Mordechai Paldiel, a Holocaust survivor and former longtime Director of the Righteous Among the Nations Department at Yad Vashem, pose a poignant question during a class: How could the transportation of Hungarian Jews—12,000 daily between May and July 1944—proceed so smoothly? He questioned why no one attempted even a small act of sabotage, such as damaging a section of the railway tracks, which stretched for many miles. A minor disruption could have caused significant delays. Dr. Paldiel compared this situation to the periodic delays we experience on the subway in Brooklyn, where even a small malfunction can result in a two-hour delay. Yet, in Hungary, despite the miles of tracks, no major delays occurred, and no one intentionally disrupted the process.10 I believe one reason for this was the Nazis’ brutal retaliation tactics. For example, after Reinhard Heydrich’s assassination, entire towns were massacred as a form of retribution. It is likely that the residents near the railway lines were either too terrified to act or actively prevented others from doing so. The only alternative would have been for the Allies to bomb the tracks, but that never happened. Nevertheless, the smoothness of these transports to Auschwitz remains puzzling. Understanding this requires recognizing that something special and unusual was happening—something that involved careful and meticulous planning. By studying this further, we can gain insight into how one person identified the opportunity and orchestrated the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews, using all the necessary elements to achieve that horrific goal.
 
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 1 The Historical Events that Unfolded in Hungary During World War II
 
        
 
         
           
            For the survivor who chooses to testify, it is clear: his duty is to bear witness for the dead and for the living. He has no right to deprive future generations of a past that belongs to our collective memory. To forget would be not only dangerous but offensive; to forget the dead would be akin to killing them a second time.11 – Elie Weisel
 
          
 
          The Holocaust in Hungary, characterized by the collaboration between the new Hungarian government and German occupiers, resulted in the systematic murder of a significant part of its Jewish population. This tragic event serves as a reminder of the horrific consequences of prejudice, discrimination, and genocide. The Holocaust’s roots in Hungary trace back to the country’s alliance with Nazi Germany in 1940. Led by Miklos Horthy, the Hungarian government introduced anti-Jewish laws and discriminatory measures. Despite these conditions, Hungary’s Jewish population of over 800,000 maintained some semblance of normalcy until Germany invaded Hungary in March 1944. After the occupation, Hungary’s government under Dome Sztojay, supported by the Arrow Cross Party, collaborated with Adolf Eichmann and the SS to deport about 437,000 Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz-Birkenau. Although the deportations halted in July 1944, the Hungarians under the new Nazi leadership of Ferenc Szálasi continued persecuting Jews in Budapest until liberation. Following these events, including death marches, approximately 565,000 Hungarian Jews perished in the Holocaust.12 The study addresses these two phases and their methods, resulting in the majority being annihilated during the initial transportation phase. Peter Hayes asserts that although most victims perished at the hands of Germans, the operation was largely carried out by Hungarian authorities. Only 150–200 German SS personnel were involved in the Hungarian roundup, with the nation’s own national and local police forces, supplemented by civil servants, taking the lead.13
 
          Why did Hungary become a German ally? Did they have a history of persecuting Jews? To understand this, we need to examine Hungary’s situation after World War I. Hungary was on the losing side, and after the war, Mihaly Karoly tried to restore order in the chaotic country. However, in March 1919, the Communist Party took control under the leadership of Bella Kuhn, a Jewish journalist. Kuhn’s “Soviet Republic” was short-lived, as the Hungarian army fought against both the Czech and Romanian armies. Meanwhile, a nationalist “White Army” formed in southeastern Hungary to resist Kuhn’s “Hungarian Red Army”. Eventually, the Romanian military forces occupied Budapest and installed the right-wing “White Army” led by Admiral Miklos Horthy as the new government. Horthy was declared regent of Hungary following the January 1920 elections. Just a few months later, on June 4, 1920, the Treaty of Trianon led to the loss of large portions of Hungary’s territory. Hungary lost two-thirds of its territory and a similar proportion of its population to Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Romania. A small part of its territory was even transferred to Austria.14 The Treaty of Trianon was a source of great resentment for the Hungarian people, who saw it as a national disaster that brought feelings of humiliation and fueled nationalist sentiment in the country. Regent Miklos Horthy aligned himself with these nationalist trends, but exercised restraint in his actions. He maintained his rule as a dictator, allowing for limited political freedoms, until he was ultimately removed from power by the Germans in October 1944.15
 
          Although he disliked Adolf Hitler, Horthy sympathized with the German dictator’s “crusade” against Bolshevism, and initially acquiesced in Hungary’s adherence to the German side in World War II. To return the lost territories to his country, Horthy made an alliance with Adolf Hitler in the 1930s. Hitler helped Hungary receive some of the territories given to its neighbors Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia, but demanded that Hungary join the war against the Soviet Union on his side.16 On June 27, 1941, Hungary officially joined Germany in the war against the Soviet Union, contributing an estimated two hundred thousand Hungarian troops to the war effort.17 In March 1942, Regent Horthy appointed Miklos Kallay as Hungarian prime minister, a position he held until March 22, 1944.
 
          During the war, Hungary first preserved non-combatant status but retained close ideological, military, and political contact with the Axis. Hungary’s ties to Germany and Italy grew closer after August 30, 1940, when those countries orchestrated the Second Vienna Award, allotting northern Transylvania and its estimated 149,000 Jews to Hungary. After the acquisition of northern Transylvania, Hungary’s anti-Jewish laws were extended to Transylvania.18 Then, on April 11, 1941, Hungary joined Hitler’s military operations against Yugoslavia, its former ally. Hungary then annexed the Backa, Baranja, and Mura regions of Yugoslavia on December 27, and renamed them the Delvidek, or southern region, bringing 18,500 more Jews under Hungarian authority. These Jews, too, were immediately subject to anti-Jewish measures that included forced labor, property confiscations, expulsions, and summary executions.19
 
          However, as early as 1942, the Hungarians had gradually begun to resist German plans.20 In October 1942, much to Berlin’s dismay, Hungary refused German demands to deport its Jews or to order them to wear a Jewish star.21 During the Soviet offensive at Voronezh in January 1943, more than 120,000 Hungarian troops fell in battle. The massive death toll shocked the Hungarian public and stoked anti-war sentiments. Hungary’s allegiance to Germany cooled perceptibly as the Third Reich steadily lost ground throughout 1943 and 1944, particularly after Italy deserted the Axis in 1943. During that year, Prime Minister Miklos Kallay relaxed the heavy media censorship, and Hungarian politicians and members of the press began to voice opposition to the war. In 1944, Kallay established contact with the Allies for two purposes: to extricate Hungary from the war and to repel Soviet occupation. The German foreign office blamed Kallay’s estrangement on Jewish influences in the Hungarian government, and the German army prepared to breach the Hungarian border.22
 
          On March 18, 1944, Hitler summoned Hungarian Regent Miklos Horthy and other members of his government to discuss military issues. Hitler presented several demands including the replacement of the Kallay government. He also informed Horthy that the German army was moving into Hungary, and Horthy complied. How was Hitler able to convince Horthy to surrender so quickly and gain control of Hungary without firing a bullet? At this stage, after losing allies like Italy and suffering defeats from the Russian army, Hitler viewed Hungary as strategically essential. In his meeting with Horthy, Hitler blamed him for the million Jews left in Hungary, accusing them of pushing the Hungarians to contact the Allies and aid the enemy. He then threatened that if Horthy resisted, Germany would invade Hungary and defeat them with cruelty, also threatening harm to Horthy’s family. Hitler’s skill in intimidation proved effective, and his approach succeeded.23
 
          Then, on March 19, 1944, Wehrmacht squadrons invaded Hungary where they were met with no resistance. Hungary became an occupied country. The Germans forced Horthy to appoint Dome Sztojay, who was a Nazi sympathizer, to be the new prime minister. Sztojay was the extreme leader of the pro-Nazi “ Arrow Cross” party. With Sztojay in power, The Germans gained a puppet to implement their anti-Jewish agenda.24 Adolf Eichmann entered Budapest together with the invading army. He was the head of the Nazi RSHA’s Department for Jewish Affairs,25 and had already masterminded the deportation and mass murder of the majority of European Jewry.26 Eichmann arrived with his special SS-Sonderkomando (Special Action Commando) group to supervise the destruction of Hungarian Jewry.27
 
          For the Jews of Hungary, the devastating consequence was the loss of over five hundred thousand lives, with the majority deported to Auschwitz between May and July 1944. This first phase of the Holocaust, in which over half of Hungarian Jews were murdered, halted on July 9 as the transports stopped. However, the persecution soon resumed by the Hungarians. Then, on October 16, Horthy was ousted by the Nazis, and Ferenc Szálasi became head of government and state.28 His pro-Nazi puppet government, dominated by the Arrow Cross Party, a fascist organization, imposed martial law, supported Germany’s war efforts, and continued persecuting the Jews in Budapest. The remaining Jews were left in Budapest and subjected to the brutal and murderous regime led by Ferenc Szálasi, which lasted until the occupation of all of Hungary by Soviet and Romanian forces in April 1945. During this time, members of the Hungarian Arrow Cross Party police, who ruled Hungary, rounded up Jews from the newly established Budapest ghetto and executed them along the banks of the Danube River. A memorial was created to commemorate these Jews who were murdered by the Arrow Cross militia. The memorial consists of a line of shoes, cast in the style of the 1940s, made of iron to symbolize the victims who were ordered to remove their shoes before being shot and thrown into the river. After the war, Sztojay and Szálasi were captured and executed, along with several other leaders of the Arrow Cross Party.29 Following the conclusion of World War II, Hungary fell under Soviet Union’s control and joined the Eastern Bloc as one of its constituent countries.30
 
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 2 Negotiations and Rescue Efforts
 
        
 
         
           
            God’s most beautiful gift to us is the hatred of our enemies, whom we in turn hate with all our hearts.31 – Joseph Goebbels
 
            Who is talking today about the extermination of the Armenians?32 – Adolf Hitler
 
          
 
          To better understand how the Holocaust in Hungary occurred, it is important to explore not only the perspective of the perpetrators but also the efforts of those involved in negotiations and rescue initiatives aimed at saving the Jews during this period. These negotiations will further illuminate the extent of the Nazis’ genocidal and deceitful tactics in Hungary. After the German invasion of Hungary in March 1944, the pro-Nazi Arrow Cross Party established the Budapest Jewish Council on March 21, 1944. The council was a Jewish self-governing body made up of prominent members of the Budapest Jewish community and was responsible for implementing Nazi policies against the Jews, including the creation of ghettos and the deportation of Jews to concentration and extermination camps. Samu Stern headed it along with eight members of the community that he had appointed. They called for strict adherence to German orders, and their compliance was driven by fear of the Germans and hope for survival.33 Despite the council’s efforts to mitigate the impact of these policies, most Hungarian Jews were ultimately murdered during the Holocaust. There was also a small Zionist Jewish group in Budapest, “The Aid and Rescue Committee” (Va’adat Ha-Ezrah ve-ha-Hatzalah), and Dr. Rudolf Kasztner was one of their leaders. Until the occupation of Hungary, this Zionist organization had supplied support for the thousands of Jews who streamed into the country from the neighboring Nazi-occupied states. In 1944 it was no longer a matter of extending aid to refugees, but a desperate – almost hopeless – attempt to save the lives of their own people. Kasztner decided that the best path would be to try negotiating with the SS.34 He then negotiated with Eichmann on behalf of the Budapest Aid and Rescue Committee to allow a number of Jews to escape certain death.35
 
          Between May and July 1944, Rudolf Kasztner repeatedly negotiated with Adolf Eichmann, the architect of the deportation of over half of Hungary’s Jewish population to Auschwitz in occupied Poland. They reached an agreement to spare 1,684 Jews in exchange for a ransom, estimated at approximately $1,000 USD per person.36 The train departed Budapest on June 30, 1944. However, in complete violation of the agreement, Eichmann diverted the passengers to the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp, where they arrived on July 8. Despite this betrayal, further negotiations with the Germans and additional payments ensured the eventual rescue of the passengers. They were transported to neutral Switzerland in two groups, the first in August and the second in December 1944.37
 
          Kasztner remains a controversial figure. Some look upon him as a hero, a valiant savior of thousands of Hungarian Jews, while others consider him a traitor and a Nazi collaborator. Allegations spread after the war that Kasztner had done nothing to warn the wider community.38 Rudolf Vrba escaped from Auschwitz after learning that construction and preparations were being made for the mass arrival of Hungarian Jews. The Jews were jokingly called “Hungarian Salami” by the camp guards.39 He escaped with Alfred Wetzler, and together they authored the report, which was delivered to the Jewish Agency to warn Hungarian Jews. Vrba later claimed that his report on Auschwitz’s gas chambers was deliberately withheld by Rudolf Kasztner and the Jewish-Hungarian Aid and Rescue Committee in Budapest to avoid jeopardizing the complex – and ultimately futile – negotiations with Adolf Eichmann. These negotiations included Eichmann’s proposed “Blood for Goods” deal, offering to exchange up to one million Jews for money and trucks from the United States or the United Kingdom.40 Verba wrote that the Nazis were aware that Jewish communities in Slovakia and Hungary had placed their trust either in secular Zionist leaders such as Kasztner, or in Orthodox Jewish leaders, which is why they lured precisely those members of the community into various negotiations, supposedly designed to lead to the release of Jews, but actually intended to placate the Jewish leadership to avoid the spread of panic, because panic would have slowed down the transports.41 On the other hand, others claim that as a result of his negotiations, an additional 15,000 Hungarian Jews were transferred to labor camps at Strasshof rather than being killed at Auschwitz.42 Anna Porter further asserts that “Kasztner is a hero who acted with courage and resourcefulness, and that the tangible results of his negotiations can be summed up as saving over 200,000 Hungarian Jews”. This includes the avoidance of the deportation of upwards of 200,000 Jews remaining in Budapest after July 1944.43 However, Ruth Lichtenstein, head of Project Witness, writes that Kasztner, spurred by the hope of ransoming surviving European Jews, was largely unsuccessful as he persisted in his negotiations with the Germans until the war’s end.44 Ben Hecht further dismissed the thought that Kasztner saved the remaining 200,000 Hungarian Jews through his negotiations. He claimed that a different member of the Jewish Agency, Moshe Krausz, was busy rescuing thousands upon thousands of those Jews.45
 
          The Israeli historian, Yehuda Bauer, offers more in support of Kasztner’s defense, as he argues that the Hungarian-Jewish community already knew that Jews were being killed in Poland, and there was nothing further Kasztner could have done to warn them.46 Bauer analyzes the situation and shows that the Hungarian Jews did not have any chance to succeed by resisting or escaping to Romania (as was written in Perfidy by Ben Hecht), and that they were told the truth by various people who escaped a previous Nazi persecution, but refused to accept that reality.47 Bauer further rejects Vrba’s claim that he provided information about the gas chambers and that Jewish leaders failed to act on it, resulting in the deaths of thousands of Hungarian Jews. Bauer argues that a large number of Hungarian Jews were already aware of the mass murders in Poland and that even if they had known about the gas chambers, the assumption that they would have refused to board the trains was unrealistic.48 In addition, Kasztner’s supporters argue that the agreement over the train was part of a much larger rescue effort involving negotiations to save all Hungarian Jews.
 
          On the other hand, Randolph Braham holds the Jewish Council responsible for failing to share the substantial information they had about the Nazi genocide with Hungary’s Jewish population. Braham suggests that, had this information been released, it might have incited Jewish Hungarians to resist, potentially disrupting the smooth operation of the deportations.49 Ferenc Laczó further quotes Hungarian journalist Jenő Lévai, who researched the Holocaust of Hungarian Jewry, criticizing the shocking naiveté of the Jewish leadership in Hungary, which led to their servile behavior.50 Hannah Arendt, a political philosopher and Holocaust scholar, is also known for her critique of the Judenräte (Jewish Councils). According to Arendt, the use of the Judenräte made it easy for the Nazis to carry out their plan. Arendt mentioned that Eichmann described how smoothly the process went and how it became routine. In her quote, she cites Eichmann’s statement that he encountered no resistance and that the Jews provided him with cooperation. According to him, without their assistance in administrative and police tasks, he would not have been able to execute the plan.51
 
          Rudolf Kasztner entered negotiations that dealt with the exchange of those who would be spared, vis-a-vis the majority of the Jews who would be sent to a death camp. During that time, another incident unfolded when Joel Brand, a member of the Budapest Aid and Rescue Committee, was summoned to a meeting with Eichmann on April 25, 1944.52 Eichmann asked Brand to help broker a deal between the SS and the United States or Britain, in which the Nazis would release up to one million Jews in exchange for 10,000 trucks for the Eastern front and large quantities of soap, tea and coffee. In negotiations, it’s crucial to discern what is truly relevant. Here, Eichmann’s seemingly impractical demands make it difficult to believe the British would agree. However, on the other hand, saving lives is paramount, and he offered to send 100,000 Jews without conditions. Ultimately, nothing came of the proposal, described by The Times as one of the most loathsome stories of the war.53 Some historians believe the Germans intended it as a cover for high-ranking Nazi officers, including Heinrich Himmler, to negotiate a peace deal with the Western Allies that would exclude the Soviet Union, and possibly Adolf Hitler himself. Whatever its purpose, the proposal was mishandled by the Jewish Agency and a suspicious British government. The British arrested Brand in Syria (which was then under British control) where he had gone to inform them of Eichmann’s offer, then leaked the story to the BBC, which broadcast it on July 19, 1944.54 It was unrealistic to expect the British to send thousands of trucks for the German army in exchange for Jews. The British wanted to hastily end the war, and not to enter into such negotiations with the enemy or risk their relationship with the Soviets.55 Kasztner, who continued negotiating with Eichmann, tried to save time. He was spurred by the hope of ransoming surviving European Jews, and therefore persisted in his negotiations with the Germans until the war’s end.56
 
          Eventually, the daily transport of about 12,000 Jews to Auschwitz was halted on July 9, 1944. How did this happen? U.S. President Franklin D. Roosevelt intervened by instructing his Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, to send a threatening letter on June 26, 1944, to Hungary’s leader, Miklos Horthy.57 The letter warned that the transportation of Hungarian Jews to concentration camps must stop immediately, or Hungary would face dire consequences unlike any other civilized nation.58 Then, on July 2, 1944, American bombers heavily bombed Budapest. This attack, combined with the letter from US President Franklin Roosevelt, as well as other letters from the King of Sweden and the Pope, convinced Horthy to halt the transportation of Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz.59 Horthy complied with the demands on July 9, with only a few exceptions. Between July and September 1944, the extermination of Hungarian Jews ceased for several weeks. The deportation of Budapest’s Jews to Auschwitz was scheduled for August 25, 1944, but was unexpectedly canceled by Heinrich Himmler at the last moment.60 When Horthy was on the verge of announcing that Hungary was withdrawing from the war on the side of Germany, and supporting the side of the Allies, he was deposed by the Nazis on October 15, 1944. After Horthy was removed from power, the anti-Semitic fascist Franz Szálasi, leader of the Arrow Cross party, had effectively become the sole ruler of the Hungarian state.61
 
          President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s pressure on Hungarian Regent Miklos Horthy to halt deportations in July 1944 serves as an example of political efforts to stop the deportation of Jews. However, Roosevelt faced criticism for not doing enough to save Hungarian Jews. He did not pressure Horthy to cease deportations earlier, consider bombing Auschwitz, or open the gates for increased Jewish immigration. In hindsight, it is evident that more could have been done to save the Jewish population during the Holocaust. This highlights the importance of standing up against hate and oppression early on to prevent such atrocities from occurring.62
 
          It is important to note that the rate of murders was slowed down through the heroic actions of diplomats from neutral countries, especially Raul Wallenberg, the Swedish representative, and Carl Lutz, the Swiss representative. Over a period of three months, especially after the Arrow Cross takeover on October 15, 1944, Wallenberg established his protegees in a number of “Swedish Houses” procured for that purpose.63 He issued thousands of passports, tracked prisoner convoys, and confronted the German and Hungarian guards (including Adolf Eichmann), claiming that these Jews were under the supervision of Sweden, he secured their release. He even made sure to hide about fifteen thousand Jews in thirty-one shelters. Wallenberg saved thousands of Jews in Budapest by setting up safe houses under the protection of the Swedish consulate. Wallenberg’s heroic efforts eventually led to his arrest by Soviet forces, and his ultimate fate remains unknown. Wallenberg was recognized by Yad Vashem in 1963 as Righteous Among the Nations.
 
          Overall, the Holocaust claimed the lives of approximately 565,000 out of over 800,000 Hungarian Jews.64 As mentioned, this event was particularly unique because the victims were murdered in a relatively short period of time, towards the end of the war. This raises many questions and makes feelings that more could have been done to save them. This tragedy serves as a poignant reminder of the devastating consequences of hatred and intolerance. It highlights the importance of promoting understanding and respect among people of different backgrounds and beliefs to prevent such atrocities from occurring in the future.
 
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 3 Examining Risk Factors and Triggers for Genocide
 
        
 
         
           
            The real problem is in the hearts and minds of men. It is not a problem of physics but of ethics. It is easier to denature plutonium than to denature the evil from the spirit of man.65 – Albert Einstein
 
          
 
          This chapter delves into key concepts in genocide studies, which will later be incorporated into a new analytical framework for analyzing the Holocaust in Hungary. The book allows for flexible engagement with both this chapter and Chapter 4: you may choose to study the material in depth, skim for key ideas, or proceed to later chapters and return at a later point. As you explore the analysis of historical events, you will see how these concepts are applied. Additionally, due to the broad spectrum of topics, this chapter is divided into separate sections. Genocide risk factors typically refer to the conditions or circumstances that increase the likelihood of genocide occurring. It focuses on the risk of genocide developing based on various contributing factors. These factors might include historical tensions between groups, political instability, discriminatory policies, etc. Additionally, there are short-term dynamics and triggers that precede genocide. Triggers are precipitating events that lead to a sharp escalation in violence, such as assassinations or changes in battlefield positions. They crystallize tensions and ignite a new period of more intense violence.66 The study will examine diverse risk factors and triggers of genocide, focusing on insights from esteemed scholars such as Scott Strauss and James Waller, alongside contributions from other scholars. The focus here lies on applying these findings specifically to the Holocaust, emphasizing the influence of Nazi ideology during the pre-war period, the onset and progression of the conflict, and subsequently extending this analysis to the events that transpired in Hungary.
 
          
            The Concept of Genocide
 
            The chapter will first explore the concept of genocide to provide a better understanding of its use. While it seems clear that the Nazis committed genocide, the study will further examine the role played by the Hungarians, considering whether they should be viewed as collaborators or perpetrators. Thus, by understanding the concept of genocide, we may be able to better assess if it applies to the Hungarians, providing insight into their true role during this period.
 
            Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959) was a Polish lawyer who is best known for coining the term “Genocide”. A term deriving from the Greek word genos (tribe, race) and the Latin word cide (killing). Genocide has two phases: destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group, and the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor. Lemkin claims that the German occupant had embarked upon a gigantic scheme to change, in favor of Germany, the balance of biological forces between it and the captive nations for many years to come. The techniques that they developed in various occupied countries, and the genocide, were carried out in the economic, political, social, cultural, biological, physical, and other fields.67 There are various aspects of genocide, such as social death, the destruction of identity, and often racism. Claudia Card emphasizes that social death is crucial to the evil of genocide, distinguishing it from other mass murders by highlighting the loss of social vitality, identity, and relationships. Card notes complexities in the context of genocide, affecting not only men and boys but also women and girls. While not all Holocaust victims experienced social death to the same extent, Card argues that even sudden instances of social death, preceding physical extermination, were significant. The murders were part of a broader plan aimed at eradicating Judaism, highlighting the enduring importance of the concept of social death in understanding genocide.68
 
            The definition of genocide and its inclusivity has been a subject of debate. The UN initially adopted a narrower approach than Lemkin, possibly due to political reasons—several nations were hesitant to categorize certain acts they did as genocide. This introduces the issue of bias within the discussions surrounding genocide. Raphael Lemkin’s work on Aboriginal genocides suggests that centrally coordinated planning is not required for an event to be categorized as genocide. Lemkin further writes that the royal administrators of the Spanish colonies were perhaps the most responsible for the crimes, since they had the power and the duty to interfere on the basis of royal orders, however, they were slaveholders themselves and thus did more than merely condone genocide.69 Lemkin also identified those responsible for cultural genocide. Clergy who imposed forced conversion were guilty of cultural genocide. However, the 1948 UN Convention defines genocide as acts committed with the intent to destroy a group, either in whole or in part, under certain conditions specified in the convention.70
 
            In defining genocide, scholars have identified four conceptual elements.71 These elements encompass four key aspects: the first, genos, refers to the targeted group or victims, while the second, cide, denotes the act of killing by the perpetrators (the means of destruction). The third element is intention, and the fourth involves mereology, studying parts in relation to the whole.72 However, debates arise concerning these elements. For instance, what percentage of a group needs to be annihilated to classify it as genocide? Regarding genos, the question arises: what is the ontological foundation of the genos (the group element)? It’s a query about how to define the group that is being destroyed. The ontological inquiry delves into what binds the group together: is the genos natural (objective) or socially constructed (subjective)? Should we perceive the targeted group from the victims’ perspective or that of the perpetrators? Is the classification real or imagined? Consider Stalin’s actions, for instance; he eliminated many individuals whom he perceived as a threat to his regime. This is an example of a constructed genos, where the definition is subjective and based on the perceptions of the perpetrators. Helen Fein Further discussed the element of cide, noting that it is a fuzzy concept with unclear boundaries.73 Raphael Lemkin, for instance, discussed eight techniques of genocide that go beyond the narrow scope of physical genocide alone. The broader spectrum includes physical, political, biological, economic, social, religious, cultural, and moral dimensions.74
 
            Regarding intent, the question of intent concerning Native Americans, for example, is a topic of debate among scholars. While some have characterized it as genocide and others as “ethnic cleansing”, Jeffrey Ostler introduced a fresh perspective on whether genocide occurred against Indigenous peoples in America. He reframed the debate by highlighting the importance of focusing on the question of intent versus outcome. Although there was no explicit intent to annihilate Indigenous populations, the cumulative impact was a significant demographic decline. Ostler initially believed “ethnic cleansing” best described U.S. policy on Indian removal. However, after fully grasping the devastating effects of these removals – particularly from the 1830s to the 1850s – he recognized that these catastrophes were the direct result of ongoing policies enforced by government officials who were fully aware of the consequences. While the intent was relocation rather than extermination, the methods used ensured widespread death and suffering. The U.S. government pursued aggressive policies, most notably the Indian Removal Act of 1830, signed by Andrew Jackson, which led to the forced displacement of tens of thousands of Native Americans. This resulted in the infamous Trail of Tears, where thousands perished from disease, starvation, and exposure. Faced with this reality, Ostler ultimately could not avoid calling it genocide.75
 
           
          
            Understanding Risk Factors and Triggers: Determination and Conceptualization
 
            Determining risk factors is crucial to identifying high-risk areas for genocide and mass atrocities. Analysts must consider these factors to predict their likelihood. Scott Strauss emphasized that understanding risk factors is essential for effective policy responses, including short-term mitigation and long-term prevention. Addressing these risk factors associated with genocide and mass atrocities, can reduce the chances of such events occurring.76 Straus writes that determining the causes of genocide and mass atrocities involves three key questions. Firstly, what are the macro-level risk factors associated with these events? These factors are typically measured at the country level and include aspects such as the type of regime, ethnic composition, national income, regional environment, and military size. Secondly, what are the short-term dynamics and triggers that precede genocide and mass atrocities? Short-term dynamics refer to the periods just before or during the early stages of such events. These are times when tensions escalate, distrust between populations or states and citizens increases, and perpetrators exhibit signs of hardened resolve. Triggers are specific events that sharply escalate violence, such as assassinations or changes in battlefield positions. Triggers crystallize tensions and initiate more intense violence. Lastly, what are the micro-level drivers and dynamics of violence at the individual and group levels? This pertains to understanding the motives and behaviors of perpetrators at the individual and group levels.77
 
            This chapter will first identify examples of risk factors, then analyze the application of macro-level risk factors to both the Nazis and Hungarians, focusing on distal macro-level factors. It will then delve into the short-term dynamics and triggers following Germany’s occupation of Hungary in March 1944, demonstrating how events unfolded in this context. The examination will transition to micro-level drivers, with a pivotal focus on an individual, Adolf Eichmann. This case presents animportant opportunity to study the interplay between risk factors, triggers, and the micro-level drivers mentioned by Straus.
 
            Scott Straus identifies three potent macro-level risk factors for the onset of genocide. According to him, the foremost and most robust factor is the presence of large-scale instability. Instability manifests in various forms, with armed conflict being the most consistently associated type with genocide, followed by “adverse regime change,” such as coups or revolutions. This holds true for historical instances like the Armenian genocide, the Holocaust, and the genocide of the Herero in German Southwest Africa, as well as contemporary cases such as those in Bosnia, Rwanda, Darfur, Sri Lanka, Libya, and Syria. Instability heightens the risk of genocide and mass atrocities for several reasons. Large-scale violence against civilians deviates from normal politics and is fraught with risks for both political elites and ordinary citizens. It is typically morally objectionable, likely unlawful domestically, invites international criticism, and diverts resources from essential projects. In times of political instability, particularly during war, this context provides cover and rationale for such crimes, as elites feel more threatened, citizens feel insecure, and legal norms may be disregarded.78
 
            Straus identifies ideology as the second risk factor, arguably the next most crucial for genocide and mass atrocities. The focus on ideology is particularly prominent in qualitative literature due to challenges in quantifying and measuring it across states. The basic premise is that understanding the worldviews guiding elite decision-makers is essential to comprehend their propensity for large-scale violence. There’s less consensus on which ideologies prompt elites to commit such atrocities. Some scholars highlight revolutionary ideology, suggesting that leaders aiming to transform their states are more inclined to use violence. Similarly, others argue that revolutionary ideology inherently creates citizen hierarchies, leading revolutionary states to target perceived enemies of the revolution in times of threat. The study will delve deeper into examples of ideology that can lead perpetrators to develop a theory of “us vs them” or social distancing towards the victims, further facilitating discrimination against them.79
 
            Straus’ third major macro-level risk factor involves a history of discrimination and unpunished violence against potential targets of genocide and mass atrocities. Past instances of genocide or politicide are strong predictors of future occurrences, as are previous discriminatory practices. Discrimination involves excluding groups from positions in government, the military, or other sectors, thus setting the stage for genocide. Similarly, prior violence against a target group, whether through physical harm or exclusion from societal norms, serves as a significant risk factor for future atrocities.80
 
            Straus illustrates how these three variables work together in the case of Darfur. Sudanese military forces and government-backed militias conducted large-scale and systematic violence against non-Arab residents between 2003 and 2005, resulting in the displacement of millions and the deaths of up to 400,000 people. The violence was coordinated and organized, meeting the criteria for mass atrocities. The short-term driver was the onset of civil war in 2003, with two rebel groups challenging the state. Ideologically, the Sudanese state has historically favored Arabs and Muslims over non-Arabs and non-Muslims, shaping its willingness to use violence against non-Arab targets in Darfur. The primary targets were non-Arab, despite also being Muslim. Additionally, the Sudanese government’s history of brutal wars in the south without accountability for mass atrocities contributed to the patterns of violence in Darfur. These actions reflect a longer history of how the state responds to armed challenges from groups perceived as outside the core identity population of the country.81
 
            Straus identifies additional risk factors he describes as disputed findings, as there were sufficient cases where such factors did not culminate in genocide. These include deep social divisions, such as ethnic conflict, the role of government capacity, and economic causes.82
 
            It is important to acknowledge that analyzing these risk factors includes conceptualizing certain factors/issues. Some factors, such as ideology, are commonly conceptualized in genocide studies as risk factors, as we will further discuss. However, terms like “us vs. them” (or “dichotomization”) may not be explicitly conceptualized as risk factors, although they are related. If we were to translate this concept into the idea of risk factors, we might rephrase it as “identity-based social division,” for example. Alternatively, it could be seen as an ideology that can lead perpetrators to adopt an “us vs. them” mentality or socially distance themselves from victims, further facilitating discrimination against them. Another example we will discuss is the role of security and ideology, which may also be related to genocide risk factors such as “state legitimacy deficit” and/or “history of identity-related tension.” The study will not individually verify each of these factors or group them under one set of risk factor concepts, but it will focus on studying their effects and the role they play in contributing to the risk of genocide.
 
            James Waller places the definition of triggers in conjunction with accelerants in understanding the escalation of violence. Triggering factors are the flashpoints at which a society, previously at risk of genocide, transitions into the lethal grip of genocide itself.83 Waller defines triggers as the “discrete precipitating events, or chain of events, that can push an at-risk state over the brink; they are the intervening variables between the existence of conditions necessary for the occurrence of conflict … Triggers are the dynamic, real-time stressors that can make the outbreak of violent or genocidal conflict likely or imminent”.84 Waller’s definition, though longer than Straus’s, shares key elements: events, precipitation, and violence. He also lists a wider array of triggers, including assassinations, coups, environmental crises, epidemics, crackdowns on protests, significant attacks, and armed conflict.85 Barbra Harff further discussed the history and politics of early warning systems for genocide, outlining factors utilized in risk assessment models. These factors include past genocides, ethnic composition of ruling elites, their ideological leanings, regime type, instability risks, state-led discrimination, and trade openness. Harff employs a specialized table and risk index score to enhance the assessment of genocide risk situations.86
 
            Hollie Nyseth Brehm delved deeper into the analysis of triggers, emphasizing the intricate interplay between socio-political factors and the emergence of trigger events, shedding light on the nuanced dynamics that precipitate violence. Nyseth Brehm specifically focused on the dynamics of violence at a sub-state level and identified trigger moments. The study will later delve deeper into her analysis, alongside that of Waller and Straus, focusing particularly on the evolution of these triggers and subsequent events in Hungary.87
 
           
          
            Scott Straus’ Forest Metaphor and the Role of Triggers
 
            One problem that Scott Straus mentioned is how to assess the weight of different variables or combinations of variables. Multiple causes contribute to each case of genocide and mass atrocity, and no single variable holds all the causal responsibility. This can lead to confusion when evaluating the risk of genocide and mass atrocities in a country experiencing a serious crisis but only exhibiting some of those variables. Refining our models will enhance our ability to anticipate future cases of genocide or mass atrocities. However, it is important for policymakers, Non-­Governmental Organizations, and citizens to acknowledge the limitations outlined in this concluding section. These limitations highlight the necessity for real-time, detailed analysis of unfolding events.88
 
            Straus uses an analogy, likening an atrocity to a forest fire. In a forest, various elements such as trees and other inflammable components pose risks for fire if it starts in a small area. Similarly, if a country displays these risk factors, the potential for a significant event is heightened.89 This prompts the question: will the country or the forest succumb to the flames? Scott Straus poses a critical question: What leads a country from being at risk of atrocities to the actual commencement of those atrocities? He writes that in attempting to address this question, analysts frequently rely on the notion of “triggers”—specific events, incidents, or tipping points that act as catalysts for widespread violence. Straus acknowledges skepticism among academics regarding pinpointing precise triggers for atrocities.90 Despite this, Straus identifies some main categories of triggering events but cautions that triggers cannot be separated from context or decision-makers.91
 
            Straus explores three main areas: (1) the period before a genocide or mass atrocity, (2) triggers that escalate violence quickly, and (3) early patterns of such atrocities. Using an analogy, the first topic resembles the conditions of heat and dryness in a forest, signaling an increased likelihood of fire in the near term. The second focuses on the spark that ignites the fire, and the third involves indicators that a large-scale fire is underway rather than just isolated patches burning. Straus mentioned that academic research on these aspects is thin. While we have a better grasp of broad macro-level risk factors and individual-level motivations for violence, our understanding of the short-term dynamics discussed here remains limited. As mentioned, triggers can be understood as significant precipitating events that occur before the onset of genocide. They are proximate causes that indicate when the violence begins, whereas risk factors are distal causes that point to the underlying conditions. Triggers can take various forms, such as escalating incidents, catalyzing factors, or tipping points. Tipping points often mark the start of an unstoppable chain of events, although there may not always be a point of no return. Straus writes that Predicting the specific timing of genocide or mass atrocities is challenging, as demonstrated by studies of past events. Perpetrators typically do not plan such violence years in advance but rather respond to unforeseen events, changes in the situation, shocks to the system, international dynamics, actions of opponents, or manipulated elections. Mass atrocities occur within a dynamic environment, making it difficult to anticipate the escalation of violence.92
 
           
          
            Social Distancing
 
            James Waller discussed the concept of social distancing and moral exclusion.93 Victims often face social death either before or after extreme acts of evil. In some cases, it could be contended that social death follows the victims’ physical death. Waller mentioned Cambodia, China’s Cultural Revolution, and the Soviet Union’s purges, as examples where victims were initially seen as guilty but not dehumanized until after the killings began.94 Waller further argues that the crux of ordinary people committing extraordinary evil lies in how perpetrators define their victims. Mass killings or genocides often erase common ground between perpetrators and victims through social and legal sanctions. Waller draws upon the work of sociologist Helen Fein, crediting her with emphasizing the necessity of defining victims as outside the moral obligations of perpetrators and describing three key mechanisms that explain the social death of victims: “us” vs. “them” thinking, dehumanization, and victim-blaming. He concludes that the “us” vs. “them” thinking eases the psychological burden of committing extraordinary evil, partly driven by the pursuit of self-esteem. This mindset prioritizes the psychological importance of “us”, emphasizing in-group formation and attachment over attitudes toward out-groups.95
 
           
          
            Milgram’s Obedience Experiments and Their Relevance to Eichmann
 
            James Waller’s work highlights social distancing’s potentially destructive impact, revealing how individuals might inadvertently perpetrate atrocities without realizing the harm they inflict on others. It seems that it would be easier for people to commit atrocities without seeing the victims. Dropping an atomic bomb killing thousands from far, might be easier than shooting a victim from a close range. There is an inverse correlation between cruelty and proximity. This aligns well with Stanley Milgram’s obedience experiments. In these studies, individuals aged 20 to 50 from diverse occupational and educational backgrounds were tested on their willingness to obey authority figures, even when instructed to act against their own moral beliefs. Participants, unaware of the true nature of the experiment, were led to administer increasingly severe electric shocks to a supposed “learner.” Shockingly, a significant number complied with the instructions, albeit reluctantly, highlighting the power of authority in influencing behavior.96 The experiment revealed that perpetrators were more likely to obey and administer electric shocks when distanced from their victims, especially when they couldn’t witness the effects on the victim directly.97 The study will later delve into Christopher Browning’s conclusions regarding how ordinary men can participate in genocide, drawing from his book Ordinary Men. Browning’s insights are supplemented by the findings of Philip Zimbardo’s Stanford Prison Experiment.98
 
            This phenomenon was later observed in how Adolf Eichmann utilized Hungarian collaborators to gather and transport Jews to Auschwitz. By maintaining a degree of separation and not directly inflicting harm, these collaborators were more compliant, mirroring the behavior of participants in the experiment who obeyed more readily when distanced from their victims’ suffering. This study examines these factors to further explore how Eichmann leveraged collaborators, such as the Hungarians, in his genocidal plan. It will also delve deeper into how these dynamics may have influenced his decision-making.
 
           
          
            Group Identity and “Us” vs. “Them”
 
            David Moshman further discussed the processes of “others”. He delves into the dynamics of group identity and posits that genocide often arises when individuals, collectively acting on behalf of what they perceive as their own group, target another group they perceive as different or threatening to their own group identity, viewing them as “others”. Moshman argues that genocide is an extreme consequence of regular identity processes rather than an inexplicable result of specific hatred. In essence, he suggests that genocide is less a product of hate and more a consequence of identity-based crimes. He emphasizes that genocide evolves through a normalization process within identities. This normalization involves teaching people to view the situation as “us versus them” for seemingly normal reasons, resulting in a dichotomized perspective. However, while this dichotomization is an essential part of the process, it alone is insufficient to cause genocide. It is a widespread anthropological phenomenon, yet not inherently genocidal in nature.99 Moshman proposed four interconnected phases discussed in his article. These are: (1) Dichotomization, emphasizing one identity dimension and sharply dividing into “us” and “them,” often leading to (2) Dehumanization, where the “other” is perceived as beyond human moral obligations. (3) Destruction follows, sometimes accompanied and succeeded by denial. (4) Denial helps perpetrators maintain their moral self-image. The article illustrates these phases using examples from the Holocaust, the 1994 Rwandan genocide, Latin American dirty wars, and the European conquest of the Americas.100
 
            Moshman concludes that to recognize that genocide is rooted in identity is to recognize that the potential perpetrators of genocide include all of us, individually and in our countless collectivities. Even if we could eliminate genocide from the world, the accomplishment might only be temporary and the potential for genocide remains. With it, is the ongoing challenge to resist the forces of dichotomization, dehumanization, and denial. We can see these elements in Norman Cohn’s discussion of the Myth of the Jewish World Conspiracy. This conspiracy of the Jews who want to establish a government and rule the world is all a myth. The myth arose in the last century and in particular after the publication of the Protocols of the Elders of Zion. The historical importance of that myth is that it served as a warrant for many massacres and potential genocide attempts. Norman Cohn discussed antisemitism in Tsarist Russia and in Germany after WWII and concluded that the story of the protocols is the story of how in 20th century Europe based on infantile fears and hatred, was able to find expression in the murder and torture of Jews behind all imagination. Its deepest implications reach far behind antisemitism and the Jews and lessons should be learned by the world so we can make it better and safer.101
 
            Nancy Scheper further discussed the genocide continuum arguing that every violent act makes genocide possible. Doing immoral things might lead one to do evil. Scheper describes how an invisible form of violence such as infant mortality, sexual violence, etc., might lead to committing visible violence like massacres and more. It’s like imagining having “disposable people” in everyday places.102
 
           
          
            The Role of Security Measures and Ideological Beliefs as Risk Factors for Genocide
 
            Scott Straus further discussed security and ideology as factors in what could lead to genocide. In his work, Straus has highlighted the significance of security and ideology as potential drivers of genocide. He describes how across a variety of cases, the most consistent rationale that national leaders cite to justify genocide or mass categorical violence is a grave danger. In Rwanda, for instance, the perpetrators claimed that the targeted population posed an existential threat to their own survival and that the group was inherently unmanageable, uncontrollable, and dangerous, leading them to justify their actions as a necessary measure of self-defense. The rationale for genocide thus conformed to a logic of existential preemption – destroy them to save us.103 This aligns with James Waller’s theory, which posits that the drive for survival is one of the factors that can contribute to the perpetration of genocide.104 Leaders becoming perpetrators, often fabricate false narratives suggesting their vulnerability to justify their actions against their victims.
 
            Mahmood Mamdani further discussed the Rwandan Massacre by applying post-colonial theories of violence and national liberties. He breaks the relationship between colonialism and genocide into two types: Settlers’ genocide (like German South West Africa – political identity), and Native Genocide (Rwanda – victims became killers). Because the colonial dehumanized the native, they later tried to achieve redemption by doing violence. Violence became the redemptive force of redemption. Mamdani claims that the Rwandan massacre could be understood via the colonial origins of Hutu-Tutsi political polarization: the divide and conquer strategy of colonialism, the racial distinction that hardened in the post-colonial independence, and the Hutu cast as “natives”, versus the Tutsi as “Settlers”. In their imaginary redemptive violence the Hutu also claimed that the Tutsi originated from Cham who was cursed in Genesis 9:24. He further discussed how this concept was modified in the Nazi antisemitism. Discussing the genealogy of Jewish conspiracy theories, we had the medieval era narrative about the Jewish plot against Christians (the ritual murder), and it was moved to the modern area narrative about the Jews pulling the strings (Freemasons, international Banking, and more). Then it moved to a new level by the end of the 19th century and on to what we call the apocalyptic conjecture.
 
            In Germany, following the Great War, Jews were scapegoated for the country’s defeat and the rise of the Bolsheviks in Russia. The Nazis adopted rhetorical centerpieces like the “stab-in-the-back” myth and the term “November criminals,” claiming that Germany’s defeat in the Great War was not due to military failure but sabotage by a coalition of Jews, socialist revolutionaries, and republican politicians.105 Those who had overthrown the monarchy and signed the November 11, 1918, Armistice were labeled “November criminals” and portrayed as traitors. The Nazis exploited this myth to fuel nationalism and intensify antisemitism, ultimately paving the way for the Holocaust. The Nazis’ apocalyptic worldview was based on an eternal struggle between Aryans and Jews, with Hitler viewed as the liberator. This was the essence of Nazi millennialism and their promise of redemption.106 In 1980 Saul Friedländer argued with other scholars who prioritized social & economic factors over political & ideological factors of genocide. Friedländer on the other hand claimed that Nazi antisemitism was an exception and transcended pragmatic concerns.107 Dirk Moses acknowledges this point, but emphasizes the need to balance strategic and ideological dimensions. He seeks to supplement Friedländer’s theory of Nazi antisemitism, arguing that it was shaped by the colonial imaginary during the racial century (1850–1950), especially after the Great War in Germany. Moses argues that perhaps the Holocaust was a native genocide. The Germans saw the end of their colonialism and after the Great War they saw themselves as a former colonial state as they transformed from the second Reich to the Third Reich (colonial genocide). Moses viewed it as native genocide which according to Mamdani’s theory regarding Rwanda, we can say that the Nazis saw themselves as “indigenous” and the Jews as “colonizers”.108
 
            These are risk factors for genocide, and we can identify the long-term structures primed for genocide, as one that has the potential to lead to genocide, not as a cause, but rather as it needs something else to trigger it. Triggers are the short-term dynamic catalysts that can activate the genocide.
 
           
          
            Political Violence
 
            There are additional escalating factors. Scott Straus emphasizes the correlation between state figures and local actors, as well as the strategic and ideological dynamics. It seems that genocide is almost always a political phenomenon and can be understood within the broader concept of political violence from a political science perspective. Straus explores why genocide occurs in some instances but not others, focusing on the rationale and policy options while examining the underlying logic and concepts of genocide.109
 
            There are warning signs that precede genocide, such as heightened tension, apocalyptic rhetoric, weapon stockpiling, removal of moderates, emergency situations, and more. Straus mentioned that in many cases, the period just before the onset of mass atrocity is one of increased tension and polarization. These indicators may serve as proximal risk factors that can potentially escalate into genocides, which might commence following a trigger event.110 Straus’ comprehensive list of warning signs preceding mass atrocities can be found in Appendix D. The Nazis exhibited many of these signs, including the removal of moderates. Similarly, in Rwanda, the removal of moderates was observed as the Hutu perpetrators first killed moderate Hutu leaders.
 
            The specific events and triggers are context-specific, dependent on the particular context and leadership decisions. For instance, the murder of the Hutu president in 1994 triggered the genocide, but would the Hutu perpetrators have taken action without that specific trigger, or would they have waited for a different trigger? This decision-making process is also influenced by leadership. Scott Straus writes that it is critical to recall that every situation varies, meaning that policy makers and citizens need to carefully analyze what is politically or militarily possible and what is likely to succeed under those conditions. Practitioners speak of being “context sensitive,” and that is a central principle for any response or prevention measure.111
 
           
          
            The Role of Triggers in the Unfolding Events in Hungary during World War II
 
            An example of the role of triggers can be seen in Hungary during World War II. The German invasion in March 1944 served as a trigger, but the process of establishing a pro-Nazi government and implementing systematic genocide continued beyond that point. The Nazis created an entire system that enabled them to annihilate a significant portion of the population within approximately two months, from May to July 1944, with the collaboration of Hungarian authorities. When compared to another trigger, such as the assassination of the Rwandan president in an air crash in 1994, which led to the first step of the Hutu targeting and killing moderate Hutu individuals, including the Hutu Prime Minister who had attempted to defuse tensions, there seems to be a distinction in how these triggers operated. In Rwanda, the mass killings involved the collective action of Hutu individuals, while in Hungary, a different method was employed. As the study suggests, the atrocities in Hungary were primarily orchestrated by Adolf Eichmann, requiring time and strategic steps to implement after gaining control. The violence in Rwanda escalated rapidly, as many Hutu individuals, influenced by those who guided them, actively participated in the massacre of Tutsis. In such situations, significant responsibility falls on world leaders or bystanders with the capacity to intervene—much like Strauss’ metaphor of extinguishing the fire before it spreads. This study will explore this aspect in greater depth later.
 
           
          
            The Intentionalist-Functionalist Debate and the Evolution of Genocide
 
            Genocide often emerges as a final resort (Plan C) after initial plans have failed, frequently as an unintended deviation from the original strategy. For example, it is widely believed that the Nazis initially aimed to expel Jews but eventually escalated to genocide. This shift fuels the ongoing debate between intentionalists and functionalists regarding Hitler’s true intentions. In this case there was Nazi ideology we knew about; in other cases we are less aware of such intentions. Perpetrators may modify their plans or escalate to genocide based on changing circumstances or opportunities. The invasion of the Soviet Union by Hitler, for instance, changed the situation and opportunity structure, leading to a greater focus on annihilating Jews and others. The debate between intentionalists and functionalists centers on whether Adolf Hitler had a premeditated plan to initiate the Holocaust. It questions whether the impetus for the genocide came directly from Hitler’s orders or if it evolved within the German bureaucracy. These terms were coined by British historian Timothy Mason in a 1981 essay.112
 
            Some view the debate more as a historical approach that illustrates two distinct ways of understanding Nazi actions.113 Christopher Browning writes that he tried to articulate a middle position which he called moderate functionalism, arguing that Hitler did not decide on final solution as the culmination of any long-held or premeditated plan, but that he had indeed made a series of key decisions in 1941 that ordained the mass murder of European Jews. The key turning point was June 1941 when in the euphoria of seeing victory, Hitler solicited a plan to extend the killing already taking place in Russia to the rest of the world.114 Browning believed that the Nazis aimed to expel all of the Jews from Europe, but only after the failure of these schemes did they resort to genocide. Yehudah Bauer further questioned the widely held belief that Hitler and his associates planned the Final Solution well before 1941, pointing to uncertainties in the developments leading to it. Bauer concludes that the mass murder of the Jews was a logical outcome of Nazi theories, though this conclusion wasn’t reached until 1941.115 Even then, mass murder was avoidable since Jews could have been sold or bartered, but the free world was not prepared for that and focused on winning the war. The decision to kill Jews was one outcome of Nazi ideology, but not the only one. With no buyers, the Nazis chose the alternative, both stemming from the belief that Jews were subhuman and could be either killed or sold.116 Bauer held that only later in 1942 it was decided on annihilation.117 Christopher Browning further argues that the rivalry within the unstable Nazi power structure provided the major driving force behind the Holocaust.118
 
            On the other hand, Lucy Dawidowicz argues that Hitler already decided upon the Holocaust no later than by 1919.119 Dawidowicz claims that by the end of World War I (November 1918) Hitler conceived his master plans, and everything he did from then on was directed toward the achievement of his goal, and he had openly espoused his program of annihilation when he wrote Mein Kampf in 1924.120 Dawidowicz supports her interpretation by citing Hitler’s extreme anti-Semitic statements. However, criticism notes that none explicitly calls for the extermination of Jews; Hitler only mentions killing Jews once in Mein Kampf, suggesting that if 12,000 to 15,000 Jews had been gassed instead of German soldiers in World War I, the sacrifice of millions at the front would not have been in vain.121 Given that Mein Kampf is 694 pages long, Dawidowicz’s critics contend, she makes too much of one sentence.122
 
            Despite the ongoing intentionalist and functionalist debate, which will be discussed further in Chapter 15 incorporating recent developments, the study maintains that genocide typically emerges as a plan of action after initial plans have failed. Regardless of the approach we adopt, circumstances may evolve for the perpetrators until they ultimately make their final decision.
 
           
          
            James Waller’s River Metaphor: Various Risk Factors and Historical Context
 
            James Waller begins with a fire metaphor, citing former U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, who identified nearly 20 countries at risk for genocide. Clinton warned that in these regions, the “wood is stacked,” symbolizing the potential for conflict, and stressed the need to act before the “match is struck”.123 Waller also employs a river metaphor to illustrate the progressive stages and dynamics involved in genocide. Waller further utilizes a river metaphor to explain the various stages and aspects related to genocide. The upstream represents the potential for genocide, emphasizing the need for prevention and acknowledging the responsibility to address risk factors. The midstream represents the act of mitigating atrocities as they unfold, while the downstream pertains to the aftermath, focusing on preventing future atrocities, pursuing justice, and the responsibility to rebuild in the wake of destruction. Waller goes on to discuss four conceptual categories of risk factors.124 He further mentions that there are distal factors, which are long-term and gradual, as well as proximal factors.125 These factors set the stage for the risk of genocide. Additionally, there is the presence of triggers, which can activate the risk and lead to genocidal acts.
 
            It is important to note that these categories are not concrete and that risk factors are contingent and dependent on other factors, rather than being causal in nature. The first category is governance, wherein regime type plays a role, with democracies generally having a lower likelihood of engaging in genocide.126 Other factors within this category include a deficit in state legitimacy and the weakening of state structures, as seen in examples such as Syria during the Arab Spring and the raise of ISIS, or Germany after World War I. The second element discussed by Waller pertains to conflicts rooted in history. As previously mentioned, Scott Strauss has also explored macro-level risk factors, identifying this particular macro-level risk factor within the historical category, as significant.127 One risk factor within this category is a history of identity-related tension, as seen in the case of the Hutu and Tutsi conflict or the lingering cultural trauma experienced by the Hutu towards the Tutsi due to years of colonialism under Belgian rule. Another example is the “stab in the back” theory that emerged in Germany after World War I, where Germans blamed Jews and viewed them as a threat. This highlights the element of survival, as described by Waller. Additionally, a systematic record of human rights violations serves as another risk factor, exemplified by Germany’s implementation of discriminatory laws and persecution against Jews. Waller further distinguishes between modifiable and non-modifiable risk factors.128 Using a metaphor of smoking and the risk of a heart attack, modifiable factors can be likened to quitting smoking, whereas non-modifiable factors are comparable to age or family history of diseases. In the case of Germany, scholars like Daniel Goldhagen connect the hatred towards Jews with medieval persecution against Jews, indicating a non-modifiable factor influenced by historical conflict.129
 
            In considering the role of history as a factor, we have another perspective as we can observe a pattern where genocide, once occurring in one place, can recur. An example is the German atrocities against black people during their colonial rule in Africa prior to Hitler and the Nazis. Furthermore, in the context of antisemitism, Mark Levene pointed out the historical continuity, highlighting that anti-Semitism in the interwar period was a widespread pan-European phenomenon.130 Donald Bloxham and Dirk Moses further discussed several events that took place after the Great War that included genocide and ethnic cleansing. Unlike the end of the Ottoman and Romanov empires, the unraveling of most of the Habsburg Empire began more as a controlled dissolution into nation-states and this outcome was central to the geopolitical designs of the victorious powers. They discussed many changes, issues, and conflicts that took place in the new Polish state, the Balkan states, Hungary, Germany, The Soviet Union, and more. The Soviet Union asserted itself against the West and the international order. After abandoning the dream of world revolution in the 1920s, its leaders, above all Stalin, determined to forge ‘socialism in one country’ and construct an autarkic economy that could hold out against the West.131 They discussed earlier pogroms against the Jews, the Soviet famine of 1932–1933 that affected all the grain-producing regions of the Soviet Union: Ukraine, the North Caucasus, the Volga region, the southern Ural Mountains, Western Siberia, and Kazakhstan.
 
            Mark Levene further discussed the immediate 1918–1922 impact of imperial Ottoman, Austrian, and Russian, collapse and German defeat in that area he called the European rimlands.132 There was a paradox here. Both the Nazis and the Soviets were ruthless totalitarian regimes. However, the impetus for genocide, let alone its frequency, was not entirely dictated by these two superpowers, rather they were more general, systemic, and based on other factors such as nationalism. Bloxham and Moses compared it to an area of mountains where some of their peaks were going above the clouds’ line. The focus on specific outcomes that qualify as genocide is analogous to studying the peaks of mountains from above the cloud line that only particularly tall mountains penetrate, when a glimpse beneath the cloud line would illustrate that other mountains fell just short and that the tallest mountains were connected to others via valleys and more. Likewise, there were more reasons for genocides, and we cannot be focused only on the peaks—Germany and the Soviets. 20th-century Europe provides a rich context to explore the connections between different events, challenging simplistic explanations about the links between ideology, regime, state form, and mass violence against civilians. The pure, abstract logic of exclusionary ideology is rarely sufficient to push even extremists into ethnic cleansing or genocide. How and how far a goal of homogeneity is pursued depends upon the contingent course of events.133
 
            Returning to Waller’s exploration of various categories of risk factors, he goes on to further identify economic conditions and social fragmentation as additional categories of risk factors.134 Economic conditions can contribute to the risk of genocide, and social fragmentation, including identity-based divisions and “us vs. them” mentalities, can also play a significant role.135 Demographic pressures and other related factors can further contribute to the risk.
 
           
          
            The Role of Social Identity and Cognitive Biases in Group Dynamics
 
            James Waller provides further insight into how social identity can serve as a catalyst for violent or genocidal conflicts, and emphasizes the element of survival that plays a role in predators and its influence on preconditions that contribute to such conflicts.136 Identity plays a significant role in intergroup conflict. It can be understood on two levels: personal and social. Personal identity, or “I-identity,” relates to how we define ourselves as individuals. Social identity, or “we-identity,” stems from our membership in important social groups. Our sense of self is influenced by both personal and social identities, which are interconnected. Social identities are subjective and involve a psychological attachment to a specific group rather than objective membership. They encompass enduring characteristics, values, strengths, weaknesses, hopes, fears, reputation, and conditions of ethnic or national group identity.
 
            Waller explains that social identity is about what connects us to a group—“us” and “we”—rather than our individual uniqueness. Our identity is shaped by multiple, overlapping social roles, such as being Chilean, a woman, a politician, or gay, all at once. These identities coexist and do not cancel each other out. Group-based social identity is not inherently problematic and can foster social understanding by defining who we are through group memberships. However, it often relies on defining who we are not—it is easier to be Hutu if there is someone else to be Tutsi. Social identity becomes dangerous when it draws divisive emotional and evaluative boundaries between “us” and “them”.137
 
            Waller writes that research has shown that people tend to perceive individuals of other races as more similar to each other compared to members of their own race. The power of social identity leads us to see in-group members as more similar to us than out-group members, a tendency called the assumed similarity effect. This perception leads us to further emphasize the assumed similarity within our in-group and the perceived homogeneity of the out-group. We exaggerate these similarities even when groups are assigned arbitrarily. At the same time, we perceive out-group members as more alike, a phenomenon known as the out-group homogeneity effect, which leads us to overgeneralize about them. For instance, people often perceive members of other races as looking more alike than those of their own race. This bias is reinforced by drawing sharper distinctions between “us” and “them,” exaggerating differences (the accentuation effect) while ignoring similarities between groups.
 
            According to Waller, cognitive biases often stem from our tendency to simplify and generalize, perceiving in-group members as similar to ourselves while exaggerating differences with out-group members. Waller highlights the potential dangers of these seemingly benign biases. Similarly, Gordon Allport argues that in-groups hold psychological primacy because of their survival value. We live, depend on, and sometimes dedicate ourselves to our in-groups, making these biases rarely emotionally neutral. Experience and research have consistently shown that we tend to like people we perceive as similar to us and dislike those we see as different. In essence, the mere act of categorizing people into groups inherently establishes a bias favoring the in-group and discriminating against the out-group.138
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 4 Nazi Ideology and Hungarian Antisemitism
 
        
 
         
           
            I learned to trust the threats of enemies before the promises of friends.139 – Eli Wiesel
 
            Genocide happens when democracy is absent.140 – A Common View
 
          
 
          During World War I, Subcarpathian Rus’ was occupied by Russian troops until 1917. Following the Treaty of Trianon in 1920, the region officially became part of the newly formed Czechoslovak Republic. Its 90,000 Jews, constituting 12 percent of the population, were granted official minority status, as were all Jews in Czechoslovakia. Many of the Jews in this region spoke Hungarian, reflecting the area’s historical ties to Hungary prior to the treaty. This linguistic and cultural connection played a significant role in their social and political dynamics within the Czechoslovak Republic. The First World War brought significant political upheaval and new challenges to the Jews of Subcarpathian Rus’. Jewish refugees fleeing Galicia, and later the Romanian invasion of Bukovina and Moldavia, added to the region’s population. Subcarpathian Rus’ became a battleground between Hungarians, Romanians, and Czechs, with Munkács (now in Ukraine), a town with many Hasidic Jews, briefly divided between the Romanians and Czechs in April 1919. Eventually, the region was annexed by Czechoslovakia. The war and the fall of the Austro-Hungarian Empire exposed the traditionally insular Jewish community of Subcarpathian Rus’ to a modern, democratic reality. In the interwar period, Jewish life and relations with the local population were deeply influenced by the crisis of late modernism.141
 
          However, in 1939, following Hitler’s demands and the subsequent dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, Hungary seized and annexed Subcarpathian Rus’. The area, which was a diverse borderland in Europe, home to Carpatho-Ruthenians, Jews, Magyars, and Roma, fragmented due to state-building in interwar Czechoslovakia and the Hungarian occupation during World War II. Antisemitism, fueled by perceptions of ‘foreignness’ and disloyalty, intertwined with xenophobia and national security concerns. However, despite Hungary’s introduction of antisemitic laws, Subcarpathian Rus’ remained relatively safe for Jews until the German occupation in 1944. Hungarian authorities then intensified mass robbery, deportations, and killings targeting all non-Magyar groups to assimilate the region into an ethnonational ‘Greater Hungary’.142
 
          Raz Segal writes that Prague’s control exacerbated tensions between Jews and locals, intensifying as Europe headed towards conflict. The interethnic crisis stemmed from evolving collective identities among Jews and Carpatho-Ruthenians, influenced by various competing groups and historical factors. While often described as “the rise of nationalism” and associated with antisemitism, the complexities of these phenomena demand deeper exploration. The history of interwar Subcarpathian Rus’ provides a unique lens into this intricate social and political landscape.143 Segal writes that many Holocaust survivors from Subcarpathian Rus’ commented in their testimonies on the positive nature of the relations between Jews and Carpatho-Ruthenians in the interwar years. However, the interwar years saw the rise of anti-Jewish sentiments among Carpatho-Ruthenians as well, and their relations with Jews slowly began to deteriorate. Relations between Jews and Carpatho-Ruthenians were embedded in the political and social dynamics of interwar Czechoslovakia, as well as in the collective emotional tones that accompanied them.144
 
          Segal further discussed a detrimental process that took place between the world wars. Initially, Jews welcomed Czechoslovak rule, hoping for freedom from discrimination. However, Prague’s disregard for autonomy agreements and suspicion of Jewish sympathies for Hungary persisted. This Jewish openness not only failed to alter Czech hostility but also angered Magyars and Carpatho-Ruthenians. Jews aligning with a regime viewing the region through a colonial lens caused a rift with Carpatho-Ruthenians rejecting a marginalized status. Post-World War I tensions in Subcarpathian Rus’ heightened differences between Carpatho-Ruthenians and Jews. As national ideologies spread, Jews faced a loyalty crisis while Carpatho-Ruthenians grew discontented. Many Carpatho-Ruthenians viewed Jews as obstacles to their national aspirations, placing them in conflict with Magyars and the Czechoslovak state. Amid internal struggles among Carpatho-Ruthenians and their fight against the Czechoslovak government for recognition of regional collective rights, they distanced themselves from their Jewish neighbors. By the late 1930s, many Carpatho-Ruthenians considered Jews as agents of “Czechization”. According to Isaiah Trunk, a prominent historian of Polish Jewry and a pioneer in Holocaust research, there was also the ‘age-old, almost atavistic hatred of the Jews wherever they have lived unprotected’ to consider. Furthermore, modern anti-Zionism can often be seen as a contemporary variation of this deep-seated animosity.145
 
          Segal claims that the concept of Greater Hungary drove the nation-state’s violence against Jews and other minority groups during the war. On July 10, 1941, Miklós Kozma, governor of the Carpathian region captured by Hungary, initiated a campaign of mass violence in pursuit of this vision. In a letter to Prime Minister László Bardószy, Kozma proposed deporting “non-Hungarians from Galicia,” referring to Jews who had migrated during the nineteenth century, labeling them as foreigners. He played a major role in initiating Hungary’s first Jewish deportation, targeting non-Hungarian Jews, including those who had sought refuge in Hungary from neighboring countries. Many of these deportees tragically became victims of the Kamianets-Podilskyi Massacre. Carpatho-Ruthenians, the majority Slavic population, were suspected of being “Ukrainian agents” due to growing Ukrainian nationalism, though this threat was minimal. The Hungarian army swiftly suppressed local pro-Ukrainian militia resistance in March 1939, resulting in the brutal killing of thousands, including civilians. Gypsies were also targeted without explanation, perceived as foreign, threatening, and unwanted.146
 
          Other scholars like Yehuda Bauer and Peter Hayes have also discussed early Hungarian antisemitism. Hayes suggests that the impetus for antisemitism after World War I stemmed from Jews’ perceived association with communism. The rise of Bolsheviks in Russia in 1917, with prominent Jews among their leaders, fueled this sentiment. Moreover, Jews assumed leadership roles in Hungary during the revolutions of 1918–1919, akin to developments in Germany with figures like Kurt Eisner and Bela Kun, which opponents exploited to portray Jews as a threat. This narrative was also tied to the fabricated “Protocols of the Elders of Zion.” Additionally, as Isaiah Trunk articulated, historical antisemitism in Europe, dating back to the Middle Ages, persisted. Bauer further describes how, as Horthy assumed control after 1919, antisemitism became entrenched in the regime through laws restricting Jews in universities, marriages, and other aspects of life.147
 
          Raz Segal’s important work highlights how Hungarian anti-Jewish actions commenced long before their alliance with the Nazis. Additionally, Segal illustrates that these actions were part of a broader nation-state-building effort aimed at eliminating various minorities, not just Jews. For example, small-scale massacres of Carpatho-Ruthenians, suspected of being fifth columnists, began as early as March 1939. This suggests that Hungarian motivations were initially driven by self-interest, with security and survival concerns playing significant roles. The study will later delve deeper into the evolution of Hungarian antisemitism, particularly their actions following their alliance with the Nazis. But first, this chapter will explore Nazi antisemitism—how it manifested and differed in its ideology and execution.
 
          Nazism was an ideology that espoused racial discrimination and social Darwinism as its core beliefs. According to this theory, human society could be categorized into three groups: the superior Aryan race who were the creators of human culture, the peoples of Central and Western Europe who were considered bearers of culture that were able to adopt the culture that the Nazis introduced, and those who were considered destroyers of culture, including members of the Slavic race and Jews who were deemed to be the most inferior. This worldview was used to justify horrific acts of violence and persecution against those groups deemed inferior by the Nazi regime. The Nazi ideology was based on a distorted interpretation of Charles Darwin’s On the Origin of Species, which they misapplied to human society. They believed that a struggle for survival existed between the strong and the weak in the relationships between nations, with natural selection occurring within human society. According to this worldview, the strong would always dominate, while the weak were destroyed. The Nazis claimed that the German people were chosen by a “divine” desire to create a racial hierarchy in the world.148 The Nazis asserted that the Jews were attempting to destroy their racial hierarchy and dominate the world, thus preventing German dominance. To persuade others of the danger they posed, they employed negative comparisons and views of the Jewish people, portraying them as carriers of disease and likening them to germs. This marked a new phase of anti-Semitism, differing from the more religiously-motivated anti-Semitism of the medieval era.149
 
          Mark Levene wanted to find out what were the conditions that enabled a Nazi party with its open antisemitism to come to power, and how much was that antisemitism—or, more starkly, Judeophobia, as we might prefer to label to it—intrinsic to Nazism’s popular appeal. Levene suggests that the answer to that question may lie less in the actual ‘moment’ of 1933 and more in that legacy. Germany’s defeat and collapse were not unique, prompting a comparison with other states—most notably the USSR and post-Ottoman Turkey—in their own resistance to the Western liberal system. Moreover, German nationalist and ultranationalist views during the post-Great War period were not alone in obsessing over the notion of an international Jewish conspiracy to explain the nation’s downfall. Nationalists and ultranationalists across ‘New Europe,’ as well as a significant number in Western Europe, shared this belief, underscoring the pan-European nature of antisemitism during the interwar period. Levene argues that what made the person of Hitler so potent was his ability to transform his intensely personal Judeophobic obsession into a powerful entry point for engaging a segment of the collective German psyche. At the same time, he positioned himself as the true path toward a purified and thus redeemed Volksgemeinschaft – a truly pure national-racial community.150 Paradoxically, it was through the apparatus of the traditional German state, more particularly its bureaucratic, legal, police, and public health organs, that Nazism was not only rescued from having its anti-Semitic aims rejected, but given a framework within which to both grounds and develop its race policies as if as they were not simply normative but at the cutting edge of modernism. It was through the state’s scientific and medical elites that Nazi Germany came closest, pre-war, to enacting genocidal-type policies. This way Hitler turned towards genocide by the back door.151 Levene further claims that what is doubly paradoxical is that the experts’ drive towards this brave new world of a hereditarily pure community posed lethal dangers to a much wider range of Germans than simply its Jewish population.
 
          Several factors, including instability, ideology, and discrimination, contribute to the risk of genocide.152 These can be observed in the step-by-step progression from the Nazi takeover of the Reichstag to the onset of World War II. The Nazis’ adherence to Hitler’s racial struggle ideology and belief in Jewish ambitions to dominate Germans were reflected in their actions, including anti-Jewish boycotts, book burnings, and discriminatory laws. However, the turning point towards genocide was marked by the country-wide pogroms, also known as Kristallnacht, in 1938, and the commencement of war in 1939, which intensified the Nazis’ racial anti-Semitic policies. To justify the murder of the Jews both to the perpetrators and to bystanders in Germany and Europe, the Nazis used not only racist arguments but also arguments derived from older negative stereotypes, including Jews as communist subversives, as war profiteers and hoarders, and as a danger to internal security because of their inherent disloyalty and opposition to Germany.153 In August 1939, a few days before the outbreak of World War II, the leader of Nazi Germany, Adolf Hitler, spoke to German officers. He spoke of the approaching invasion of Poland, and demanded merciless cruelty: “to kill without mercy all the men, women and children who are of the Polish race or who speak the Polish language”. As proof that this is possible, Hitler asked them “Who is talking today about the extermination of the Armenians?”154 This quote highlights the significant bystander roles played by major nations like the USA, Great Britain, and others, with a dual impact. Apart from failing to save lives, their actions influenced the perpetrators’ perspective. This study aims to explore and demonstrate this phenomenon, specifically examining its role in Hungary.
 
          The Nazi regime used this belief system to justify the persecution and atrocities against those who did not fit their narrow definition of a “superior” race, leading to the murder of millions during the Holocaust. By dehumanizing Jewish people and attributing false traits to them, the Nazis created a pretext for their persecution and extermination. This dangerous ideology serves as a stark reminder of the devastating consequences of extremist and discriminatory beliefs, highlighting the urgent need to combat all forms of hatred and discrimination.
 
          By examining Nazi ideology and the events leading up to World War II, as well as the early stages of the war when Nazi brutality became more evident, we can identify several risk factors. One is the identity-based social division, known as the “us vs. them” mindset, where perpetrators see themselves as fundamentally separate from their victims. Another is the dehumanizing view of victims as “germs” to be eradicated. Nazi propaganda, such as the film Jud Süss, depicted Jews as vermin, associating them with germs and bacteria.155 The film, filled with antisemitic tropes, includes a scene with a mass of rats, which serves as a symbolic reference to Jews, further reinforcing this dehumanizing imagery. These ideas were central to the dangerous new ideology the Nazis introduced.156 Additionally, the Nazis employed another method to propagate a false theory by associating victims with Bolsheviks. Both this risk factor and the dehumanizing notion that victims were like “germs” implied that the victims posed a perceived threat to the perpetrators. After Hungary aligned with Germany at the start of the war, additional risk and survival factors emerged. On the survival side, many Hungarians opposed the Bolsheviks and sought independence, as well as the recovery of territories they believed were rightfully theirs.157 Early identification of these elements had the potential to facilitate taking appropriate actions, whether to escape or prevent genocide through other means. This survival factor aligns with James Waller’s theory, which posits that the motive behind genocide can be attributed to a logic of existential preemption.158 It may involve a mindset of “destroy them to save ourselves,” or a willingness to act as bystanders or even aid the perpetrators in certain situations.
 
          David Moshman’s analysis of genocide, which suggests that it is an extreme outcome of an identity process rooted in the normalization of “us vs. them” thinking – as elaborated in Chapter 3 – also aligns with Nazi ideology. Moshman underscores that this process involves the dichotomization of groups and is fueled by various perceived differences between them.159 James Waller’s insights into the survival element further reinforce this perspective. He contends that psychological adaptations like xenophobia and a desire for social dominance may have bolstered our ancestors’ survival and reproductive success, leading them to favor these traits. Over time, the interplay of survival needs, evolving societal norms, and environmental factors likely contributed to the normalization of killing for groups like the Einsatzgruppen, who perceived their actions as redemptive.
 
          The events that unfolded with the Nazis coming to power can also be recognized as risk factors aligning with James Waller’s four conceptual categories, as previously discussed.160 One example that highlights the element of survival was the “stab in the back” theory that emerged in Germany after World War I, where Germans blamed Jews and viewed them as a threat. Additionally, a systematic record of human rights violations serves as another risk factor, exemplified by Germany’s implementation of discriminatory laws and persecution against Jews. Similar events also occurred in Hungary, although not to the same extent as in Germany. Then, it was the German invasion in March 1944 that acted as a catalyst (trigger) for the subsequent genocide. James Waller further identifies economic conditions and social fragmentation as additional categories of risk factors.161 The social fragmentation, including identity-based divisions and “us vs them” mentalities, had played a significant role.162 Waller’s research on genocide also illuminates the phenomena of social distancing and moral exclusion, indicating that it is easier for individuals to commit atrocities without directly confronting their victims. The inverse correlation between cruelty and proximity, as observed in Milgram’s experiments on obedience to authority, aligns with Waller’s theory of social distancing and moral exclusion, as discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this study.163
 
          As exemplified by the actions of Adolf Eichmann, the Nazis employed these methods to perpetrate genocide. Eichmann used the collaboration of the Hungarians to gather and transport Jews to concentration camps via trains, ultimately leading to their extermination in gas chambers at Auschwitz.
 
          Building on these psychological factors, Scott Straus further explores how security concerns and ideological motivations contribute to genocide, as previously discussed.164 Straus argues that these elements can manifest as a “state legitimacy deficit” or a “history of identity-related tension,” among other possibilities. This reasoning follows a logic of existential preemption, where the only perceived way to ensure security is to eliminate the perceived threat – consistent with Hitler’s portrayal of Jews as an existential danger to Germans. We can see how this factor influenced Nazi actions. They constructed an ideology rooted in a theory of self-defense and survival, believing that the elimination of Jews was essential to their vision of a redemptive war. This ideology presented the opportunity to forge a better world free of Jews, and they were determined to fulfill this mission while they still had the chance. Antisemitism also played a crucial role in the events that unfolded. As evidence, Randolph Brahm cites a report by Nazi official Edmond Veesenmayer, who referred to Jews as “enemy no.1” and labeled all the Jews in Hungary as saboteurs and Bolshevik vanguards. This demonstrates the redemptive war mindset that was prevalent among the Nazis.165 Straus further highlights the roles of state figures, local actors, and underlying ideologies in escalating violence. He examines genocide as a political phenomenon within the broader context of political violence, analyzing its occurrence by focusing on reasoning, policy choices, and three key elements: large-scale violence, targeting specific groups, and destructive intent. Straus notes that local actors often assist perpetrators in identifying these groups, and that genocide necessitates territorial control, local involvement, and multi-agency coordination, which are often linked to national state capacity. The Nazis demonstrated their effectiveness in utilizing these methods, particularly in Hungary, where they enlisted the help of locals to execute their genocidal plan. The utilization of these techniques poses a long-term risk for genocide. Long-term conditions can prime for genocide, but short-term triggers escalate it. Hitler’s invasion of Russia in June 1941 was another significant step towards this end. This was followed by their invasion of Hungary in March 1944 and the establishment of a new government, which can be viewed as a short-term trigger for the genocide.
 
          Doris Bergen’s analysis of the German invasion of Russia in June 1941 highlights three key aspects.166 First, the invasion aimed to destroy the Soviet Union, driven by Hitler’s perception of the Soviets as racially inferior and by his ambition to expand German territory eastward for “living space.” Second, Bergen notes that the Einsatzgruppen, mobile killing units, were deployed specifically to eliminate Jews and other perceived enemies of the Nazi regime. Third, as the Nazis advanced into eastern Russia, they intensified their brutality, escalating the mass killing of Jews now under their control.167 Peter Hayes noted that the victories in southeast Europe in early 1941 led to an increased number of Jews within the Nazi sphere of influence, intensifying the pressure to take action against them, which grew even stronger with the attack on the Soviet Union later that year. In Addition, Hitler expected America to soon join the alliance against him. A combination of impatience, frustration, and hubris convinced the Nazis that they had much to gain and nothing to lose by proceeding more radically now against the Jews.168
 
          One of the first massacres was that of Babyn Yar in Ukraine, which served as a grim precursor for others to follow.169 In just 2–3 days, approximately 40,000 Jews were murdered. Karel Berkoff discussed the Massacre of Jews that took place in Babyn Yar, Ukraine, in September 1941.170 He describes a secret meeting that took place in the new office of the city commandant, in which the German army and the SS agreed that the Jews would not be interned in a ghetto. They would be gathered for immediate annihilation, at Babyn Yar.171 The Nazis were eager to initiate the larger-scale massacre; as early as the day after their secret meeting, they began shooting Jewish civilians at two locations in Babyn Yar. To themselves and their superiors, the perpetrators framed the impending massacre of the Jews of Kyiv as an act of “reprisal.” They believed that any actions taken by “Bolshevik” activists were instigated or perpetrated by Jews. In their eyes, Communism was merely one of many vehicles through which Jews sought to dominate the world. This illustrates not only their enthusiasm for the killings but also how they constructed a false narrative to justify their actions.
 
          This aligns with David Moshman’s analysis of genocide, which posits that it is an extreme result of an identity process. Throughout this process, people are taught that such actions are “normal” and that there is an “us vs. them” mentality for various perceived reasons. This process revolves around dichotomization.172 As mentioned, James Waller adds the survival element, concluding that psychological adaptations such as xenophobia and a desire for social dominance may have enhanced our ancestors’ survival and success, leading to their favoring of these traits. Over time, the need to survive, men’s desires, and the environments they inhabited all contributed to this mindset. For units like the Einsatzgruppen, killing Jews became a naturalized and perceived redemptive act. Karel Berkoff concludes that Babyn Yar was a site where Germans and their auxiliaries shot Jews to death on a scale that is difficult to imagine; in September 1941 in particular, but also during the remainder of German rule. Most of the perhaps 100,000 people buried there probably were Jews.173
 
          Hitler’s invasion of Russia marked another significant step toward genocide, with Hungary serving as a German ally at the time. Later, in March 1944, Hitler’s invasion of Hungary is viewed as a trigger for genocide. This study will analyze this event using Scott Straus’s metaphor to explore the relationship between risk factors and triggers. The Hungarians had a history of persecuting Jews and promoting antisemitic ideologies, which should have alerted the Jewish community. Additionally, reports of Nazi actions in Poland heightened concerns, with individuals like Rudolph Verba, who escaped Auschwitz, and Rabbi Weissmandl contributing to the warnings. However, Hungarian Jews largely ignored these signs and complied with orders to board trains to Auschwitz. The next chapter will examine the reasons for their reaction.
 
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 5 Understanding Victims’ Perspective: Compliance Behavior
 
        
 
         
           
            Today looking back on the six years of that war, I realize that the worst thing I endured in the holocaust was not the hunger, the cold, or the beatings; it was the humiliation. It is almost impossible to bear the helplessness of unjustified humiliation. Helplessness becomes linked with that dishonor.174 – Holocaust Survivor Rabbi Yisrael Meir Lau
 
          
 
          This chapter deals with the victim’s perspective, with a particular emphasis on evaluating the role of Jewish councils and their leaders in directing groups to gather and board trains. Saul Friedländer extensively examines the sense of helplessness and passivity experienced by the victims. He places great importance on their voices, as they shed light on what was known and what could have been known during that time. Friedländer contends that these voices convey both the clarity of insight, and the profound blindness experienced by human beings when confronted with an entirely new and horrifying reality.175 The chapter includes several testimonies and is divided into sections with titles for clarity.
 
          
            Exploring the Perspective of the Victims
 
            Why did many Jews hold onto false hope or refuse to join resistance groups during the Holocaust? Research has revealed several reasons for this phenomenon. One factor was the Nazi deception plan, which made it difficult for many Jews to imagine that gas chambers were being used to exterminate them. Additionally, joining a resistance group was fraught with difficulties, including the challenges of survival after resistance, as well as the hope that the war would soon end, and they would survive. Some Jews also believed that they could make themselves valuable to the Germans and avoid being killed by demonstrating their worth through their labor. Another element in the reluctance of some Jews to resist could had been the role played by the Judenrat, or Jewish council. The study aimed to examine whether their actions, regardless of whether they involved the dissemination of false information, had an impact on individuals’ decision-making processes. The initial aim was to locate survivors or descendants of survivors in order to gather testimonies, with the goal of understanding whether Hungarian Jews boarded the trains primarily because of their trust in the Jewish council and the assurances they received. However, upon reviewing testimonies and scholarly works, it became apparent that this might not have been the primary reason. Instead, it appeared that the decision to comply stemmed from a collective mindset of following the majority, maintaining a hopeful outlook, and a refusal to accept the worst possible outcome. The study will further explore these aspects and analyze how they integrate with the main focus, enhancing our understanding of how the Holocaust took place in Hungary. It’s important to note that locating survivors for interviews, particularly those who were adults during the period in question, can be challenging due to their limited numbers. In many cases, survivors were children during those dark days.176 Another method I considered was speaking with the children of survivors to learn about their parents’ impressions and experiences. However, not all of them had information to share, as not all parents discussed these painful memories. Among those who did provide insights, a common thread emerged. As mentioned, it seemed that many Jewish individuals, at the time, tended to follow the majority and held onto hope because they had already survived that far.177 There was a prevailing sentiment that things might eventually turn out alright, despite the sporadic information about the existence of death camps. Figures 1–6 vividly capture scenes of compliance, in which Jewish families followed instructions in an orderly manner, as well as scenes depicting certain persecution measures carried out by the Hungarian authorities at different times.
 
            
              [image: See caption. A crowd of people in periodical attire stands in a busy environment with luggage.]
                Figure 1: Deportation of Jews from the Jozsefvarosi train station in Budapest, Hungary, November 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Photo by Thomas Veres.
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                Figure 2: A Jewish woman walks towards the gas chambers with three young children and a baby in her arms, after going through the selection process on the ramp at Auschwitz-Birkenau, May 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Photo by Bernhardt Walter/Ernst Hofmann.

             
            
              [image: See caption. A large stack of paper bundles is arranged with various pieces of furniture scattered inside the room.]
                Figure 3: A synagogue used as a warehouse for the belongings of deported Jews. Szeged ghetto, Hungary, 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

             
            
              [image: See caption. Roads are muddy with stagnant water near electrical poles.]
                Figure 4: A deserted street in the area of the Sighet Marmatiei ghetto. This photograph was taken after the deportation of the ghetto population. Sighet Marmatiei, Hungary, May 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, courtesy of Albert Rosenthal.
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                Figure 5: Members of the fascist Arrow Cross Party arrest Jews. Budapest, Hungary, October-December 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

             
            
              [image: See caption. A long queue of people carrying tools is accompanied by police officers. ]
                Figure 6: A column of Jewish forced laborers. Sarospatok, Hungary, 1941. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

             
           
          
            Survivors’ Testimonies: Maria Enzer and Andreas Grazo
 
            This impression that many Jews felt it was better to maintain hope and comply by following the majority, appears to be derived from reading the survivor testimonies of Maria Enzer and Andreas Grazo.178 During the grim period between May 15, 1944, and July 8, 1944, nearly 437,000 Hungarian Jews were deported to Auschwitz in less than eight weeks.179 When Enzer’s mother and Grazo’s father made their decisions earlier in this timeline, they had already endured eviction from their homes and experienced various forms of abuse. However, they had not yet personally witnessed a murder, especially not on the systematic scale that would later become tragically familiar. Despite hearing rumors about such horrors, these accounts were so unbelievable that they defied belief.180 This context underscores the profound psychological and emotional turmoil experienced by survivors and their families during that harrowing period.
 
            Furthermore, Grazo vividly describes the uncertainty they faced during their ordeal, unable to fathom the true significance of each destination they encountered. While they were in Debrecen, located in eastern Hungary, they had the opportunity to join a different transport that could have potentially saved their lives. However, Grazo’s father made the difficult decision not to do so. Grazo’s testimony reveals that they did not have confidence in the timely liberation by the Soviet army if they opted for that alternative transport. Staying in Debrecen, in retrospect, seemed like a mistake. Grazo emphasizes that while Jewish individuals made choices and decisions during those trying times, the ruthlessly efficient machinery of death often rendered the outcomes of those choices and decisions subject to a great deal of luck and fortune.181 This highlights the immense hardship and confusion that characterized decision-making in such dire circumstances. It is understandable that, in situations of profound uncertainty, people would tend to follow the actions of the majority as they grappled with the unimaginable challenges before them.
 
           
          
            The Tragic Reality of Warnings Ignored in Tovah Kortchin’s Family Narrative
 
            A similar impression emerges from Tovah Kortchin’s Hebrew-language book, where she chronicles the harrowing story of her extensive family, the Fishers and others, who were scattered across Austro-Hungary and predominantly perished in the ­Holocaust of Hungarian Jews.182 Through a series of poignant testimonies, Kortchin unveils the harrowing reality that her grandfather was aware that Jews were being systematically sent to their deaths by the Nazis. She paints a vivid picture of the time, describing how the air was thick with rumors of mass killings, and how Jews who had managed to escape from other regions of persecution arrived in ­Budapest, bringing with them firsthand accounts of the horrors they had witnessed. Despite these dire warnings, many in Budapest chose not to believe or fully grasp the impending danger. Kortchin also notes that even though the BBC broadcasted reports on the ongoing atrocities, the dissemination of this information was met with skepticism, and those who attempted to share these grim realities were often silenced or reprimanded, either out of fear or disbelief.183
 
           
          
            Y. Bauer’s View on Survival through Submission and the Vilna Ghetto Conflict
 
            Yehuda Bauer notes that the Vilnius (Vilna) ghetto provides an illustrative case of the leadership role played by the Judenrat during the Holocaust.184 There, as in many other ghettos, the Judenrat leaders thought survival lay in submission, and the general population accepted that ideology. In contrast to that approach, there were three underground youth groups: Betar—the right-wing Zionist group—led by Joseph Glassman, Hashomer Hatzair—led by Aba Kovner, and the Communists- led by Isaac Wittenberg. The youth resisters did not have a vision that included the general population of the ghetto.185 For the general populace, rebellion signaled inevitable death for all, while a system of slave labor offered at least a chance of survival. However, for individuals like Aba Kovner, merely witnessing one or two acts of atrocity by the Nazis was sufficient to anticipate their true intentions. Kovner might have been the first Jew in Nazi-occupied Vilna to understand the true scope of the Nazi anti-Jewish policies.186 He spoke about a complete annihilation even before the Final Solution was drafted.187 In autumn 1941 Aba Kovner heard the horrific story of a girl who had managed to escape a Nazi massacre in the woods of Ponar.188 Kovner was convinced that: “It is better to die as free men fighting than to live by the grace of murderers. Let us defend ourselves to our very last breath”.189 A few days later, he addressed a meeting of the Young Guard:
 
             
              What is the truth? … Our friends and families who were deported are no longer alive. They were taken to Ponar—to death. The whole truth is much greater. The extermination of thousands is just a prelude to the extermination of millions. Their death means our complete annihilation.190
 
            
 
            How was Kovner able to have come to such a conclusion? He had no more information than Jacob Gens and the members of the Jewish Council. Rich Cohen expounds: “Unlike them (Gens and members of the Jewish Council) Kovner was an outsider, not tied to the civilization of Europe. He had always believed the worst was possible”.191 Kovner was unique. His experience in the Zionist youth movement contributed to his understanding of the reality. When he heard the story of the girl who escaped a Nazi Massacre and he saw with his own eyes how a soldier smashed a Jewish baby on the bricks, he realized the thrust of the Nazi plan.192 Kovner had a natural gift, the ability to anticipate future developments, and shifts in politics.193 He had no proof that there was indeed a “system” when he discussed it on December 1941 in Vilna, but as a young poet and youth leader he sensed what the Nazis intended.194 In addition, he recognized that the Nazis did not consider Jews to be human beings.195 Therefore, those who understood that Nazi ideology assumed that the worst was possible.196 This can serve as an exemplary instance of early identification of risk factors for genocide.
 
            On the other hand, most of the people in the ghetto followed Judenrat’s policy. Many Jews refused to believe the worst.197 It never occurred to them that the Germans were pursuing a policy of mass slaughter. They chose to believe that the Nazis would be defeated by the Soviets and their allies, and until then their survival lay in submission.198 In addition, there were many obstacles preventing Jews who were being persecuted under Nazi rule, to get organized and to resist. The chances for success in such an endeavor were slim and even if a person had escaped successfully, there was minimal chance of survival as we saw in the Sobibor escape or Yoel Palgi’s story.199 Palgi described in his book the difficulties and the daily risks on his life that he met after his escape. Regarding the Sobibor escape, of the approximately 300 inmates who escaped, only 46 survived the war. At the same time, the Germans camouflaged their intentions with lies and euphemisms, telling the Jews they would be “resettled” rather than executed or destroyed.200 It appears that this was the prevailing belief among Jews in Hungary, particularly after surviving until that stage in 1944. Some even held the conviction that Horthy would prevent such atrocities and placed their trust in him.
 
           
          
            Horthy’s Dual Personality and Its Impact on Hungarian Jews
 
            Doris Bergen delves deeper into this topic, highlighting the profound impact of the Nazi deception plan on Hungarian Jews. She adds a critical layer by examining the complex dual personality of Hungarian Regent Miklos Horthy and analyzing the Nazis’ use of the classic ‘good cop, bad cop’ tactic to manipulate and control the situation.201 On the one hand, Horthy halted the deportations in July 1944, but on the other hand, he let them go for several weeks before, and that led to the annihilation of most of the Hungarian Jewry. It seems that most Jews in Hungary did not want to believe the information about the trains and the death camps. They found several reasons to support their false theory. One of these reasons was the thought that Horthy was a respected person, and they could not find a reason he would let such things happen. After all, Hungry had been a German ally for the past three years and there were no deportations of Jews.
 
            Tovah Kortchin describes Miklos Horthy as a pragmatic antisemite. Horthy himself admitted his dislike for Jews in a letter to his Prime Minister, Teleki Pál, stating that he was among the first to publicly implement antisemitic measures, referring to the Numerus Clausus law that limited the number of Jews in colleges.202 The study will further analyze recent developments in Holocaust studies in Chapter 15, differentiating between two types of antisemitism. The first type, exemplified by figures like Hitler, involved those who actively preached antisemitism and made Jews their primary target. The second type, exemplified by figures like Horthy, prioritized the interests of the state. For pragmatic antisemites like Horthy, wealthy Jews who supported Hungary or others who aligned with state interests could be granted certain rights. This distinction helps us better understand Horthy’s actions and why Hungary did not join the Final Solution until 1944. Until that point, Horthy’s pragmatism allowed for a degree of tolerance. However, once the extermination of Jews began, Horthy became a bystander to the atrocities.
 
           
          
            Examining Compliance and Resistance Strategies
 
            While Randolph Braham holds the Jewish Council responsible for withholding crucial information about the Nazi genocidal plan from Hungary’s Jewish ­population—information he believes could have incited resistance and disrupted the deportation process—Israeli historian Yehuda Bauer argues otherwise.203 Bauer provides additional insight into this matter, contending that the Hungarian-Jewish community was already aware of the ongoing killings in Poland. He implies that there were limitations to what Kasztner and the Jewish Council could have done to further warn them.204 Bauer analyzes the situation and shows that the Hungarian Jews did not have any chance to succeed by resisting or escaping to Romania, and that they were told the truth by various people who escaped a previous Nazi persecution but refused to accept that reality.205 In Chapters 10–11, the book will delve deeper into this argument and subsequently draw conclusions.
 
            Peter Hayes further discussed Raul Hilberg and Hannah Arendt’s claim that Jews did not resist because resistance was limited to armed struggle and such resistance was scarce by Jews, and another claim that non-combative survival attempts exacerbated the situation.206 However, Yehudah Bauer rejected both arguments, defining Jewish resistance as any action taken against the Germans and their aim of extermination, including a self-preservation acts.207 Others viewed Jews who adhered to their religious beliefs as another form of resistance, akin to spiritual resistance, emphasizing that while the Nazis could take their bodies, they couldn’t take their souls. This empowered them to persevere further. Rabbi Ephraim Oshry was a young rabbinical scholar in Kaunas, the second-largest city in Lithuania, when the Nazis invaded on June 23, 1941. During World War II, Rabbi Oshry stayed in the Kaunas ghetto, at a time when most of the ghetto’s rabbis were murdered by the Nazis and the Lithuanians, and he was asked to answer halachic (Jewish Law) questions. The Nazis made him custodian of the warehouse where Jewish books were stored for a planned exhibit, and Rabbi Oshry used them to make interpretations of Jewish law. He saw the persistence of Jewish life as the highest kind of resistance against the Nazis.208 It appears that Doris Bergen might have also ­considered such acts as resistance. Bergen defines resistance as any action taken to thwart Nazi German goals during the war, with such actions carrying the risk of punishment. This chapter will further discuss her analysis.209
 
            Yehuda Bauer aims to avoid blaming the victims, providing a more empathetic perspective on those enduring harsh conditions, even in Hungary before 1944, where persecution wasn’t as severe until then. Faced with the impossibility of resistance and the Nazis’ deceit, survival became the paramount daily concern. Peter Hayes further addressed the Jews’ overestimation of their situation in ghettos, fostering illusions of permanence, while the Nazi intent to annihilate them grew bigger.210 We can further include the profound sense of humiliation described by Holocaust survivor Rabbi Yisrael Meir Lau. He expressed that the humiliation inflicted by the Nazis was more significant than hunger and all other tortures they endured.211
 
            Peter Hayes further explored how the sense of compliance with the Nazis and the perceived futility of resistance affected both the Jewish council members and the general populace. He provided an example involving Samu Stern, the head of the Jewish council in Hungary, and other Jewish leaders who, upon learning about Auschwitz and the gas chambers when Germany occupied Hungary in May 1944, chose to withhold this information, believing they were in a race against time. Their intention was to preserve at least some Jewish lives by complying with the Germans, but tragically, this led to an annihilation that faced no resistance. In Chapters 10 and 11, the study will further explore this perspective, ultimately suggesting that the council’s actions were primarily motivated by fear for their own survival.212 Hayes concluded that a greater number of Jews didn’t resist primarily due to overwhelming odds against them. They either couldn’t bear to face the inevitable fate or chose the slimmest chance of survival, opting to avoid suicide by not resisting. They clung to life as best they could, ultimately facing a “choiceless choices”, where all available actions seemed to pose more danger than relief.213
 
            However, this study, employing an innovative approach and drawing upon Straus’s forestry metaphor, argues that, despite Hayes’s characterization of the situation as a “choiceless choice,” more might have been accomplished had the Jewish council not withheld critical information. The study acknowledges the limited potential for organized resistance or widespread belief among the Jews, but in light of Eichmann’s methods, revealing such information might have undermined the Nazis’ deceptive tactics and potentially caused further delays in the deportations.214 In such scenario, utilizing Hungarian assistance in alternative ways might have posed greater challenges to the Nazis, though this was unknown to the Jewish council or the populace at the time.
 
           
          
            Exploring Doris Bergen’s Perspective on the Option of Resistance
 
            The question of how to define resistance against the Nazis, was further discussed by Doris Bergen. Bergen defines resistance as any action taken with the intent of thwarting Nazi German goals in the war, actions that carried with them risk of punishment.215 Bergen’s definition is broad and allows almost any action in defiance of Nazi goals to be considered resistance, especially because almost every action by Jews or non-Jews was punishable. Bergan further finds the distinction between Jewish and non-Jewish resistance. Timing impacted non-Jewish resistance and Jewish resistance groups in different ways. Armed resistance for Jews arose from desperation and hopelessness when there was nothing left to lose. For non-Jewish resistance, armed resistance came when it appeared that the enemy was weak, and there was something to be gained by fighting. As Bergen writes: “Jewish resistance gained momentum earlier, when German power was at its peak. Resistance by non-Jews gathered steam later, as the Germans were retreating”.216 This is important because it highlights how different groups had varied experiences during the Holocaust. This is particularly evident in Hungary. As Germany began losing the war, the Hungarians grew increasingly reluctant to collaborate. By July 1944, pressure from President Roosevelt forced Horthy to halt the deportations. Realizing that Hungary’s position was unsustainable, Horthy renewed peace negotiations with the Allies and explored strategies for surrender. However, after announcing the armistice in a nationwide radio address on October 15, Hitler removed him from power.217
 
           
          
            The Hungarian Jews did not Resist
 
            In the case of Hungarian Jews, it seems they were not fully aware of the Nazis’ true intentions. This may explain why they did not reach the point of helplessness described by Bergen, which in turn reduced the chances of significant resistance or revolts. This raises important questions: Could more have been done by the victims or by outsiders? Could earlier American pressure on Horthy have stopped the deportations? Why didn’t this happen? Randolph Braham claims that at least the Jewish Council could have done more, and he sees them responsible for not having released the substantial information they had about the Nazi genocidal plan to Hungary’s Jewish population. He suggests that with this information Jewish Hungarians might have been incited to resist, disrupting the smooth operation of the deportation.218 Braham suggests that, armed with this information, Hungarian Jews might have been incited to resist, potentially disrupting the smooth operation of the deportations. In light of this, and drawing on Bergen’s analysis, while resistance was an option for Jews in dire circumstances – such as in Warsaw, when survival seemed impossible – they had not yet reached that point in Hungary. The Jewish council appeared to play a role in preventing them from reaching such a desperate stage. The next paragraph will elaborate further.
 
           
          
            Victims’ Response amid Jewish Council’s Compliance Requests
 
            While the Jewish Council had access to critical information, their actions reflected more than just silence – they actively conveyed a message urging compliance with the Nazis. For example, on May 19, as the deportation of Jews from the Field Cities to Auschwitz began, the Council called for unwavering trust and understanding from the Jewish public in response to its decisions.219 Here’s a translation of excerpts published in the newspaper, originally in Hungarian but translated from the Hebrew source: “Today, clarity is crucial as every action holds weighty consequences. It’s our collective responsibility to heed instructions set by the authorities. The Jewish newspaper will communicate these guidelines accurately. Everyone is mandated to work within specified parameters and locations. The authorities affirm the continuity of Jewish life, reassuring the community. A Central Council, representing all Jews, was formed to liaise with the German government. Arrests won’t be solely based on being Jewish, but some might occur for other reasons. Travel and residence changes require permits via the Central Council. Strict adherence to these rules ensures a semblance of normalcy within permitted boundaries. The Central Council urges compliance with authority orders, emphasizing the need for prompt reporting when called upon”.220 Not only does this support Randolph Braham’s criticism of the Jewish council for failing in their responsibility to inform about the gas chambers, but it also suggests that their silence wasn’t passive; rather, they actively advocated compliance as the best course of action.221 While acknowledging this wrongdoing, the study will later argue that, although they are responsible, the circumstances should also be considered before passing judgment. Furthermore, while the assumption that having this information would definitely have prompted resistance is debatable, it is likely that such knowledge would have at the very least, disrupted the smooth execution of the deportations. While it may appear that the council’s actions were deceitful to the people and initially reinforced their obligation to comply, our findings indicate that the people’s primary motivations were rooted in positive thoughts, a sense of hope, survival instincts, and a refusal to accept the worst, all in the context of conforming to prevailing norms. Furthermore, they had managed to survive in Hungary without experiencing the same level of persecution as in other regions. The council’s actions may be supporting their continuation of this approach. This aspect concentrates on the victims’ perspectives. However, it remains crucial to detail the operations of the Jewish council, as this aspect carries significant responsibility for their decisions. The study will later delve deeper into the actions of the Jewish council, offering a comprehensive analysis in a dedicated section.222
 
           
          
            Eli Wisel’s Testimony
 
            Those who sought resistance, as exemplified by Abba Kovner’s frustration, faced a daunting challenge in persuading others. Despite his efforts, the majority remained unwilling to heed his warnings, choosing instead to comply with the Jewish councils. Elie Wiesel also expressed deep discontent with those who acquiesced to the Nazis, ultimately facing their tragic end. Wiesel, born in 1928 in Sziget, Northern Transylvania, faced the annexation of his hometown to Hungary in 1940, aligning it with Nazi Germany. After enduring expulsion from school due to racial laws, Wiesel and his family initially lived in relative safety until the German army invaded Hungary in 1944, prompting the establishment of a ghetto in Sziget. In May 1944, they were deported to Auschwitz. Wiesel’s mother and sister were murdered there. He and his father endured strenuous labor and were later moved to Buchenwald. His father passed away before the camp’s liberation in 1945. Elie Wiesel’s autobiographical book, “Night”, recounts his harrowing experiences in Auschwitz and Buchenwald during the Holocaust. The book vividly portrays his encounters with Nazi guards, fellow prisoners, and his deep internal struggle as his faith was profoundly shaken upon arriving at Auschwitz.223
 
            There was an uncensored manuscript of Elie Wiesel’s book “Night”, revealed for the first time by Ofer Aderet in Israeli Haaretz newspaper. Aderet emphasized that this manuscript uncovers a lesser-known aspect of Wiesel’s work, revealing, among other things, his desire for revenge against the Hungarians and his profound questioning of God. Aderet also raises the question of why Wiesel chose to keep these sentiments concealed in the published version.224 In the manuscript, Wiesel recounts people’s belief in God and miracles rather than fate, expressing regret that a more realistic perspective might have prevented further tragedies. He details his anger and how he ceased praying, criticizing naive Jews who believed nothing would happen and condemning those who closed their eyes, labeling them false prophets or eternal optimists. He holds them accountable for aiding the Nazis and criticizes both the world’s silence and Jewish leaders who knew but remained quiet.225
 
            Regarding Wiesel’s sentiments, it appears he’s depicting his feelings as a persecuted teenager during the Holocaust.226 Although he speaks against God’s existence and his lack of belief during that time, accounts of Wiesel’s life after the Holocaust portray him as a devout Jew—praying three times a day, attending synagogue in Manhattan, and seen praying with dedication by many. Evidently, his descriptions in the manuscript reflect his emotions during the Holocaust, illustrating feelings of depression and frustration—a vital part of what they endured, shedding light on the difficulty of decision-making during such hardships. It appears, as this study suggests, that the majority were unwilling to accept the truth, instead clinging to a sense of optimism. Wiesel strengthens this point by stating their belief in miracles, which he deems false. He doesn’t lay blame solely on the Jewish council but condemns all those who chose to turn a blind eye. He refrains from criticizing the Jewish Kapos who enforced deportations, perceiving them as victims. However, he harshly criticizes the Christian neighbors who observed the deportations with apparent joy.
 
           
          
            Letter from Pinchas Eisner, Budapest, October 16, 1944
 
            Patricia Haberer presented a letter penned by Pinchas Eisner while in Budapest in October 1944, during the harrowing persecution of the Jews.227 Eisner wrote to his brother, who was serving in a Hungarian forced labor camp, acknowledging the perilous situation he was in and the slim chance of survival. Just five days later, he was apprehended by an Arrow Cross militia, along with 70 other Jews, and taken to a forest where they were ordered to dig a trench before being shot dead.228 In the letter, Eisner bleakly stated, “There is no escape, tonight or at least tomorrow it will be our turn at 17, I have to face certain death”.229 Despite the dire circumstances, Eisner’s account reflects the lack of hope for resistance among the Jews. This prevailing atmosphere, as noted by Peter Hayes, underscores the notion of no alternative options even in the face of certain death – a sentiment echoed even before the deportations, emphasizing the despair felt at that time, and why Jews chose to comply with the Nazis as it was rooted in the hope that they were not heading towards their death.
 
           
          
            There were Cases of Successful Resistance that Carried Profound significance
 
            While the sense of having no escape appears to be a common sentiment among the Hungarian Jews, as described in that letter, one may expect that in the face of certain death, there would be a greater inclination to believe that fighting is a better option, regardless of the odds. Indeed, instances like Abba Kovner’s successful resistance, escaping with partisans from Vilna Ghetto, the Bielski brothers’ actions, or the escape from Sobibor showcase instances of successful resistance. As previously discussed, Doris Bergen suggests that Jews had more chances to rebel when they believed they had no chance of survival. It’s important to note that in the case of the Sobibor escape, a significant outcome emerged as the Nazis closed the camp thereafter. It wasn’t the Allied bombing that destroyed the death camp and halted the deportations, but rather the courageous efforts of the Jewish resistance. Although only 300 individuals attempted to escape—while the remaining 300 complied with the Nazis and were promptly executed—and among those who fled, only 46 survived the war, the fact that this act led to the Nazis closing the camp should not be overlooked. These instances not only uplifted Jewish spirits but also served as powerful symbols of defiance against oppression.
 
           
          
            The Victims and Holocaust Awareness in Israel
 
            Hanna Yablonka asserts that Holocaust awareness in Israel was shaped by two pivotal factors: historical context and the accounts shared by survivors. Additionally, Yablonka highlights the significant impact of the Eichmann trial in shaping public awareness, noting a shift in attitudes toward Holocaust survivors in Israel.230 Initially, they were not viewed positively and were seen as merely fortunate immigrants. In contrast to the new Israelis who fought the Arabs, Holocaust victims were perceived as having been taken to the slaughter like sheep. However, after the Kasztner and Eichmann trials, there was a change in attitude towards them. Israelis came to recognize that Holocaust survivors were not only victims but could also serve as a bridge between the Diaspora and the present. During the Eichmann trial, testimonies from survivors shed light on why resistance was so rare, helping the public to understand the impossibility and madness of the situation they faced.231
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 6 The Nazi Determination to Execute the Holocaust in Hungary
 
        
 
         
           
            It’s especially the children that have to be killed first. Where is the logic that you kill the elders, and you leave alive possible avengers who can afterward create that race again.232 – Rudolf Höss quoting Adolf Eichmann
 
          
 
          While much has been written about the Holocaust in Hungary, questions persist regarding the motives of the perpetrators, especially during the late stages of the war. This study argues that these actions were primarily driven by Adolf Eichmann, challenging alternative theories, suggesting they may be more relevant to contexts outside of Hungary. One such theory is that proposed by historian Doris Bergen, which the study will analyze.233 Moreover, the study will thoroughly analyze the prevalence of Hungarian antisemitism before the war, arguing that this pervasive climate of hatred gave rise to two main motives that influenced Eichmann’s decisions. Firstly, the Hungarians fostered an environment conducive to the genocide of the Jews, thereby laying the groundwork for the Holocaust. Secondly, Eichmann recognized that he could leverage Hungarian collaboration, eliminating the need for a significant military force. Additionally, he was aware that the Jewish council might also be complicit in aiding his efforts. The study will further conduct an analysis of genocide risk factors and triggers, focusing on Scott Straus’ fire analogy, exploring how these risk factors created a situation akin to a forest, and specifically highlight the example of Eichmann, who possessed the knowledge to identify the opportune moment to ignite the metaphorical fire that triggered the genocide.234
 
          To accomplish this, the following chapters are organized into six sections, each dedicated to reinforcing a specific aspect of the argument. A summary and conclusion will synthesize these points. The first segment (chapter 6) will explore why the Nazis pursued the Holocaust in Hungary during this phase of the war, attributing much of the decision-making to Adolf Eichmann and the opportunities he perceived. The second part (chapters 7–8) will examine Eichmann’s life and direct involvement in the Holocaust, providing substantial support for this perspective. The third part (chapter 9) will shift focus to the role of Hungarians, highlighting their historical antisemitic attitudes. The fourth part (chapters 10–11) will concentrate on the function of the Judenrate within the broader context of the Holocaust, specifically examining the role of Rudolph Kasztner and the Jewish Council, arguing that their primary motivation was their self-preservation.235 The fifth part (chapter 12) will apply risk assessments and triggers for genocide, incorporating Scott Strauss’s forest metaphor to assemble the reasons behind Eichmann’s pursuit of the Holocaust in Hungary and draw pertinent conclusions. The sixth part (chapter 13) will discuss the contributions or indifference of external parties, such as Britain, FDR, and the Jewish Agency.
 
          The main phase of the annihilation of Hungarian Jews occurred between May and July 1944. That year marked a dramatic shift for the countries involved in the war effort, as the Germans continued to face losses on the battlefield.236 To prevent Hungary from capitulating, the Germans occupied the country in March 1944. They worked together with the Hungarians who collaborated with them, to deport a significant portion of the Jewish population to Auschwitz. But why did the Germans continue to slaughter Hungarian Jews? Doris Bergen explored this question, analyzing the reasons behind the Germans’ persistence in executing their genocidal plan at this stage of the war.237 While some scholars have suggested that such a determination showed how deeply committed they were to the project of annihilating the Jews, Bergen adds that some of these last-minute brutalities were motivated by the common drive of self-preservation.238 Many German units and officials who were involved in attacks on civilians worked feverishly to prove how crucial the jobs were. They preferred doing that job over risking their lives on the front line. Bergen wrote that even in Nazi Germany, cowards were probably more common than fanatics.
 
          Regarding Nazi antisemitism and their unwavering commitment to annihilating the Jewish people, it is crucial to recognize how they portrayed Jews as an existential threat, which they used to justify their relentless pursuit of the Final Solution of the Jewish question.239 Various studies have uncovered several underlying drivers of genocide, some of which have been explored earlier in this study. Among these drivers is the risk factor associated with the perpetrators’ behavior. In this context, Scott Straus has examined security concerns and ideological motives as potential catalysts for genocidal actions.240 Straus describes how across a variety of cases, the most consistent rationale that national leaders cite to justify genocide or mass categorical violence is a grave danger. For example, in Rwanda, the perpetrators predicated their actions against a target population on the ideas of self-survival and the belief that the group was inherently unwinnable, uncontrollable, and dangerous. The rationale for genocide thus conformed to a logic of existential preemption–destroy them to save us. This fits with James Waller’s theory where survival was one of the factors leading to genocide.241 Regarding the Nazis, they created a whole theory of defending themselves and surviving. For them killing the Jews was a part of a redemptive war and they pursued it. In their mind, they had a chance to create a better world without the Jews, and they wanted to complete this mission when the opportunity was still in their hand. Antisemitism was another factor. Randolph Brahm quotes Nazi Edmond Veesenmayer’s second report regarding the mission in Hungary: “The Jews are enemy no.1 and the 1.1 million Jews amount to as many saboteurs … and they will have to be looked upon as Bolshevik vanguards”.242 The connection to the Bolsheviks shows again the element of the redemptive war.
 
          Peter Hayes identifies three primary reasons for the rapid annihilation of Hungarian Jews, one of which is the German RSHA’s intensified focus on this population following the near-complete destruction of other European Jewish communities. Moreover, there was a technical aspect to the deportations, as they served a wartime purpose, allowing for the transport of trained individuals and allocating approximately 10–15 percent of the expected deportees for labor essential to the war effort.243 These rationales, however, do not necessarily contradict our assertion of Eichmann’s singular influence. Even if other leaders within the RSHA advocated for such actions, Eichmann’s pivotal role cannot be understated, as his absence might have hindered their push for rapid annihilation. The following sections of the study will further explore Eichmann’s contributions, reinforcing the argument that he was the primary catalyst behind the swift implementation of these actions. Hayes adds a third component touching upon the history of Hungarian antisemitism, which aligns with our claim that the Hungarians laid the groundwork for the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews, and that Eichmann perceived this environment as an opportune factor in executing his plans.244 Hayes quotes historian Peter Kenez saying: “the German Role in the destruction of Hungarian Jewry is best understood as giving an opportunity to some determined Hungarian antisemites to carry out a policy that they had long desired and planned”.245
 
          Another factor could be the frustration of the Germans over Hungary’s reluctance to accept the suggestion to participate in the final solution, even though they were their ally.246 The Germans were frustrated about it for a long time and now they wanted to complete that mission. Hungary was a German ally during WWII. Miklos Horthy was Hungary’s regent, and Miklos Kallay was the Hungarian prime minister from March 9, 1942 to March 22, 1944. The Hungarian government was reluctant to accept the persistent demands of the Germans for a radical solution to the Jewish question. The Germans were frustrated with that, and they were also increasingly suspicious of Kallay’s moves to decrease gradually Hungary’s involvement in the war.247 Randolph Braham adds that Hungary had an important strategic position in central Europe and Hitler feared another impending Italian-type surrender. As a result, on March 19, 1944, the Germans invaded Hungary and forced Horthy to appoint Dome Sztojay, who was a Nazi sympathizer, to be the new prime minister. The New Hungarian government included several politicians who had a long history of antisemitic views. They worked closely with Adolf Eichmann and the SS Special Commando stationed in Hungary to devise a nationwide timetable for the round-up and deportation of Hungary’s Jews. During these months, only 150 to 200 SS men were stationed in Hungary under Eichmann’s direct command.248 However, as Randolph Braham clearly demonstrates, their relatively small number was complemented by the zeal with which Hungary’s civil service and gendarmerie executed the new anti-Jewish campaign.249 Braham concludes, “The overwhelming majority of the local, district, and county officials, including the civil servants and law enforcement officers, collaborated fully, and many quite enthusiastically”.250
 
          This can further explain why the Germans persisted in pursuing their final solution plan in Hungary. They realized that they had an opportunity to pursue their genocidal plan in Hungary. Since the 1930s, the Hungarian government has pursued an anti-Semitic policy that was established in Hungarian law. Antisemitism was built into the regime.251 It is important to note that in these years, things were done within the Hungarian parliament and society before the occupation of Hungary by the Nazis. The Hungarian antisemitism was manifested in three main actions: laws against Jews, recruitment into labor companies in the army, and deportation of Jews from Hungary to the site of the murder in Kamianets-­Podilskyi.252 The Nazis knew how to use the Hungarians and they appointed a new government with antisemitic views that helped them towards their goals.253
 
          In Chapter 15, the study will further explore the relationship between the Germans and the Hungarians, highlighting the role played by each. It will also emphasize a key point by Randolph Braham, who argues that the Germans’ pressure on Hungary’s leaders to deport Jews was intended to implicate them in war crimes, thereby preventing any potential negotiations or alliances with the Allies.
 
          The study argues that Adolf Eichmann played a central role in the annihilation of Hungarian Jews, and it will further explore the extent of his power within this context, including how he identified and exploited the opportunity to carry out his plans. The following chapter will analyze his pivotal role and motivation, demonstrating how he orchestrated the first phase of deportations, with the assistance of Hungarian collaborators, resulting in the smooth and efficient transportation of about 12,000 Jews daily to Auschwitz. Eichmann’s organizational skills were crucial in coordinating this rapid and systematic annihilation. Given the unlikely nature of the maneuver that led to the elimination of most Hungarian Jews in under two months, it seems only a shrewd individual could have conceived and executed the unthinkable. Despite other reasons for the Nazis’ continued persecution at this late stage of the war, the study contends that Eichmann was the driving force behind the swift destruction of most Hungarian Jews within two months.
 
          Thus, while the study acknowledges broader explanations for the Nazi pursuit of the Holocaust across Europe at this late stage of the war, it argues that in the case of Hungary, Eichmann’s unique methods were the primary driver behind the rapid annihilation of its Jewish population. The study adds that Doris Bergen’s approach is also relevant, suggesting that in this case, Eichmann’s actions were additionally motivated by a desire to prove the necessity of his role to his superiors, thereby intertwining self-preservation with ruthless efficiency. By expanding upon Bergen’s approach, the study aims to uncover additional factors that were particularly significant in the Hungarian context. Figures 7 and 8 further depict the victims, Hungarian Jews arriving by train at Auschwitz as a result of Eichmann’s efficiency, facing selection, after which the majority were sent directly to the gas chambers.
 
          
            [image: See caption. A crowd is standing in a queue as police officers engage them at gunpoint.]
              Figure 7: Selection of Hungarian Jews at the Auschwitz-Birkenau killing center. Poland, May 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Yad Vashem Photo Archives.
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              Figure 8: Jewish women and children from Subcarpathian Rus who have been selected for death at Auschwitz-Birkenau, walk toward the gas chambers. May 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Yad Vashem Photo Archives.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 7 Adolf Eichmann
 
        
 
         
           
            From my childhood, obedience was something I could not get out of my system. When I entered the armed service at the age of twenty-seven, I found being obedient not a bit more difficult than it had been during my life to that point. It was unthinkable that I would not follow orders.254 – Adolf Eichmann
 
          
 
          Ever since people have committed terrible atrocities, questions have arisen as to why. Since World War II, scholars have been fascinated with the reasons behind the brutalities of the Holocaust. Why was it so easy to commit such horrid crimes in a modern society? Millions were involved, directly or indirectly, in the atrocities through a state apparatus turned into a killing machine. The general public often underestimates the full extent of the Final Solution. Understanding how and why the Holocaust was possible raises profound questions about human behavior and the ease with which people can become complicit in human rights violations. Adolf Eichmann is one example where these questions apply, and this chapter will further explore his case.255
 
          Adolf Eichmann, born on March 19, 1906, in Solingen, Germany, led a rather ordinary life until the Great Depression. During World War I, Eichmann’s family moved from Germany to Linz, Austria. After doing poorly in school, Eichmann briefly worked for his father’s mining company, and as a travelling oil salesman beginning in 1927. In 1932, Eichmann was introduced to join the National Socialist (Nazi) Party by his friend Ernst Kaltenbrunner, who later became the chief of the Reich Main Security Office (RSHA). That same year, Eichmann volunteered for the SS and underwent military training in the Dachau and Lichtenburg camps. He later volunteered to serve in the main RSHA office in Berlin.256 His dedication led to promotions in rank, eventually becoming part of Heinrich Himmler’s SS. Eichmann’s involvement in Jewish affairs within the SS heightened after assignments in Vienna and Prague, culminating in his transfer to the Reich Security Central Office in Berlin in 1939. With the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union starting on June 22, 1941, their approach towards the Jewish population shifted from forced emigration to extermination. Reinhard Heydrich, Eichmann’s superior, orchestrated the Wannsee Conference on January 20, 1942, gathering administrative heads to plan the genocide, termed as the “final solution to the Jewish question”. The conference was held at a lakefront villa in Berlin’s Wannsee district, and Eichmann aided Heydrich by gathering information, attending the conference, and preparing its minutes. He was tasked with overseeing the details, effectively assuming the role of chief executor, even though the widespread knowledge of the “final solution” as mass execution was not yet public. Eichmann orchestrated the identification, gathering, and transportation of Jews from across occupied Europe to their eventual destinations at Auschwitz and other extermination camps where they faced gas chambers in German-occupied Poland.257 After the war, he fled and settled in Argentina, but was captured by Israeli agents near Buenos Aires on May 11, 1960. Nine days later, they clandestinely transported him out of the country to Israel. There, he faced trial before a special three-judge court in Jerusalem, was sentenced to death, and subsequently executed.258
 
          Hanna Yablonka observes that Eichmann appeared to be somewhat of a social misfit, performing poorly in school, struggling to maintain steady employment, and being regarded as a failure by his family. He seemed like an individual who was easily underestimated. Within the Nazi hierarchy, he did not occupy frontline positions alongside figures like Joseph Goebbels, Heinrich Himmler, and Hermann Goering, who were closer to Hitler. Physically, he didn’t fit the Aryan ideal, being of average height, thin, bald, with a narrow and pointed nose. In contrast, his immediate superior, Heydrich, was tall, fair-haired, and blue-eyed, possessing diverse talents as a fencer, musician, and airline pilot. This depiction aligns with perspectives that downplay Eichmann’s central role in the Jewish annihilation, such as Hannah Arendt’s.259 However, it is possible that these circumstances actually drove him to excel in dealing with Jews, ultimately propelling him to the top, as this study will further explore.
 
          Eichmann’s initial role at the main RSHA office in Berlin focused on intelligence. However, his trajectory quickly changed when, after a few months, he transitioned to a new department responsible for handling Jewish affairs. Eichmann delved into studying Jewish topics, including Theodore Herzl’s “The Jewish State” and the fundamentals of Hebrew. This equipped him to read Yiddish newspapers, recognizing many words akin to German.260 As a result, his colleagues perceived him as an expert on Zionism and Jewish matters. Consequently, whenever tasks concerning Jews arose, he was summoned. His first major task arose in March 1938, after Austria’s annexation, marking the initiation of forced Jewish emigration. At this point, Eichmann wasn’t a policymaker, and the notion of expelling Jews seemed to originate from Reinhard Heydrich. Heydrich also decided to appoint Eichmann to oversee this operation. Eichmann headed Austrian Jewish emigration with unwavering determination. His success was impressive; within 18 months, approximately 110,000 Jews, constituting 60% of the total, were compelled to depart Austria.261 Eichmann continued to excel in subsequent missions and later participated in the Wannsee Conference.262 Charles Wighton highlights that Reinhard Heydrich, his superior, was initially entrusted with the overall responsibility for carrying out the Final Solution according to his discretion. However, since Heydrich was occupied with the Czech Protectorate at the time, Eichmann was given the power to oversee most of the plan’s implementation.263
 
          But what were the origins of Eichmann’s ability and ambition? In his exploration of these origins, Israeli scholar José Brunner delves deeper into the psychological aspects, as highlighted in his work Eichmann’s Mind.264 According to Brunner, Eichmann underwent evaluation by a psychiatrist before his trial, revealing a challenging childhood marked by a strict and intimidating father who frequently subjected him to physical punishment.265 This harsh upbringing instilled in Eichmann a profound fear of weakness, compelling him to adopt a relentless pursuit of strength and control. Joining the S.S. provided him with the opportunity to manifest these qualities, and he was determined to excel in the tasks assigned to him.266 One notable accomplishment was his role in orchestrating the evacuation of Austrian Jews, a task that earned him promotions and fueled his ambition to demonstrate authority. Eichmann’s exceptional dedication to the removal and annihilation of European Jews became a central focus of his career. This unwavering commitment was particularly evident in his approach to the Hungarian Jews in 1944, where he applied special methods to carry out the infamous “final solution.” This dedication to his dark task, coupled with a desire to showcase the value of his power, explains why he worked tirelessly and ambitiously. It appears that Eichmann’s singular talent lay in meticulously planning and executing the annihilation of European Jews. When he was eventually apprehended by the Israeli Mossad, they were perplexed to find him residing in a modest, dilapidated neighborhood, rather than in affluent surroundings. Initially, they doubted his true identity, but eventually confirmed it. Eichmann had been frequently changing jobs in Argentina, struggling to earn money unlike some of his Nazi counterparts, such as his rival Kurt Becher, who amassed great wealth post-war. This theory suggests why Eichmann may have lost his adeptness in his area of expertise. Furthermore, it sheds light on his motivation for granting the interview with Willem Sassen, a means of reclaiming a sense of importance. Tragically, it was in this particular domain of expertise that he excelled, to the immense misfortune and detriment of his victims.267
 
          Thus, Eichmann’s ambition extended beyond his actions on the ground as it also influenced his decision to grant interviews, such as the one with Sassen. Eichmann saw these interviews as an opportunity to assert his dominance and contribute to history. Notably, he insisted that the contents remain unpublished until after his death, a condition Sassen agreed to. However, the breach of trust occurred in 1960 when Sassen, succumbing to financial motivations, published part of the interview in Life magazine. Despite its exposure, the Israeli court refrained from using it, acknowledging that it went against Eichmann’s will and agreement with Sassen.268
 
          After Heydrich’s assassination, Eichmann bore even more responsibility, which increased his power. Charles Wighton added that after Heydrich’s death, Eichmann assumed a role akin to a ‘mini-dictator’.269 Gunther Deschner emphasized that Heydrich was not the originator of the Final Solution but rather its architect. The planning and execution were delegated to subordinates like Adolf Eichmann.270 Regarding Yablonka’s assertion that he wasn’t closely linked to Hitler, it appears that Hitler’s preoccupation with winning the war and managing SS personnel granted individuals like Heydrich, and later Eichmann, greater autonomy in handling Jewish affairs. Perhaps this structure within the Nazi regime allowed individuals like Eichmann to wield significant power and make decisions regarding the fate of Jews across Europe. Eichmann’s absence from Hitler’s inner circle might suggest that Hitler’s wartime agenda and SS management granted him increased autonomy in Jewish affairs, particularly following Heydrich’s death. Thus, while Eichmann may not have been directly supervised by Hitler, the broader context of Nazi leadership dynamics enabled him to play a pivotal role in the Holocaust.
 
          This dynamic lent further weight to the notion that upon arriving in Hungary, Eichmann held a pivotal role. He possessed extensive experience in overseeing and coordinating numerous plans targeting Jews, which afforded him considerable autonomy in decision-making and strategizing. Gerald Reitlinger, in addition, cites Wisliceny’s description of Eichmann as a meticulous bureaucrat. Wisliceny mentioned that Eichmann documented every discussion with his superiors, emphasizing the importance of consistently having one’s actions backed by superiors. This highlights Eichmann’s careful approach and strategic planning in his endeavors.271 Yablonka concludes that Eichmann wasn’t a marginal or banal figure; instead, he played a central role in expediting anti-Jewish decrees and was an exceptional bureaucrat.272
 
          In Hungary, upon his arrival at the end of March 1944, Eichmann operated openly for the first time as the Grand Inquisitor of Europe’s Jews. His official record on September 5, 1944, falsely designated him as the Commander of the Security Police of Hungary to facilitate close collaboration with the Hungarian Ministry of the Interior.273 Skillfully leveraging Hungarian assistance and a Jewish council, Eichmann orchestrated the rapid annihilation of most Hungarian Jews with minimal Nazi presence.274 When Eichmann arrived in Hungary, he brought his entire team, including Alois Brunner, Dieter Wisliceny, Hermann Krumey, and Theodore Dannecker, who assisted him in his endeavors.275 Another crucial figure was Kurt Becher, under Heinrich Himmler. The study will delve into the relationship between Becher and Eichmann, who considered himself the overall administrator. Wisliceny faced capture, trial, and execution after the war, attributing significant responsibility to Eichmann, echoing Rudolf Höss’s tactic at Auschwitz.276 However, relying solely on their statements made during the trial, especially in Eichmann’s absence, may lack reliability. This prompts the need to seek additional sources to accurately ascertain Eichmann’s role and establish it as primarily his decision-making. This study has taken that approach.
 
          Eichmann arrived in Hungary with the occupying force on March 19, 1944. The following morning, March 20, he summoned Jewish leaders for an urgent meeting, chaired by Shmuel (Samu) Stern.277 Herman Krumey, a representative, employed Nazi tactics, promising limited restrictions without violating individual rights, property, or marriages. He announced German authority over Jewish affairs, imposing SS control, mandating the formation of a Jewish council within a day, granting council members immunity certificates, enforcing residence confinement, and tasking them to prevent panic among the Jewish population.278
 
          On March 31, Eichmann met again with Jewish representatives. Gideon Haus­ner, the prosecutor in the Eichmann trial, later summarized this meeting in his closing statement. Eichmann made clear his intent to take full control of all Jewish affairs in Hungary, while offering the Jewish Council limited governing authority. He stressed that it was their duty to lead the Jews, reprimanding them with, “You must command the Jews. Enough with your liberal notions about needing their consent.” Eichmann also informed them that Jews would be sent to work, though he could not confirm whether this would take place within Hungary. He warned that it would be preferable for the Jews to volunteer, as those who did not comply would be taken by force.279 From that moment on, Jews were forbidden to relocate without his express permission. The tactic of deception, similar to what had been used in the ghettos, manhunts, and prison cells, persisted. Eichmann reassured them, “This is only for the duration of the war; afterward, everything will return to normal.” He then added a chilling remark: “We need cooperation because in places where Jews did not comply, there were deaths.” Eichmann emphasized, “We don’t have the manpower to place many inspectors over you. If there is resistance, we will use force, and people will die. It’s in your interest to inform all Jews of this publicly”. In compliance, the Jewish Council pursued a policy of appeasement, fostering submission among the Jewish masses. On May 19, as the deportation of Jews from the Field Cities to Auschwitz commenced, the Council requested unwavering trust and understanding from the Jewish public regarding its actions.280
 
          This further underscores Eichmann’s pivotal role as the primary orchestrator. He meticulously devised strategies, including the selection, and convening of Jewish leaders, notably the Jewish Council, specifically on the day of his arrival. This timing was deliberate, signaling the seriousness of his intent. Subsequently, he conveyed a message to them, persuading and pressuring them to comply with his directives, showing also it’s the best thing for them and all other Jews. Ann Porter describes the discussions and actions taken by several Jewish council leaders on March 22, 1944, upon the Nazis’ arrival as they sought a strategy. In one conversation, Kasztner told Samu Stern about the Zionists’ previous experience with contacts they had with the Germans in Bratislava, stating that the Germans wished to negotiate with them. Porter also mentions that at that time, FDR issued a statement condemning the Nazis and warning that none of those committing atrocities would go unpunished, but some, including Sztojay, expressed indifference.281
 
          The study will later discuss the broader pattern of Nazi tactics concerning the Jewish Council, highlighting how they targeted and chose the Jewish Council. Non-compliance meant certain death, instilling fear to enforce compliance and secure their representation. In Hungary, Eichmann single-handedly orchestrated these maneuvers, and they were his ideas. Additionally, he planned to oversee the transfer to Auschwitz with minimal German presence.
 
          Following Germany’s occupation of Hungary in March 1944, Eichmann over­saw the deportation of a significant portion of the Jewish population. Most victims were sent to Auschwitz-Birkenau, where, upon arrival and after selection, SS functionaries killed the majority of them in gas chambers. This process occurred from May 15 to July 9, 1944. Earlier, on April 5, 1944, Rudolf Kasztner met with S.S. officer, Captain Dieter Wisliceny who was a member of Eichmann’s Sonderkomando.282 He negotiated and tried to make a deal with him in which deportation of Jews would be prevented in exchange for money. Wisliceny suggested the price of $2 million with a down payment of $200,000 in pengos (the basic Hungarian currency).283 By April 21st, that amount was collected and given over to Nazi officers, Herman Krumey and Otto Hunsche. However, the Nazis did not keep their part of the deal. Jewish ghettos were established, and deportations of Jews commenced. When questioned, Krumey responded that whatever deal the Vaada (Aid and Rescue Committee) struck with Wisliceny they had failed to discuss it with him. He claimed that at that time he had been in Cluj and not in Budapest.284 They also claimed that Eichmann had never signed off approval for that deal. This highlights Eichmann’s commanding authority among fellow Nazi administrators, underscoring their inability to negotiate deals without his explicit involvement.
 
          Despite the appalling failure of his negotiations with the Nazis and their shameful attitude, Kasztner persisted in negotiating another deal with them. During the summer of 1944, he repeatedly met with Adolf Eichmann, who was responsible for overseeing the deportation of more than half of Hungary’s approximately 800,000-strong Jewish community to Auschwitz in occupied Poland.285 They reached an agreement that approximately 1,684 Jews would be spared in exchange for a ransom of $1,000 USD per person. Most of the passengers could not have raised the funds themselves, so Kasztner auctioned off 150 seats to wealthy Jews in order to pay for the others. In addition, S.S. officer Kurt Becher, Heinrich Himmler’s envoy, insisted that 50 seats be reserved for the families of individuals who had personally paid him for favors, at an amount of approximately $25,000 per person. Becher wanted to get the general price per head increased to $2,000 but Himmler set the price at $1,000. The total value of the ransom was estimated by the Jewish community to be 8,600,000 Swiss francs, though Becher himself valued it at only 3,000,000 Swiss francs.286 The train left Budapest on June 30, but in complete violation of his agreement with Kasztner, Eichmann had the passengers sent to the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp, where they arrived on July 8. Bauer writes that the decision was in Eichmann’s hands, but what motivated him to do so remains unclear. However, he claims that the order came, at least in part, from higher up the chain of command—possibly from Himmler himself.287 Nevertheless, following additional negotiations with the Germans and the payment of ransom money, the passengers were rescued and transported to neutral Switzerland in two contingents.288 One group was transported in August, and the other followed in December 1944.289
 
          The Nazis, under Eichmann’s command in Hungary, did not fulfill their part of the initial deal that Kasztner had negotiated with Wisliceny. Nevertheless, they accepted the funds that were collected by the Jews. This act clearly demonstrated that Eichmann was not to be trusted. Any Jewish individual should have considered this before entering into any negotiations with him, especially by the end of June 1944, after most Hungarian Jews had already been annihilated. Moreover, Anna Porter described Eichmann as being “tough and adversarial as he met with the Jewish leaders, and as one who was zealous to complete his ideological mission.” In contrast to Eichmann, Colonel Kurt Becher presented a more positive impression during negotiations, and it seemed probable that he would fulfill his commitment in any deal for a substantial bribe.290 Kasztner experienced fear every time he met Eichmann, feeling the need to choose his words carefully. In contrast, after multiple encounters, a rapport developed between Becher and Kasztner. Eventually, Becher became amicable enough to casually invite Kasztner to dine at the Wiss Mansion, occasionally visiting the casino for late-night drinks and a brief game of roulette.291
 
          A couple of days before Kasztner’s train left Budapest, Eichmann had been replaced by Kurt Becher. Eichmann had been told to focus his attention, instead, on the deportations, but Becher oversaw the negotiations and had the power to decide who would not be sent to Auschwitz. Porter writes that Becher said that it was Himmler’s decision, “Reich secret”. Kasztner was relieved to be dealing with the calmer, more personable Becher.292 The train was stopped at Bergen-Belsen, and Eichmann’s threat of potential transfer to Auschwitz loomed over them.293 Kasztner found reassurance from Becher, who assured him that families would remain united. Eventually, the train was directed towards Switzerland.294
 
          A strained relationship existed between Becher, who was under Heinrich Himmler’s direct command, and Eichmann, who viewed himself as the superior commander. Most likely, Kasztner’s train, carrying 1684 Jews, was eventually released due to the fact that Becher had been in command during that period of time, allowing this part of the deal to go through. It’s doubtful whether Eichmann, having previously failed to honor their commitments in the initial deal, would have redirected the train to a neutral country once the majority of Jews had already been annihilated, and deportations had ceased. However, as detailed by Anna Porter, Kasztner managed negotiations even after Eichmann’s return to his position, preventing further deportations. This saga underscores Eichmann’s authority in overseeing the annihilation of Jews, despite Himmler being his superior. In addition, Eichmann’s history of reneging on deals raises questions about Kasztner’s continued negotiations with him. The study will later discuss the Jewish Council’s focus on self-preservation, and it aligns with Kasztner’s persistence in negotiating, emphasizing the urgency of saving their lives. This also sheds light on why the train departed even after Eichmann had orchestrated significant deportations to Auschwitz, likely influenced by Becher’s authority for that period of time.295
 
          When examining the work of Israeli historian Shmuel Ettinger, the focus often centers on Eichmann’s pivotal role and decision-making in the annihilation of Jews. According to Ettinger, from May 15, 1944, the transport of Hungarian Jews commenced, only to be halted in July. However, it was Eichmann who advocated for its continuation, although pressure from the West, particularly on Horthy, prevented it. This underscores Eichmann’s significant influence. Then, even with the Soviet army advancing towards Budapest, the Germans orchestrated the transfer of 40,000 Jews to Austria, resulting in the tragic loss of most lives.296
 
          In conclusion, this chapter provides a comprehensive analysis that reinforces the argument about Eichmann’s pivotal role in the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews. It delves into his childhood, life, and the psychiatric evaluation before his trial, revealing a difficult upbringing under a strict and intimidating father who frequently subjected him to physical punishment. This harsh environment cultivated in Eichmann a profound fear of weakness and a relentless pursuit of strength. His membership in the Nazi Party provided him with a unique opportunity to excel in a single, heinous area—persecuting the Jews—which he eagerly embraced. The chapter delves deeper into Eichmann’s position within the S.S., his role in Hungary, and the unfolding events during the Nazi invasion, including his immediate meeting with the Jewish Council and his role in the “blood for trucks” deal. It incorporates testimonies, scholarly works, documentaries, archival materials from Eichmann’s trial, and resources from institutions like Yad Vashem, providing a comprehensive analysis of his actions. The next chapter will further examine Eichmann’s 1957 interview and court testimony, while subsequent chapters will shed additional light on his involvement in the Holocaust of Hungarian Jewry. Figures 9 and 10 on the following page further depict Adolf Eichmann at his trial, alongside one of the previously discussed witnesses—Abba Kovner. This multifaceted examination, drawing on a wide array of primary and secondary sources, underscores Eichmann’s pivotal role in orchestrating the Holocaust in Hungary. Various cases, incidents, and historical events are analyzed throughout this chapter and the book, each reinforcing his central involvement in these atrocities. Eichmann recognized the opportunity, knew how to maneuver it, and executed his plans with chilling efficiency. It is important to emphasize that, after surviving until May 1944, the majority of these Jews were annihilated within just two months. Despite the reduced presence of Nazi personnel, the systematic execution of their gathering and transport by train, along with the necessary coordination, was driven by one person—Eichmann. He recognized the opportunity, meticulously planned the operation, and carried it out with brutal precision.
 
          
            [image: See caption. Two police officers are seated behind him, with another officer beside him. Two men are sitting at a table with a microphone, the defense lawyer and the prosecutor.]
              Figure 9: Defendant Adolf Eichmann takes notes during his trial in Jerusalem in 1961. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Israel Government Press Office.

           
          
            [image: See caption. One police officer is seated behind him, three people are sitting at a table observing him, and the prosecutor is standing next to them.]
              Figure 10: Jewish partisan and poet Abba Kovner, a survivor of the Vilna ghetto, testifies during Adolf Eichmann’s trial. Jerusalem, Israel, May 4, 1961. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Israel Government Press Office.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 8 Eichmann’s Approach During His Interviews and Trial
 
        
 
         
           
            Had we put 10.3 million Jews to death, then I would be content and say good, we destroyed the enemy.297 – Adolf Eichmann (1957 interview)
 
          
 
          To conclude the section on Eichmann, this study references his testimonies – particularly one from an interview with Dutch journalist and Nazi sympathizer Willem Sassen, and another from his trial. When announcing Eichmann’s capture, David Ben-Gurion described him as one of those responsible for the “Final Solution”.298 Israeli justice Gabriel Bach, a key figure who served as assistant prosecutor alongside Gideon Hausner during the Eichmann trial, recounts reading a previous testimony from Rudolph Höss, the commander of Auschwitz. Höss testified that he mentioned his occasional inner conflict about killing children, and Eichmann’s response expressing a belief that they should be the primary targets for extermination as they represented the destruction of future Jewish generations. Eichmann questioned the logic of eliminating older generations while sparing the younger ones, who could potentially reconstitute the targeted race.299
 
          In 1957, Wilhelm Sassen conducted interviews with Adolf Eichmann regarding his involvement in the Nazis’ Final Solution. These interviews were actually group discussions organized by Sassen and his publisher, Eberhard Fritsch, held at Sassen’s Buenos Aires residence on several Sundays. While others were present, it was Eichmann’s disclosures that predominantly shaped the discussions. These memoirs served as the foundation for a series of articles published in late 1960 in Life and Stern magazines. In 1980, the Sassen documents, commonly known as the Sassen tapes, were handed over to Eichmann’s widow, Veronika. The documentary series “The Devil’s Confession: The Lost Eichmann Tapes”, directed by Yariv Mozer and produced by Kobi Sitt, presented audio recordings of Eichmann detailing his involvement in the Holocaust. It was screened on Israeli television in 2022. In one chilling segment, Eichmann is heard stating, “If we had killed 10.3 million Jews, I would say with satisfaction, ‘Good, we destroyed an enemy’ – then we would have fulfilled our mission”.300
 
          The critical inquiry revolves around assessing the veracity of Eichmann’s statements during these interviews and his trial, particularly given the discrepancies between them. Eichmann, being directly involved as a perpetrator, raises concerns about the reliability of his testimony. To analyze this, Christopher Browning’s criteria become crucial. Browning relied on perpetrators’ testimony for his book “Ordinary Men”, which delved into the actions of German police units involved in killings.301 Similarly, Waitman Wade Beorn used such testimonies in his research on related topics. The approaches of these scholars offer a framework for evaluating Eichmann’s statements, taking into account the complexities and potential biases inherent in perpetrator testimonies.302 Christopher Browning presents four valuable criteria for evaluating the credibility of this kind of testimony. They include: 1. The Self-Interest Test: Assessing whether the witness’s statements go against their own interests or align with them, determining potential motivations for honesty or falsehood. 2. The Vividness Test: Evaluating the level of detail and clarity in the witness’s recollection, particularly concerning visual memory of events. 3. The Possibility Test: Verifying whether the claims made by the witness can be substantiated or if they contradict known facts or established impossibilities. 4. The Probability Test: Examining whether the testimony corresponds with established patterns of events suggested by other reliable sources or documentation. These criteria offer a structured approach to gauge the reliability and truthfulness of testimonies, aiding in the critical assessment of accounts provided by individuals involved in historical events.303
 
          In this context, as this chapter will further explore, Eichmann’s interviews with William Sassen seem to offer a more candid account of his role, including his admission of responsibility for the mass killings of Jews, particularly through his orchestration of transports in Hungary. However, during the trial, the court chose not to use the Life magazine article against him, as it had been published without his consent.304 During this interview, Eichmann seems to have revealed more of the truth than he did during his court testimony, as this study argues. His motives, as explored in various documentaries, seem understandable: after holding immense power and responsibility, living in Argentina left him feeling like an ordinary individual, stripped of the authority and significance he once had. The interview not only gave him the attention he craved but also seemed to rekindle a sense of pride in his actions. He was eager to preserve his testimony for posterity, asking Sassen not to release the tapes until after his death, likely as a precaution for his own safety. However, during the trial, Eichmann attempted to plead not guilty, shifting responsibility onto his superiors, claiming he merely followed orders. Yet, concurrently, he did acknowledge his organizational role in managing transportation. This duality suggests a complex strategy aimed at minimizing personal culpability while acknowledging his function within the system.305 Therefore, Eichmann essentially admitted to actively carrying out the logistics of transportation, detailing how he orchestrated the trains and the methodology involved. This acknowledgment positions him as directly involved in the main execution of these actions. However, the notable shift during his trial was attributing the orders to higher authorities, emphasizing that he solely managed the trains. In contrast, during his discussions with Sassen, he took responsibility for the planning and positioned himself as the primary orchestrator or the “Ventriloquist.” This distinction portrays a nuanced narrative where Eichmann both accepts direct responsibility for planning and executing actions while also attempting to deflect accountability by highlighting orders from above during the trial.
 
          British historian David Cesarani expanded on this, highlighting Eichmann’s boastful claims during the interviews, presenting himself as an idealist in the implementation of the Final Solution. Eichmann expressed contentment in knowing he had eliminated five million enemies of the Reich, and he cites his involvement in Hungary. He also noted that the failure to annihilate the entire 10.3 million Jewish population was due to political disagreements within the Nazi movement and the SS headquarters, a fact he regretted. Cesarani’s analysis contradicts Hannah Arendt’s perspective that Eichmann was a lower-ranking bureaucrat, instead emphasizing that Eichmann played a substantial and influential role in the Holocaust.306
 
          This further demonstrates Eichmann’s influence and how, despite the constraints of the Nazi system and its structure, he found ways to exert power – ­particularly evident in Hungary, where he skillfully utilized Hungarian collaborators. This study challenges Hannah Arendt’s “banality of evil” thesis regarding Eichmann, which depicts him as a detached bureaucrat merely following orders without advancing an ideology.307 According to Arendt, Eichmann exemplified how individuals could become equally redundant, acting in a banal manner by simply following orders. Arendt appeared to endorse Eichmann’s trial assertion that he was genuinely adhering to orders rather than his alternate version presented in the interview with Sassen. It’s possible that Arendt speculated Eichmann might have exaggerated his role during the interview to emphasize his significance while residing in Argentina. While this interpretation presents an intriguing perspective, it diverges from the prevailing view established earlier in this study, as it seems to lend credence to Eichmann’s version from the interview. However, the study does embrace Arendt’s concept of the banality of evil, acknowledging the potential for ordinary people to follow orders and commit atrocities, a theme that will be further elaborated on in Chapter 15.
 
          Yeshayahu Leibowitz, a renowned Israeli Orthodox Jewish public intellectual, echoed a similar perspective to Arendt’s, deeming the entire Eichmann trial a failure.308 Leibowitz attributed its shortcomings to a perceived conspiracy between Adenauer and Ben-Gurion, suggesting that it was aimed at absolving Germany’s name through the payment of millions.309 Hannah Yablonka writes that Leibowitz claims Eichmann was a small cog in a large system and merely followed orders, a viewpoint this study opposes and disproves.310 Instead, this study highlights Eichmann’s active role and how he seized opportunities in Hungary, often making decisions independently. In the upcoming section, we’ll delve deeper into the Hungarian context and explore why Eichmann perceived an opportunity in leveraging Hungarian collaboration to advance his plans against the Jews. Figure 11 features a well-known photograph of Adolf Eichmann in his SS uniform, portraying him as a figure of authority. Figure 12 depicts Hungarian Regent Miklos Horthy, whose position and role have been thoroughly analyzed in this study.
 
          This study presents a disagreement with Arendt’s perspective on Eichmann’s role. However, before proceeding, it’s important to emphasize two points of agreement. First, the study acknowledges the significance of Arendt’s “banality of evil” concept in understanding how individuals can normalize actions that lead to perpetration. Second, while rejecting Yeshayahu Leibowitz’s view and identifying Eichmann as a pivotal figure, the study also recognizes the political considerations highlighted by Hannah Yablonka in her book. For instance, Ben-Gurion’s selection of witnesses and prioritization of those aligned with him, avoiding individuals associated with Irgun, reveals political motivations aimed at elevating his position and securing political gains. These matters aren’t the central focus of this study.
 
          
            [image: See caption. A head-and-shoulders shot of him in military attire.]
              Figure 11: Adolf Eichmann, SS official in charge of deporting European Jewry. Germany, 1943. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, DIZ Muenchen GMBH, Sueddeutscher Verlag Bilderdienst.

           
          
            [image: See caption. His head-and-shoulders shot in military attire, adorned with numerous badges.]
              Figure 12: Miklós Horthy, Regent of Hungary, 1941. Credit: Képes Vasárnap [journal], 05.12.1941 (volume 63, issue 49, via Wikimedia).
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            What connects two thousand years of genocide? Too much power in too few hands.311 – Simon Wiesenthal
 
            The expulsion was executed swiftly and persistently. An indispensable element for its success was the acceptance of measures against the Jews by the majority of the Hungarian people.312 – Joseph Goebbels
 
          
 
          Hungary was ruled by Admiral Miklos Horthy from March 1, 1920, until his removal by Nazi Germany on October 15, 1944. During his tenure, he led Hungary through significant political and social changes, including the interwar period and World War II. His authoritarian and aristocratic regime had shown its sympathy for Italian fascism and German Nazism. Antisemitism targeted Jews, defining them as a race, with various restrictive clauses operating in universities until 1928, and it was growing.313 In Chapter 4, the study delves into the anti-Semitism that was prevalent in Hungary before its alliance with the Nazis. During the war, Hungary first preserved non-combatant status but retained close ideological, military, and political contact with the Axis.314 Hungary’s ties to Germany and Italy grew closer after August 30, 1940, when those countries orchestrated the Second Vienna Award, allotting northern Transylvania and its estimated 149,000 Jews to Hungary. After the acquisition of northern Transylvania, Hungary’s anti-Jewish laws were extended to Transylvania.315 Then, on April 11, 1941, Hungary joined Hitler’s military operations against Yugoslavia, its former ally. Hungary then annexed the Backa, Baranja, and Mura regions of Yugoslavia on December 27, and renamed them the Delvidek, or southern region, bringing 18,500 more Jews under Hungarian authority. These Jews, too, were immediately subject to anti-Jewish measures that included forced labor, property confiscations, expulsions, and summary executions.316
 
          It is crucial to acknowledge that in the years leading up to the Nazi occupation of Hungary, the Hungarian parliament and society engaged in several actions that reflected their antisemitism. The manifestation of their antisemitism was evident in three primary actions: the implementation of laws that discriminated against Jews, their forced recruitment into labor companies serving the army, and their deportation from Hungary to the location of mass murder in Kamenetz Podolsk.317 Throughout history, Hungary has witnessed instances of antisemitism, manifested through discriminatory government policies targeting Jewish people. Yehudah Bauer contends that antisemitism was built into the regime.318
 
          From the end of the 1930s, the Hungarian government adopted an anti-Semitic policy that became more and more severe. In the 1930s, the Hungarian government passed laws that restricted the rights and freedoms of Jewish citizens.319 The equal rights of the Jews gradually disappeared until it was completely eroded by a series of laws enacted against them. Jews were defined as a race, and numerous clauses operated in universities that allowed only 6 percent of the student body to be Jewish.320 In doing so, Hungary was ahead of all Western and Central European countries in enacting this racist law. In 1938 and 1939, new laws restricted Jews in various economic sectors. Subsequently, mixed marriages were banned, the Jewish religion was de-recognized, and Jews were ousted from the military.321 The first law, enacted in 1938, was intended, according to its legislators, to ensure an ‘over-assurance of balance in social and economic life’ by limiting the number of Jews in liberal professions to 20%. This law was based on the assumption that the significant presence of Jews in the economy and professional fields was detrimental from a national perspective. It affected around 15,000 families, primarily targeting doctors, lawyers, engineers, journalists, and those in theater and cinema. The second law, introduced in 1939, expanded these restrictions, impacting an estimated 200,000 Jewish breadwinners and their dependents. By the time the third law was enacted in 1941, the exclusion of Jews from Hungarian national life had reached its extreme. Legislators claimed the law aimed to ‘protect the Hungarian race’ and effectively nullify the Jewish religion by regulating mixed marriages, citing the ‘failure of assimilation’ as justification. A Jew was defined in this law according to the criteria of the Nuremberg Laws, and they included about one hundred thousand Christians as “Jews”. The Jews were deprived of all the civil and religious rights they had received at the end of the 19th century and were economically impoverished. A wave of nationalism swept through Hungary and placed the Jews as a foreign and dangerous entity taking over the political, economic, and spiritual life.
 
          With regards to the second and third actions, before Hungary aligned with Germany and entered the war in June 1941, Jews were expelled from the military and subsequently forced to join labor battalions. The Hungarians created slave labor battalions that numbered about 52,000 Jews. More Jews were recruited later. At least 30,000 Jews died from maltreatment and execution. During this period, the Jewish community was predominantly led by influential Jewish individuals who sought to assimilate into Hungarian society. Despite their attempts to mitigate the harmful effects of government policies through private interventions and appeals, their efforts were only marginally effective. Then, in July-August 1941, about 18,000 Jews from Hungarian-occupied Carpatho-Ukraine, who were considered by the authorities to be foreign citizens, were sent for “resettlement in the East,” although many had lived in Hungary for generations and, for various reasons, were unable to prove their citizenship at the time.322 They were handed over by Hungarian authorities to the Germans, who carried out the mass murder. The killings occurred on August 27 and 28, 1941, in the Soviet city of Kamianets-Podilskyi (now part of Ukraine), which had been occupied by German forces on July 11, 1941. During this atrocity, 16,000 people were murdered by SS General Franz Jäckeln’s Einsatzgruppe troops and Hungarian auxiliaries.323 In that case, the Hungarian authorities took the initiative to send Jews to their deaths, setting a tragic precedent that demonstrated their willingness to persecute the Jewish population. It is not surprising that Eichmann saw an opportunity to implement his genocidal plan with their ­cooperation.
 
          Although this study examines Hungarian antisemitism and references scholars such as Raz Segal, it attributes the initiation of the Holocaust in Hungary primarily to the Germans, and specifically to one man—Eichmann. As previously discussed, significant differences existed between Nazi anti-Semitism and that of the Hungarians or other groups. While Nazi propaganda and ideology were extraordinarily extreme, driven by a premeditated plan to annihilate all Jews globally, Hungarian authorities focused more on discrimination and the desire to remove Jews from their land. Additionally, as Raz Segal demonstrates, Hungarian anti-Jewish actions were part of a broader effort to eliminate other minorities as well, aligning with a nation-state-building project rather than a singular focus on Jews.324 This distinction is significant. Furthermore, until March 1944, the Hungarians refrained from actively pursuing the Final Solution alongside the Nazis, although they engaged in various antisemitic acts. It was only after the Nazis took control that Eichmann seized the opportunity to orchestrate the systematic deportation and extermination of most Hungarian Jews, executing this plan via trains within just two months. Thus, Eichmann stands out as the primary initiator, with Hungarian authorities laying the groundwork for the impending annihilation.
 
          In the initial phase of annihilation, when the Nazis gathered and transported Jews to Auschwitz from May to July 1944, they were skilled in exploiting the Hungarians. As part of their strategy, they installed a new government with strong antisemitic views that aligned with their objectives.325 The new leadership of the Nazis and the antisemitic Hungarian authorities leveraged collaboration from the Hungarian populace. Drawing on Milgram’s experiments on obedience (discussed earlier in Chapter 3), it is evident that even if a regular soldier found it difficult to participate directly in killings, their collaboration often occurred from a distance. This included roles such as assisting in the gathering of Jews for transportation to Auschwitz.
 
          Christopher Browning came to a similar conclusion in his book Ordinary Men, based on the experiment Philip Zimbardo had run in Stanford Prison. Zimbardo had divided a test group into guards and prisoners and placed them in a simulated prison. On the basis of their behavior, he divided the guards into three groups. Browning’s research results harmonized with Zimbardo’s conclusions: “Zimbardo’s spectrum of guards bears an uncanny resemblance to the groupings that emerged within Reserve Police Battalion 101: a nucleus of increasingly enthusiastic killers who volunteered for the firing squads and ‘Jew hunts’; a larger group of policemen who performed as shooters and ghetto clearers when assigned but who did not seek opportunities to kill (and in some cases refrained from killing, contrary to standing orders, when no one was monitoring their actions); and a small group (less than 20 percent) of refusers and evaders.”326
 
          Judit Molnar further examined the Hungarian gendarmerie (a militarized police force that played a key role in enforcing anti-Jewish measures), noting that research indicates most strictly followed decrees and orders without exceeding them. However, a portion of them consisted of enthusiastic and explicitly cruel gendarmes. Finally, an extremely small group, a mere fraction of three to four percent of gendarmes helped Jews out of compassion or for money. This ratio is far below Browning’s 20 percent. Most of the gendarmes certainly did not know about the gas chambers of Auschwitz. Naturally, however, just as the persecuted received the news from forced military laborers or soldiers coming home from the front on leave, from refugees who had fled to Hungary, or from reading between the lines in newspapers, that Jews were being massacred by Nazi Germany, gendarmes could similarly have acquired knowledge of these horrors. It is a fact, in any case, that they did not expect the unfortunate women, children, and old people they ‘escorted’ to Kassa (Košice, Slovakia) and there handed over to the Germans ever to return. In more than one place, gendarme officers submitted claims for Jewish apartments and houses for themselves and their families, or for accommodating gendarme guardhouses.327
 
          Gabor Faragho, former Superintendent of the Gendarmerie on the other hand, had heard about the gas chambers in June 1944, yet he did not propose to have the deportations stopped at the meeting of the Council of Ministers on June 21. At the same time, he downplayed the cruelty of the gendarmerie, dismissing complaints against some of the 20,000 Hungarian gendarmes as “irrelevant”. Molnar adds that in mid-June, László Ferenczy, a lieutenant colonel in the Hungarian Royal Gendarmerie (later executed after the war), received the Auschwitz Protocols detailing the fate of deportees. However, he only informed Prime Minister Döme Sztójay in early July – and later Regent Miklós Horthy – that the protocols’ contents required verification. By late May, however, Horthy had already been informed about the gendarmes’ brutality. In his letter to Prime Minister Sztójay in early June 1944, he wrote: “[…] lately I have received information that in that field [that of the ‘solution of the Jewish question’], in several respects, much more has happened here than with the Germans themselves, and that in such brutal, indeed, sometimes inhumane manner that even the Germans themselves would not resort to carrying out these measures.” Although he mentioned more than once that the gendarmerie should not be involved, it took him another month to decide to suspend the deportations in July. By then, however, over 430,000 people had already been deported.328 This aligns with Doris Bergen’s perspective on Horthy, highlighting his displayed double standard that the Nazis exploited. In this context, Horthy bore responsibility for not halting deportations promptly; even when he did intervene, it was largely due to pressure from FDR.
 
          This chapter highlights Hungarian responsibility by emphasizing their crucial role in laying the groundwork for the Jewish genocide. It details how the Hungarians set the stage for the mass murder of Jews, a fact Eichmann recognized and skillfully exploited to further advance the Final Solution. Judit Molnar further sought to understand why Adolf Eichmann and his ‘specialists’ primarily trusted the Hungarian gendarmerie during the spring and summer of 1944. This inquiry delves into the gendarmerie’s significant role in the deportation of Jews in Hungary during the Holocaust.329
 
          The Royal Hungarian Gendarmerie, a type of national guard, was one of the most important state institutions between 1881 and 1945. Its task was to preserve law and order in the countryside and prevent uprisings and socialist agitation. In 1944, it also became the task of the gendarmerie to concentrate and deport the Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz. They readily took part in the collection and then the deportation of Jews. If deemed necessary, the trainees of the gendarmerie schools and training battalions assisted in the detection and collection. Molnar writes that according to one claim (Historian of law enforcement J. Paradi), “the great majority” of the gendarmes “were unlikely to have gone beyond their orders, and that brutality on their part must have been rare like white ravens”. However, another claim is that the brutal procedure of the gendarmerie was not an isolated phenomenon, but a general and commonly known tendency”. Catholic Bishop Endre Hamvas further describes the brutality of the Hungarian authorities in the summer of 1944: “The Prime Minister regards the news about the cruel and merciless procedures as exaggerated. But how can one without cruelty make people be dragged from their home, have 70–75 people crowded into a boxcar, and be transported for 4–5 days, locked, without food and water supply”?330
 
          Molnar then cites an interesting view, mentioned by Honorary Gendarme Zoltán Kőrössy, the editor of the website for emigrant gendarmes. Discussing the gendarmerie’s role during the Holocaust and their post-war punishment, he mentioned that he considered the Jews partially responsible for their own fate: “The complete cooperation of Jews undoubtedly contributed to the rapid execution of the deportations. […] They did not put-up physical resistance at all”. Kőrössy repeatedly returned to this assertion in several of his publications. According to him, the gendarmerie protested against being involved in the deportations, but they were forced to do it. He claimed that although perhaps a few gendarmes might have committed brutalities, all the gendarmes were persecuted after the Second World War.331
 
          Molnar claims that determining the exact number of gendarmes serving in 1944, and those involved in the deportation of Jews, is presently impossible. It is evident from the Hungarian literature on this topic that some individuals seek to mitigate the gendarmerie’s responsibility by asserting, without citation, that only a fraction participated in ghettoization and deportation. While this may represent an attempt to conceal the actions of gendarme officers, it falls beyond the research’s scope. Nevertheless, Molnar notes that high-ranking gendarme officers remembered differently in the statements they made at the people’s court trials, with figures ranging from 16,000 to 32,000.332
 
          Molnar further notes that, while Eichmann did set a new deportation record, he could have surpassed even that if he had gained the full cooperation of the gendarmerie, police force, public administration, and other public servants, including teachers, doctors, and railway personnel, to make Hungary “clean” of Jews. In any case, it was not a coincidence that first and foremost he relied on the militarily disciplined gendarmerie, for the larger part of the country was policed by them. They assisted the police in the remaining places, in the towns, in the deprivation, collection, and deportation of Jews. Its members did not ask questions, but executed orders: They conducted body searches, made lists of (corpus delicti) Jewish valuables, herded Jews into brick factories and pigsties, and then crammed seventy, eighty, or ninety people at a time into grain wagons or cattle cars. They did all this in a disciplined manner, firmly, mercilessly, and extremely fast. Eichmann, with the two State Secretaries of the Ministry of the Interior, László Endre and László Baky, as well as with Gendarme Lieutenant-Colonel László Ferenczy, worked out the schedule of the annihilation of the Jews, which in the end divided the ten gendarmerie districts into six deportation zones following the gendarmerie district division.333
 
          Anna Porter describes that upon Eichmann’s arrival in Hungary, he anticipated resistance from the new Hungarian authorities. However, he was met with immediate and enthusiastic assistance instead. A week after his arrival, he had a friendly meeting with the two new state secretaries, László Endre and László Baky, where bottles of wine and pretzels were enjoyed. Many years later, in an interview with Sassen in Argentina, Eichmann recalled that meeting, stating, “On that evening, the fate of the Jews of Hungary was sealed”.334 This further supports the argument presented in the study that a single individual, Eichmann, seizing an opportunity, played a crucial role, and it underscores the significance of Hungarian collaboration, which also influenced his decision.
 
          This can give us a better understanding why Eichmann trusted the Hungarian gendarmerie in doing these crimes. He knew how to choose antisemitic leaders, or Nazi sympathizers, who will comply with him.335 He also recognized their self-interests, including borders and other factors mentioned earlier. Then, the soldiers, or militia personnel, just followed orders. This fits well with Stanley Milgram’s experiment and obedience, especially that most of the time they collaborated from far. They were just assisting the Nazis in the deportation, not actually killing. Eichmann relied on the well-disciplined gendarmerie, who policed the majority of the country. They diligently executed their mission, aiding in the collection and deportation of Jews without questioning orders.336 Joseph Goebbels summarized the Jewish annihilation in Hungary in an internal message sent to Nazi Party activists on August 2, 1944. In it, he wrote: “The expulsion was executed swiftly and persistently. An indispensable element for its success was the acceptance of measures against the Jews by the majority of the Hungarian ­people”.337
 
          This quote underscores the essential role that the Hungarians played in the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews—a role Eichmann skillfully manipulated to his advantage. The next chapter will examine another key element Eichmann exploited for this purpose: Dr. Rudolf Kasztner and the Jewish Council. Figures 13 and 14 include a photo of Kasztner and images of Jews who were selected for the train he arranged, eventually reaching safety in Switzerland.
 
          
            [image: See caption. Many people are standing inside and outside the train coach, smiling and posing for a photograph.]
              Figure 13: Jews from the “Kasztner train” arrive in Switzerland. This group of Jews was released from Bergen-Belsen as a result of negotiations between the Germans and Hungarian Jewish leaders Joel Brand and Rezso Kasztner. Switzerland, August 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Yad Vashem Photo Archives.

           
          
            [image: See caption. He is dressed in formal attire and holding a microphone. He is sitting on the witness stand in court.]
              Figure 14: Rezső Kasztner at the Ministries Trial (January 6, 1948 – April 13, 1949) of the Subsequent Nuremberg trials. Credit: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File: Rudolf_Kastner_at_Kol_Yisrael,_early_1950s.jpg.
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            It is better to die as free men fighting than to live by the grace of murderers. Let us defend ­ourselves to our very last breath.338 – Aba Kovner
 
          
 
          Besides leveraging Hungarian collaboration in the annihilation of the Jews, Eichmann adeptly selected compliant Jewish council members to assist in gathering and ensuring Jewish compliance without rebellion. This section will examine the broader role of Jewish councils, focusing on their primary motivations, and then analyzing how these dynamics unfolded specifically in Hungary. As previously discussed, the events in the Vilnius Ghetto highlight a striking contrast between Jewish compliance under the Judenrat, led by Jacob Gens, and the resistance efforts led by Aba Kovner. Gens, as the head of the Judenrat, sought to cooperate with the Nazis, often clashing with Kovner’s push for resistance.339 In hindsight, it appears that Kovner’s decision to resist was ultimately justified. However, when he and his group escaped, their resources were limited, and not everyone was able to join them. The other alternative at the time was to comply with the Nazis, buying time in hopes that the war would end, and everyone could survive, as Gens suggested.
 
          From April to June 1961, Hannah Arendt covered the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem for The New Yorker magazine. Her reporting resulted in a series of articles, which later became the foundation for her most renowned and controversial book, Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil.340 The book was first published in the United States in 1963 and shortly thereafter in West Germany. Arendt presents her own theory to explain the Holocaust, challenging the widely accepted explanation. The study had previously discussed her perspective, arguing that to understand the mass murder of European Jewry, we must examine the concept of mass society, where individuals become interchangeable and act in a banal manner, blindly following the actions of the collective. Her book sparked controversy, with many critics objecting to Arendt’s use of the term ‘banality’ to describe mass murder. Critics point out that in his interview with Willem Sassen, Eichmann claimed to have acted with zeal and reflected on the nature of the orders he followed, rather than merely obeying them passively.341
 
          Arendt presented another perspective in her book, one that became one of its most controversial aspects: her critique of the Judenräte, the Jewish councils. Arendt claimed that they collaborated with the Nazis, arguing that their actions significantly increased the efficiency of the extermination of Jews.342 However, this caused angry reactions in the Jewish community, and even led to some of her close friends distancing themselves from her.343 Furthermore, her attitude toward Jewish nationalism and Zionism appeared to be cautious. Arendt believed that there was a deliberate attempt during the Eichmann trial to promote Zionist ideas and Israeli militarism, rather than a focus on conducting a trial that sought justice. Despite the controversy surrounding the book, it remains one of Arendt’s most famous and influential works and was the first to be translated into Hebrew.
 
          In her analysis of the Wannsee Conference, Arendt discussed how Heydrich expected the greatest difficulties in eliminating the Jews, while Eichmann knew that he could not have been more wrong.344 According to Arendt, the use of the Judenräte (Jewish Councils) made it easy for the Nazis to carry out their plan. Eichmann described how smoothly the process went and how it became routine. The Jewish councils were informed by Eichmann and his men about how many Jews were needed to fill each train, and they made out lists of deportees. The few who tried to hide or escape were rounded up by special Jewish forces.345 Arendt notes that Eichmann knew how to select and establish a Jewish council, and that the council’s elders were informed by him or his men about how many Jews were needed to fill each train. Eichmann ensured that no one protested.346 He also did not see resistance. Eichmann mentioned that he received the cooperation of the Jews, and without their help in administrative and police work, he wouldn’t have been able to carry out the plan.347 The Nazis were able to trust that the Jews would do their job.
 
          Furthermore, Eichmann remarked that the Jews did not resist, reflecting his impression that resistance was not a significant factor. The study addressed several challenges related to resistance, and it appears that the Jewish council’s act of withholding crucial information contributed to a level of compliance. During Eichmann’s trial, this prompted one witness to testify that some individuals even volunteered for the transports. In court, the judges mentioned the matter of cooperation, with one of the resistance witnesses admitting that the ghetto police were an instrument in the hands of the Nazis.348 As mentioned, other scholars such as Randolph Braham also criticized the Jewish Council in Hungary seeing it responsible for not releasing crucial information about the Nazi genocide to Hungary’s Jewish population.349 Others criticized the shocking naivete of the Jewish leadership in Hungary, that had resulted in servile behavior.350 However, Yehudah Bauer raises the valid point that there is no guarantee that the information would have been accepted or believed by the Jewish population even if it had been released.351 Bauer further rejects the criticism regarding the failure to expose the Vrba-Wetzler report, noting that, ultimately, the report reached Hungarian Regent Horthy, who, on June 26, convened a cabinet meeting. Bauer argues that while the warnings from FDR and other factors played a role in influencing Horthy to halt the deportations on July 9, it was the Vrba-Wetzler report – transmitted to him by the Judenrat – that had a significant impact. Thus, contrary to Vrba’s claim that the Judenrat did not expose the protocol to the Jews, Bauer contends that sending the report to Horthy proved to be more consequential.352
 
          Raul Hilberg offers further criticism of the Judenrat, the Jewish council established by the Nazis, as well as the actions of Jews in general during the Holocaust. Hilberg’s analysis delves deeper into the role of the Judenrat and its actions under Nazi rule. He examines the decisions made by the Jewish council and scrutinizes their effectiveness in protecting and representing the Jewish population. Hilberg’s critique extends beyond the Judenrat to encompass the broader behaviors of Jews during that time. Hilberg’s main argument regarding the tragedy of the Jews is that they and their leadership were constrained by the limitations of their historical experiences. He suggests that during the Holocaust, they exhibited behaviors similar to those they had displayed throughout their long history of exile. These behaviors included lobbying, self-deception, repression, obedience (both automatic and intermittent), cooperation, paralysis, bribery, evasion, and attempts to alleviate their circumstances through petitions, ransom arrangements, monetary redemption, rehabilitation, and relief. Hilberg presents a comprehensive analysis of events spanning over 2,000 years in organized tables to support his claim that a distinct pattern of Jewish response had developed and become deeply ingrained over time. According to this perspective, the Jews perceived the Holocaust as just another calamity in a long line of misfortunes they had faced, and they reacted accordingly. However, the extermination of European Jews by the Germans represents an unparalleled level of genocide. Never before in the history of Western civilization had criminals managed to overcome all administrative and moral obstacles to carry out such a comprehensive killing operation. Additionally, it was the first time that Jewish victims, bound by the constraints of their historical experiences, fully surrendered themselves to the impending disaster. Therefore, the extermination of the Jews was not an accidental occurrence.353
 
          However, renowned scholar Yehuda Bauer offers a contrasting perspective. In an earlier discussion, the study examined his argument regarding the potential for Jewish resistance, presenting the victims in a more favorable light due to the slim chances of resistance and the dire circumstances they confronted.354 Here, Bauer portrays the Judenrat in a more favorable light, arguing that the Hungarian-Jewish community was already aware that Jews were being killed in Poland, and that there was nothing further Kasztner or other members of the Jewish Council could have done to warn them.355 Bauer analyzes the situation, showing that Hungarian Jews had no realistic chance of resisting or escaping to Romania, as claimed by Ben Hecht and other Kasztner’s critics.356 Bauer adds that, although survivors of earlier Nazi persecutions warned Hungarian Jews, many refused to believe them. However, Kasztner’s critics argue that Romania, just a few miles from Cluj, offered an escape route, and they accuse him of discouraging its use and withholding details of the deportations. In 1944, Romania allowed Jews to transit freely, and some estimate that around 15,000 escaped via this route. The study acknowledges these claims but did not explore the Romanian escape route in depth, which is necessary to provide clearer support. This option is not rejected; however, the study aligns more closely with Bauer’s view, emphasizing that even if escape was theoretically possible, it required convincing people, careful planning, and overcoming significant obstacles. Moreover, Bauer argues that any large-scale flight could have been easily stopped by Hungarian and German authorities.357 It seems that Bauer has a valid point, but the study will further indicate that despite the various factors at play, the behavior of the Jewish council was also among the reasons Eichmann persisted with his genocidal plan.358
 
          Peter Hayes further discusses the perspective of Yehuda Bauer who aimed to avoid placing blame on the victims for their own fate, and he also provides a more in-depth examination of the difficulties encountered by members of the Jewish council. Hayes emphasizes that individuals who initially resisted complying with German orders were frequently subjected to execution.359 Other scholars, such as Samuel Lederman, advance contrasting perspectives on Arendt’s work. Lederman argues that her writings are grounded in a deep skepticism toward paternalistic leadership and political judgment. As a radical democrat, Arendt questioned conventional views on the relationship between leaders and their communities, both in her involvement in Jewish politics and in her theoretical work. Thus, her criticism of the Judenrat reflects her commitment to radical democratic principles.360 In Eichmann in Jerusalem, Arendt asserted that had the Judenrat refused to cooperate with the deportations, the result would have been chaos and considerable suffering, but the number of victims would have been much lower, between 4.5 to 6 million people. Lederman argues that this statement has gained infamy for its over-generalization and perceived inaccuracy, as well as its irresponsibility. However, Arendt’s argument was rooted in a principled critique rather than a consequentialist one. Arendt believed that the moral weight of the Judenrat’s decision to cooperate (which she saw as fundamentally wrong) outweighed any hypothetical considerations about the potential outcomes of a collective refusal to cooperate.361 In this context, Chapter 15 references Tuija Parvikko’s 2021 work, which offers a comprehensive exploration of Arendt’s theories and provides a deeper understanding of her perspective. Parvikko argues that many readers surprisingly failed to interpret Arendt’s book within its proper context and that Arendt herself recognized the connection between the controversy surrounding her work and the broader politics of history.362
 
          During this discussion, the study expressed some disagreements with Arendt, suggesting not to place blame on the Judenrat due to the life-threatening situation they were in. It further emphasizes the uncertainties regarding whether providing information would have led to belief or resistance among the Jews. Yet, it agrees with Arendt’s last assertion regarding the moral significance of the Judenrat’s decision to cooperate. Specifically, for the case of Hungary, it also aligns with her point that had the Jewish council refused to cooperate with the deportations, the number of victims would have been lower. However, the study presents different reasons for this, which rely on Eichmann’s methods of operation. Therefore, for Hungary only, and based on these reasons, it rejects Lederman’s argument regarding this point.
 
          Lederman argues that Arendt viewed the Jewish determination to survive at any cost as a negative and politically harmful notion. However, Arendt believed that individuals should be willing to sacrifice themselves for a cause – whether to avoid committing evil, to fight against an enemy, or to uphold the dignity of their people. She praised the Warsaw Ghetto resistance for transcending the pariah status of Jews in Europe, aligning them with other Europeans in the broader struggle for freedom. Arendt was deeply skeptical of elites and their political judgment, instead placing her faith in “ordinary” people and their potential to forge new paths. This view is essential for understanding her critique of the Judenräte.363
 
          When asked about the justifications presented by the Judenräte for their actions during critical moments, Arendt delivered a stark response, asserting that the notion of sacrificing a few to save many resembled the ancient practice of human sacrifice, in which a few virgins were offered to appease the wrath of the gods. Arendt rejected this notion, stating that it went against her religious beliefs and the principles of Judaism. In a related context, Arendt praised Adam Czerniakow for remembering the Talmudic imperative that forbids sacrificing one individual for the security of the community or allowing one woman to be raped for the sake of others: “If they ask you to sacrifice one man for the security of the community, don’t surrender him; if they ask you to give one woman to be ravished for the sake of all women, don’t let her be ravished”.364
 
          While Arendt raised a valid point, it’s crucial to recognize that for the Judenrat, non-compliance often meant risking their lives. Moreover, even when they chose to cooperate with the Nazis, there was often a sense of sacrifice involved, as they were navigating incredibly difficult circumstances. Therefore, it could be argued that passing judgment on them for their actions may be unjust. Despite the undeniable truth that refusing to comply with the Nazis might have saved countless lives, it’s crucial to recognize that becoming a member of the Judenrat and working with the Nazis was often a decision made under extreme duress. Additionally, the decision to join the Judenrat instead of facing execution may have been influenced by other considerations. Among these were the belief that, had they refused, the Nazis would simply have appointed others, and the recognition of a low likelihood for any successful resistance.365 However, we cannot ignore the fact that their actions resulted in the loss of many lives, and it seems morally questionable.
 
          Forced to implement Nazi policies, Jewish councils remain a controversial and sensitive subject. Jewish council chairmen faced the harrowing choice of whether to comply with German demands, such as providing lists of Jews for deportation. In Lvov, Joseph Parnes refused to hand over Jews for deportation to the Janowska forced-labor camp and was murdered by the Nazis for his defiance. In Warsaw, Jewish council chairman Adam Czerniakow, rather than assist in the roundup of Jews, committed suicide on July 23, 1942, the day after deportations began. Survivor Tomasz (Toivi) Blatt testified that the Nazis would arrive in the morning and demand the Jewish council deliver a set number of men. If the council failed, the Nazis would begin indiscriminately rounding up people, beating and shooting them. In another testimony, Bella Jakubowicz Tovey recounts a meeting between her father and the Jewish council leader in Sosnowiec, who urged him to join the council, suggesting it would improve his family’s chances of survival while waiting for the war to end. Her father, a devout Jew, refused, stating he could not send others to their deaths. When asked about God’s lack of intervention, he replied that he would not be a messenger of the angel of death.366
 
          The Israeli-German historian and political writer Dan Diner has noted that the Jewish councils faced the difficult decision of choosing between total annihilation or saving fragments of their communities. However, the approach taken differed among councils.367 Diner further explains the gradual progression of events regarding the Judenräte (Jewish Councils) in occupied Poland. Initially, they did not face extermination measures, but as Diner describes, the situation worsened over time. The councils were concerned for the welfare of the people and had to request better conditions from the Nazis.368 They witnessed people dying and suffering from a lack of food and the need for jobs. At a later stage, they were asked to submit people for transportation. Diner elaborates on the challenging situation faced by the members of the Judenrat (Jewish Council), emphasizing the moral dilemmas they confronted. It seemed irrational to them for the Germans not to use their work, and lacking alternatives, they hoped that the enemy’s self-­interest would grant them work opportunities. The council did not fall into the trap of attributing the Nazis’ immorality to their actions, but rather focused on the social needs of the people.369 Perhaps their perception has evolved over the years, leading to a more favorable view than in the past. However, certain actions, such as Chaim Rumkowski’s request to be given the children and the way he articulated it in his speech, may still be considered unacceptable. Despite that, Diner argues that the Jewish councils believed that they were acting in the best interest of their people and had good intentions in trying to save Jews.
 
          Isaiah Trunk further discussed the survival strategies that leaders attempted to utilize, with one of the main ones being rescue through work. The idea was that if the Jewish people could prove themselves useful to the regime, they would have a better chance of survival. Survival was a crucial factor, as the main goal of the Jewish people was to survive the ghetto. They believed that compliance was the key to survival, as they did not think resistance would work, and that the Nazis would ultimately lose. The Jewish people felt that by complying, they could buy time, and that they needed to prove themselves useful to the Nazis in order to increase their chances of survival. Trunk went on to discuss the complexity involved in making an objective evaluation. Samuel Lederman writes that Isaiah Trunk’s study is still an important source for this critique of Arendt’s generalizations.370
 
          After reading Trunk and Dinner, one may come to view the Judenrat in a more positive light. It seems that the Judenrat worked with the Nazi authorities during the Holocaust because they believed it was the most viable option for survival, and that resistance would only result in more violence and persecution. They believed that if they resisted, the Nazis would become more ruthless and escalate their brutal tactics, which would ultimately lead to the complete annihilation of the Jewish people. The Jewish leaders were in an untenable position and had to make difficult choices that frequently contradicted their own moral convictions and the interests of their communities. The Nazis adeptly exploited this situation to their advantage.
 
          After the Nazi invasion of Poland, several key figures such as heads of Einsatzgruppen, Gestapo, Adolph Eichmann, and others were summoned by Reinhard Heydrich for a meeting on September 21, 1939, to discuss the policy towards Jews in occupied Poland. A document was subsequently released summarizing their conclusions. The main points included relocating Jews residing in rural areas, particularly villages in western Poland, to larger cities near railway lines. Furthermore, each community would establish a Jewish council, known as Judenrat, comprising individuals with prominent positions such as rabbis and doctors, who would share responsibility with the Nazis. Their role would involve overseeing the transfer of Jews from various villages and locations to the designated urban centers. At the same time, the Nazis aimed to maintain Jewish-owned industries temporarily, as they were deemed essential until they could be replaced by Aryans.371 This historical event provides valuable insights into the methods employed by the Nazis and their utilization of Jewish councils. Their objective was to centralize and concentrate the Jewish population, thereby granting the Nazis complete control over them, with the eventual options of expulsion or annihilation. By appointing leaders within the Jewish council, the Nazis were able to delegate the implementation of their policies without arousing suspicion. Initially, the Nazis exercised restraint, allowing the Jewish councils to assume responsibility for the welfare of their communities and alleviate suffering. However, this was just the beginning, and as the Nazis gained more control, they could enforce stricter demands upon the Jewish council. During this particular stage, it is challenging to criticize the Jewish councils since their collaboration with the Nazis in concentrating the Jewish population was not initially viewed with suspicion. They played a significant role in facilitating this crucial step for the Nazis. It can be understood that the Jewish councils, to some extent, became victims of circumstances, as they initially believed their cooperation would alleviate the suffering of their community. However, as time progressed, the Nazis imposed further demands, and criticism emerged regarding the actions of the Jewish councils.
 
          According to Peter Hayes, within a month of invading Poland and incorporating around two million Jews into its territory, the Nazi regime had developed a system to segregate these individuals from the surrounding population. This involved confiscating their properties and valuables, while relying on Jewish leaders to assist in implementing this policy. Hayes asserts that this particular aspect of German policy was both diabolically effective and aimed at minimizing German resources.372 Hayes further explored the critiques aimed at the Jewish council by scholars like Raul Hilberg and Hannah Arendt, both previously examined in this study, who challenged the actions and decisions of the council during that era, contrasting their perspectives with Yehudah Bauer’s alternative views. Bauer also avoids attributing blame to the victims for their own fate, and he even considers expanding the concept of resistance to include acts of self-preservation when necessary.373 Hayes further detailed the challenges faced by members of the Jewish council, highlighting that those who initially refused to comply with German orders were often executed. In some cases, the first group of Jewish council members was deliberately targeted as an example. An illustrative instance is that in Lodz, out of the initial 30 council members, 22 were executed as a means of setting a precedent. This impression is echoed by Ernő Munkácsi, the secretary of the Hungarian Judenrat, who describes their desperation and fear in trying to prevent the looming catastrophe.374
 
          Life in the ghetto was characterized by unbearable conditions, with numerous individuals cramped into small living spaces. Thousands were relocated to the ghettos from nearby cities, leading to severe resource shortages, including food, and deteriorating health conditions. In response, the Jewish councils, known as the Judenräte, attempted to engage with the Nazis to improve the situation, unwittingly falling into a deceptive trap. The Judenräte sought to present themselves as agents dedicated to alleviating the suffering of their fellow Jews, complying with the Nazis’ demands in hopes of securing better services. As the collaboration between the Judenräte and the Nazis intensified, the Nazis began to exploit their influence. They instructed the Judenräte to select Jews for forced labor, ultimately leading to their deportation and execution. To maintain a semblance of normalcy within the ghettos, the Judenräte established welfare organizations to address health issues, provide food, care for children, and more. Additionally, they had the responsibility of managing essential services like electricity and sewage for the benefit of the entire community. Under Nazi supervision, a Jewish police force was established, operating under the authority of the Judenrat. Their primary role was to enforce regulations and maintain order within the ghetto. The Nazis were aware of the Judenrat’s influence and the role of the Jewish police in shaping public behavior, and they exploited this knowledge – often through corruption or other means – to achieve their goals.375
 
          Many members of the Jewish councils held the belief that their cooperation would ensure their survival and that their efforts could potentially bring an end to the war. They aimed to demonstrate their usefulness to the Nazis in order to secure their own lives. However, the Nazis were skilled at manipulating them to serve their own sinister purposes, leading some members to reluctantly comply with morally reprehensible actions. For instance, Chaim Rumkowski, the leader of the Lodz Ghetto, advocated for compliance by handing over Jewish children to the Nazis, while sparing those who were capable of work and survival. Unfortunately, despite their desperate efforts, the fate of the Judenrat and the ghetto inhabitants was sealed, and they all perished in the end.
 
          Members of the Judenrat who survived the Holocaust often faced accusations and, in some cases, even physical attacks. In 1946, Asher Berlin was attacked in Tel Aviv by a gang that mistook him for someone else. Despite being slashed with knives and left with scars, he survived. The attackers falsely accused him of informing on Jews to the Gestapo. In those years, there was mob justice in Palestine, where Jews suspected of collaborating with Nazis were brutally beaten. The chaos in public places was widely condemned. Eventually, criminal courts replaced the lynch mobs, and in 1950, Israel passed a law to prosecute Jewish collaborators with the Nazis. These trials, often overlooked, hold significant importance in understanding the Jewish experience during the Holocaust. Dan Porat’s new book sheds light on this history.376 In “Bitter Reckoning,” Porat sheds light on previously unknown trials that took place over a span of two decades after World War II. These trials involved survivors accused of collaborating with the Nazis, revealing accounts of Jewish policemen and camp functionaries who mistreated, assaulted, robbed, and even killed their fellow Jews. As the trials unfolded, perceptions shifted, and the Kapos were increasingly seen as victims rather than evil collaborators. Consequently, the fervor to prosecute them diminished. Porat’s book explores how these trials transformed Israel’s understanding of the Holocaust and delves into the impact of suppressing the trial records, which were classified by the state for an extended period. Balancing empathy for the difficult choices faced by those who chose to collaborate with rigorous analysis, “Bitter Reckoning” challenges our notions of complicity and justice and prompts us to contemplate the complex nature of victimhood in extraordinary circumstances.377
 
          Religious individuals who adhere to Jewish law were faced with numerous challenges and had even greater concerns regarding the actions of Kapos during the Holocaust. Their commitment to upholding Jewish laws made them acutely aware of the moral and ethical dilemmas posed by the role of Kapos. According to Jewish law, there is a significant question regarding the actions of Kapos during the Holocaust. Rabbi Efraim Oshry, a Holocaust survivor who served as a rabbi and guide in the Kaunas Ghetto during that period, provided valuable insights through his written responses.378 These responses shed light on the Nazi atrocities and the resistance of religious Jews who were committed to upholding Jewish laws. Rabbi Oshry firmly stated that a Kapo is prohibited from providing the Nazis with a list of Jews to be sent away, as it directly contradicts Talmudic and Halakhic (Jewish law) principles.379 These sources prohibit an individual from identifying and handing over a specific person to their oppressors. As previously mentioned, Hannah Arendt also references some of these Talmudic sources in her writings.380 In response Mimaamakim 3:12, Rabbi Oshry allowed for the Kapo’s name to be mentioned during his son’s reading (Aliyah) of the Torah, but only after the Kapo had repented.381 The Rabbi provided sources and showed leniency in this case, recognizing that the Kapo was forced into his actions. However, in a different response (Mimaamakim 3:14), Rabbi Oshry did not allow such a Kapo to serve as the prayer leader (Baal Tefilah). It is preferable to have someone else lead the prayers in such a situation. It seems that Rabbi Oshry’s response to Kapo prisoners who express remorse reflects a balance of forgiveness and accountability. He forgives them but also highlights the seriousness of their actions by not allowing them to lead prayers.
 
          Survivors often equated Jewish Kapos with Nazis. Dan Porat focuses on Hirsch Bareneblat’s trial in Israel, where the district attorney initially aimed to charge him as an enemy organization member. However, this count was withdrawn last-minute by the attorney general out of concern for implicating many other Israeli citizens who had worked under the Nazis if Bareneblat were convicted. Porat’s book “Bitter Reckoning,” challenges conventional notions of complicity and justice, encouraging readers to reevaluate their understanding of the complexities faced by those caught in extraordinary circumstances. David Mikics compellingly discusses Porat’s study of the Kapos, delving into their roles and experiences and emphasizing how their post war trials in Israel, profoundly shaped Israel’s perception of the Holocaust.382 Hirsch Barenblat gained attention for his controversial role as the head of the Jewish Ghetto Police in the Bedzin Ghetto, leading to subsequent legal cases in Poland and Israel. In 1964, Barenblat was acquitted by the Israeli Supreme Court. Chief Justice Moshe Landau, who presided over the Eichmann trial, acquitted him of all charges. Landau argued that it would be “hypocritical and arrogant on our part—on the part of those who never stood in their place”, to “criticize those ‘little men’ who failed to attain moral supremacy while enduring merciless oppression under a regime whose primary goal was to dehumanize them”. Landau suggested that the crucial question was not whether handing people over to the Nazis for deportation constituted a criminal act, but rather who bore responsibility for the malevolence inherent in those actions.383
 
          Therefore, it is important to approach this topic with sensitivity and an open mind, considering multiple perspectives to gain a comprehensive understanding of the complex dynamics at play. The study examined differing views on the Jewish councils’ actions and motives during the Holocaust. Hannah Arendt and Raul Hilberg criticized their collaboration, while Yehudah Bauer and other scholars acknowledged the difficult conditions they faced, leading to a more sympathetic evaluation of their actions. Arendt’s work remains highly debated and influential in the field of Holocaust studies, emphasizing the necessity of considering a range of viewpoints on this topic. By adopting a balanced approach, one can argue that members of the Jewish councils were victims who faced coercion by the Nazis, leading them to act in specific ways. This perspective may incline us to refrain from harshly criticizing them post-Holocaust and be open to the idea of forgiveness. Nevertheless, it remains crucial to recognize that certain actions they undertook cannot be disregarded. It is crucial to remain aware of these actions in order to prevent similar occurrences in the future, should new persecutions arise. Rabbi Ephraim Oshry’s approach in responding to Kapo prisoners expressing remorse, reflects a nuanced blend of forgiveness and accountability.384
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              Figure 15: Jewish paratrooper Yoel Palgi from Mandate Palestine in uniform. Credit: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Yoel_Palgi.jpg?uselang=en#Licensing.
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              Figure 16: Hannah Szenes in a Hungarian army uniform as a Purim custom. Szenes is remembered as a hero for her courage and sacrifice. Credit: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:HannahSzenes1.jpg.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 11 The Kasztner Affair: Unveiling the Complexities
 
        
 
         
           
            The point of establishing the state of Israel is perhaps its ability to secure Jews and prevent another Holocaust of destruction.385 – Yoel Palgi
 
          
 
          The insights from the previous chapter indicate that fear for their lives was a crucial factor influencing the actions of Jewish Council members, a dynamic that was equally prominent in the Hungarian context. Fear appeared to be the primary driver behind their decisions. Out of this fear, the Jewish Council in Hungary published a directive in the Jewish newspaper urging compliance with Nazi orders. This appears to be true in the case of Rudolf Kasztner, who had direct dealings with ­Eichmann. As the liaison between the Vaad (Aid and Rescue Committee) and Eichmann,386
 
          Kasztner found himself in a position where he could not oppose German demands. Eichmann made it clear that Kasztner’s fate was entirely in his hands, even giving him the grim option of staying in a transit camp or being sent to Auschwitz. In such a situation of total dependence on Eichmann, Kasztner faced immense difficulty in trying to resist.387 Anna Porter recounted a conversation between Kasztner and another community leader, Samu Stern, where Kasztner argued for cooperation with the Nazis, citing their death as the alternative. Kasztner further illustrated his point by referencing Dr. Adam Czerniakow, who led the Warsaw ghetto and ultimately chose to end his life rather than provide the Nazis with a list of thousands to be sent to their deaths.388 Kasztner mentioned that the Nazis preferred to negotiate with Zionist leaders, and he viewed cooperation as a strategy for them and Jewish community to survive the few remaining months of turmoil.389
 
          Despite this, Kasztner is credited by some with aiding in the rescue of additional Jews beyond those transported on the train, as discussed in Chapter 2. This includes approximately 200,000 who remained in Hungary after the train transport stopped and around 15,000 who were redirected to Strasshof, near Vienna, to work.390 Yet some contend that the mayor of Vienna initiated that shipment of Jews to do labor work, and Kaltenbrunner, a higher authority than Eichmann, approved it.391 This situation underscores Eichmann’s power, indicating that someone higher in authority was required to facilitate saving lives. As we saw in the case of Kurt Becher, who took control and enabled the train with 1,684 survivors to depart, circumventing Eichmann was necessary to save lives. This illustrates the need to navigate around Eichmann’s authority to ensure life-saving actions.
 
          Kasztner’s approach, motivated by fear for his own life, sheds light on several perplexing aspects of his actions. For instance, his continued negotiations with Eichmann, despite Eichmann not honoring a previous agreement, especially considering that major Jewish transports occurred before Kasztner’s train departed. Additionally, it can clarify his actions concerning the Jewish parachutists who arrived in Hungary aiming to assist in saving Jews (while also on a mission for the British) but were instructed by Kasztner to surrender to the authorities. This study aims to provide another explanation for that specific decision.
 
          The Joel Brand mission, previously discussed in this study, raised numerous questions and remained secret until it was exposed during the Kasztner trial. This revelation brought criticism upon the Jewish Agency and some of its leaders, who later became leaders of the new state. In this case, Eichmann tasked Brand with brokering a deal with the U.S. or Britain, offering to release up to one million Jews in exchange for 10,000 trucks and supplies. The plan ultimately failed due to mishandling by the Jewish Agency and a suspicious British government, leading to Brand’s arrest in Syria. As mentioned, among other outcomes discussed in Chapter 7, this maneuver may have also been intended to deceive Kasztner, leading him to believe that his negotiations were part of a broader plan to save Jews.392
 
          Chapter 2 explores the debate surrounding Kasztner, focusing on whether he should be viewed as a traitor or as a savior of Jews. The study delves into various arguments and perspectives, from Yehudah Bauer’s support of Kasztner to Randolph Braham’s critical stance. Eli Reichenthal’s research brings an intriguing analysis to this debate, highlighting two ambivalent characteristics of Kasztner’s actions. On one hand, he exhibited savior-like qualities, willing to bend laws to rescue Jews. On the other hand, his obedience inadvertently aided the Nazis, serving their agenda.393
 
          One incident that highlights Kasztner’s actions during that time is his handling of the case involving three parachutists who entered Hungary in June 1944 to help their Jewish brethren and support the fight against the Nazis. In his memoir, Yoel Palgi (né Emil Nussbacher) recounts his mission to Europe as part of the parachutists’ operation. Born in Cluj (Klausenburg), Transylvania, Palgi provides a vivid account of his experiences. He immigrated to Palestine in 1939 and was one of the founders of Kibbutz Ma’agan on the shore of Lake Kinneret [See of Galilee].394 In the early 1940s he enlisted in the Palmach and was among the first of the young people to be chosen to participate in the operation of parachuting into Europe under the auspices of the British army.395 The British mission included operating a wireless communications system and helping British pilots who parachuted into the enemy territory. Their mission for the Yishuv (The Jewish Settlement in Palestine) was to help Jews in Europe and to reconstruct the crumbling Zionist youth movements there after the war. Palgi, Hannah Senesh (born Anna Szenes in Budapest), and a third parachutist, Peretz Goldstein, also a native of Cluj and a member of Ma’agan, were assigned to go to Hungary for these purposes. Figures 15–16 (page 122) depict Yoel Palgi and Hannah Senesh, whose courageous efforts –together with Peretz Goldstein’s –embodied the core aims of the mission. Hannah was parachuted into Yugoslavia on March 15, 1944, along with three other Yishuv paratroopers – Abba Berdichev, Reuven Dafni, and Yona Rosen. However, their plan went awry when the Nazis occupied Hungary just four days later. Goldstein and Palgi joined them, and the parachutists stayed in Yugoslavia with Tito’s partisans. Hannah lived with Tito’s partisans for about three months, relentlessly trying to reach Hungary with their assistance. She firmly believed that the paratroopers needed to act without regard for their own safety, as their personal sacrifice, even if they failed to save Jews, would serve as a symbol of strength and faith for the Jews of Europe.396 In early June 1944, Hannah crossed the border into Hungary but was captured several hours later while in possession of a transmitter. Palgi and Goldstein crossed the border later and were supposed to meet her in Budapest. However, after Senesh was arrested, the two remaining parachutists found themselves alone in Budapest, unaware of her fate. Their liaison man had disappeared, and they decided to turn to one of the few Jews they knew in Budapest, who was one of the leaders of the Committee for Help and Rescue, and who also came from Cluj. His name was Yisrael Rudolf Kasztner.
 
          Kasztner was in shock when the two of them came into his office and told him about their mission. He was at that time planning last-minute arrangements for the train with its over 1,600 passengers, that had not yet left. How would he hide them? What would he do with them? The situation was particularly precarious as Senesh had already been arrested. As it was apparent to him that the Gestapo already knew about their intention to come to the city, he made a plan for them. A few days prior, his committee partner, Joel Brand, had traveled to Turkey to present the British and, consequently, the Americans with an offer known as “Blood for Goods”. Under this plan, the Allies would supply the Germans with ten thousand trucks of food and medicine in exchange for Adolf Eichmann halting the persecution of Hungarian Jews. Kasztner also negotiated for a group of Jews to leave Budapest by train, later referred to as “the Kasztner train”.397 Kasztner suggested to the two parachutists that they pretend that they had been sent by the British to check the reliability of the Eichmann-Brand proposal. Palgi went with him to the Gestapo headquarters and introduced himself as a British officer who had been sent on that mission. Even though it appeared that he had convinced the Germans, the parachutist was arrested in the end by the Hungarian secret police. His young partner, Goldstein, who knew of his friend’s arrest, turned to Kasztner, who first proposed that he join the passengers on the train and even brought him to the camp where the Jews were waiting, among them Goldstein’s parents. However, here things fell apart. Within a short time, Kasztner went back to the camp and after a conversation with Goldstein, the latter agreed to turn himself in to the Gestapo. Eventually, both the parachutists ended up in the same prison where Hannah Senesh was being held.398
 
          Palgi describes in his memoir what happened during the months prior to the end of the war – the prison conditions, the transfers from one prison to another, the trial and execution of Hannah Senesh, with whom the two young men managed to make contact during the months before her death, his transfer together with Goldstein by train to Germany, his daring escape from the train and his return to Budapest, where he met up with members of the pioneering Zionist underground that had been working feverishly to get Jews out of Hungary.399
 
          Was Kasztner’s persuasion of Goldstein based on the premise that remaining in Budapest could endanger all passengers on the train, including Goldstein’s parents, or did he resort to threats of surrendering Goldstein to the Germans if he refused? Did Kasztner also threaten to remove Goldstein’s parents from the train, or did he assure Goldstein of securing their release after a short time in Hungarian prison? Palgi addresses these questions in his book, with some variations between editions. The latest edition of Palgi’s work, along with David Engel’s assessment in the introduction, appears to be more reliable.400 In 1946 as he was writing the first edition, he was told by the Jewish Agency that they cannot tell the British the whole truth behind Peretz Goldstein’s arrest.401 There was also a question of how to present the survivors and the victims to the new Israelis. Palgi wrote that the victims were viewed as the dregs of the people, and were even called “Soap”.402 There was also a question how to view Kasztner, who at the time, was a member of the leading Labor party. However, in the later edition, the situation had changed, and that should be accepted as the real version of the events.
 
          Initially, Palgi was angry at Kasztner for failing to save his family and Hannah Senesh, and for handing over him and Goldstein to the Nazis.403 He expressed his view to Moshe Sharett, that the Haganah should investigate the events in Budapest and that Kasztner should face a Haganah trial.404 The suggestion was accepted. During the Haganah trial, the judges were persuaded that Kasztner had one aim – to rescue Jews, and that he acted to the best of his understanding and out of loyalty to his purpose. They refrained from judging any of his actions and asserted that those who were not put to that test could not put themselves in a position to judge. Palgi eventually accepted that. He does not see Kasztner as a traitor.405 Kasztner had his reasons, and as Palgi himself pointed out, he shouldn’t be labeled a traitor. Yet, neither should he be hailed as a hero.406 The question of whether we can assert that he actively aided the Nazis remains a subject of debate, and the study finds no proof of that from the parachutists’ case. As mentioned, they arrived when Kasztner believed their presence jeopardized the final stages of his agreement with the Nazis to secure the departure of 1,684 Jews on the train. Their arrival seemed poorly timed. After landing in Yugoslavia, the Nazi occupation of Hungary necessitated new plans. Crossing into Hungary became challenging, and the mission proceeded without adequate preparation. Reuven Dafni, Senesh’s fellow paratrooper and comrade, describes her determination to take the risk and cross the border into Hungary. However, she was captured with a transmitter shortly after crossing, highlighting the lack of proper planning.407 Thus, there appears to be no definitive proof that Kasztner directly assisted the Nazis or acted in their interest in this saga. The study does not justify his actions, which seemed disloyal to the parachutists, but suggests that guilt requires conclusive evidence, while his aim appears to have been to safeguard the rescue of 1,684 Jews, as the arrival of the parachutists complicated matters. Even Palgi did not call him a traitor. Senesh, however, emerged as a powerful symbol of Jewish heroism and sacrifice.
 
          Additionally, Anna Porter argues that Kasztner saved many Jews, although others disagree, as discussed in Chapter 2.408 Yehudah Bauer also regards him as a hero, citing additional reasons such as his willingness to risk his life and his dedication to working with a good purpose. However, this study argues that his primary motive stemmed initially from fear for his life, as was the case with other council members. Even Anna Porter, who perceives him as a hero, acknowledges this factor. Apparently, it will remain questionable whether to view him as a hero or not. Palgi said that the point of establishing the state of Israel is perhaps its ability to secure Jews and prevent another Holocaust of destruction. He added that the rule for the time of the Holocaust is: “If you go and do not return – you will be a hero, if you go and do return- you will be judged, if you do nothing – you will sit in judgment of others”.409
 
          In October 1944, Admiral Miklos Horthy negotiated a ceasefire with the Soviets, leading to the order for Hungarian troops to lay down their arms and the announcement of Hungary’s armistice with the Allies on October 15. In response, Nazi Germany took Horthy into “protective custody” and forced his abdication on October 16. That same day, Ferenc Szálasi assumed the title of “Leader of the Nation” and prime minister, forming a “Government of National Unity”. Ferenc Szálasi had previously founded The Arrow Cross Party in 1935 as the Party of National Will, characterized by its anti-Semitic and Nazi sympathizing ideology. By this time, Soviet and Romanian forces had already penetrated Hungarian borders. Then, on October 17, Eichmann returned to Budapest and began concentrating thousands of Jews in ghettos with the intent of extermination. These events were part of the second phase of the annihilation of Hungarian Jews. In this context, this study highlights two distinct phases: the first ended on July 7 with the cessation of deportations to Auschwitz, followed by the second phase, where Jews faced persecution by Hungarians under Sztojay, a Nazi sympathizer. The situation deteriorated further in October, when the Nazis installed Szálasi and brought back Eichmann, leading to intensified persecution of Jews in Budapest by the Arrow Cross.
 
          At that time, Swedish diplomat Raoul Wallenberg played a pivotal role in saving countless Jews by establishing safe houses under Swedish protection, using Sweden’s neutral status to provide refuge. It is important to note that Wallenberg did not act alone. He was recruited after the War Refugee Board (WRB), established by the United States in 1944 to assist Jews, acknowledged Sweden’s ongoing efforts for Hungary’s Jewish population. Their representative in Stockholm convened a group of prominent Swedish Jews to discuss further actions and select a representative to lead a diplomatic mission to save Jews in Hungary. Wallenberg was recommended and chosen for the role.410 The Swedish delegation’s efforts to aid persecuted Jews in Budapest had begun earlier, shortly after the German occupation of Hungary on March 19, 1944, when Adolf Eichmann and his special commando unit, working with Hungarian authorities, organized the mass deportation of Jews to extermination camps. The Swedish envoy, Ivar Danielsson, initiated the issuance of temporary Swedish passports to Hungarian Jews with family or business ties to Swedish nationals. Even before Wallenberg’s arrival, several hundred of these “protection passports” had been issued.411
 
          When Wallenberg arrived in Budapest on July 9, 1944, the Hungarian government, under international pressure, including the intervention of King Gustav V of Sweden, decided to halt the deportations. Despite the temporary cessation, the Swedish delegation’s protective efforts, alongside those of other diplomatic missions, continued. Wallenberg was appointed to head a newly established department dedicated to this cause. He had been granted special powers even before his departure, including arrangements to transfer funds through the American “Committee for Refugees,” which received contributions from Jewish organizations in the United States. Despite the halt in deportations, the situation worsened when, on October 15, 1944, a coup in Hungary brought the anti-Semitic Arrow Cross, led by Ferenc Szálasi, to power. From that point on, Jews in Budapest faced immediate threats from both the Arrow Cross and Eichmann’s deportation operations.412 This was when Wallenberg played a crucial role. Over the next three months, he issued thousands of “protection passports”. The Hungarian and German authorities generally respected the signatures of Swedish diplomats, allowing many Jews to gain temporary protection. However, Wallenberg did not restrict his efforts to issuing documents from his office. When Eichmann organized death marches, sending thousands of Hungarian Jews to the Austrian border, Wallenberg followed the convoys in his car, managing to rescue hundreds of passport holders and others, bringing them back to Budapest. His assertiveness and resourcefulness enabled him to save people from the train stations designated for transport to Auschwitz, as well as from labor service units to which Jews had been conscripted.413 Figures 17–18 illustrate this effort, showing a photograph of Wallenberg himself and an example of one of the protective documents he issued. Figure 19 (page 146) further demonstrates this, depicting him providing Jews with protective passes.
 
          Despite the imminent threat from the Arrow Cross, Wallenberg took further action to safeguard the Jews of Budapest. He set up special dormitories to house around 15,000 people. In this effort, diplomats from other missions collaborated with him. In 31 buildings under Swedish protection, Wallenberg established an “International Ghetto,” separate from the central ghetto in Budapest. Managing these properties presented a multitude of challenges, including securing adequate food, sanitation, and medical care. Organizing this effort required substantial funding, and approximately 600 Jews were employed to manage the organization and upkeep of the facilities. Both ghettos were located in the Pest district of Budapest, which was among the first areas to be occupied by the Soviet forces. The Soviets regarded the Swedish mission with suspicion, accusing its staff of espionage on behalf of the Germans. They were also displeased with the large volume of Swedish documents in the possession of Jews. Wallenberg, confident in his diplomatic immunity, believed he was protected, especially given that the Swedish mission represented the Soviet Union in its dealings with the Germans. As a result, he agreed to visit Soviet headquarters. On January 17, 1945, Wallenberg returned to Budapest under Soviet escort, uncertain whether he was a guest or a prisoner. From that moment, he, along with his driver Wilmoth Langfelder, disappeared without a trace.414
 
          Robert Rosen notes that while Wallenberg is revered as a Swedish diplomat, rather than an agent of the War Refugee Board (WRB) or the Roosevelt administration, he would never have gone to Hungary without the support of the WRB and the Joint Distribution Committee. The WRB’s Swedish representative, Ivar Olsen, played an instrumental role in selecting Wallenberg, recognizing his previous work in Palestine, which had familiarized him with the Jewish community. The WRB also provided Wallenberg with detailed plans of action and funding.415 This study, however, emphasizes Wallenberg’s crucial role in demonstrating that saving Jews was possible and how much one person could achieve by seizing opportunities, whether acting independently or as part of a larger effort. From this perspective, considering the unique role an individual can play within a system by seizing an opportunity, Wallenberg stands in stark contrast to Eichmann. Both influenced events in significant ways; however, while Eichmann exploited his position to perpetuate evil, Wallenberg used his opportunity for moral purposes, ultimately saving countless lives.
 
          Wallenberg employed various methods, including negotiations with the Arrow Cross, offering food in exchange for saving Jews. The Arrow Cross rule proved brutal, with their death squads responsible for the killing of up to 38,000 Hungarian Jews in under three months. Arrow Cross officers collaborated with Adolf Eichmann to resume deportations, sending around 80,000 Jews out of the city for slave labor or directly to death camps. As the Russians advanced and Eichmann prepared to leave Budapest, he and SS personnel went to the Jewish council’s house to execute them, but it was empty. Wallenberg, aware of the plan, had sent a message to the council members, enabling their escape. This episode underscores Eichmann’s relentless pursuit of the mission to eliminate Jews and the strategic planning involved, including the intended killing of the Jewish council after exploiting them.416
 
          In summarizing this section, it becomes apparent that Kasztner and the Jewish Council in Hungary were primarily motivated by fear, a sentiment Eichmann adeptly exploited. While their collaboration with the Nazis is criticized, the study also seeks to understand the complex challenges they faced, avoiding outright condemnation. It is essential to recognize their efforts to save Jewish lives, guided by what they believed to be the most effective strategy. However, some of their decisions involved profound moral dilemmas, as they determined who would leave or stay, live or die—a burden that should not have rested solely on their shoulders. Additionally, the consideration of preserving their own lives, along with the slim possibility of collective rebellion due to various factors, should also be taken into account. This circumstance might have prompted them to seek alternative strategies, prioritizing the preservation of their own lives, given the small chance of creating and making a successful collective action. The crucial inquiry for this study delves into how these actions impacted Eichmann. The subsequent section will offer another perspective, considering risk factors and triggers for genocide, alongside insights from the Milgram experiments. Thus, it’s essential not to overlook their inadvertent assistance to Eichmann. An illuminating excerpt from Life magazine in November 1960 provides insight into Eichmann’s perspective, highlighting a “gentleman’s agreement” between Kasztner and himself, where Kasztner maintained order in the camps in exchange for facilitating the emigration of a few thousand Jews. This sheds light on the complexities of their collaboration from Eichmann’s viewpoint.417 He positioned himself as an expert, showcasing his sense of uniqueness and power, demonstrating his awareness of his capability to accomplish extraordinary feats. Eichmann expressed that due to Kasztner’s efforts in maintaining order in the deportation camps, he allowed his group to escape. He clarified that these small groups, consisting of around a thousand Jews, held no interest for him.418 This quote from Eichmann is mentioned at the beginning of the introduction of our study: “Kasztner agreed to help keep the Jews from resisting deportation- and even keep order in the collection camps- if I would close my eyes and let a few hundred or a few thousand young Jews immigrate to Palestine it was a good bargain”. The question then arises regarding the veracity of Eichmann’s statements, and the analysis conducted in this study reveals that he was indeed truthful in certain respects—particularly in illustrating how he strategically utilized Kasztner and other members of the Jewish Council. The following chapter will examine the broader implications of this and explore additional factors that influenced Eichmann’s decisions, applying a novel analytical approach. It is important to note that analyzing a person’s inner thoughts is inherently difficult, as we cannot access their mind directly. From that perspective, the interviews offer a more vivid and tangible picture of Eichmann, which is why they are valuable. However, while this study shows strong support for certain insights that align with Eichmann’s own words in his interviews, it does not rely on those statements to refute other interpretations, such as those of Hannah Arendt. Rather, any divergence from existing views is based on the study’s independent analysis and contextual findings.
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              Figure 17: Passport photograph of Raoul Wallenberg. Sweden, June 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.
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              Figure 18: Swedish protective pass issued to Joseph Katona, the Chief Rabbi of Budapest. Budapest, Hungary, September 15, 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 12 Analysis of Risk Assessments and Triggers for the Holocaust in Hungary
 
        
 
         
           
            At Auschwitz, not only man died, but also the idea of man. To live in a world where nothing remained – where the executioner acted as both god and judge – was a reality many could not bear. In truth, it was the world’s own heart that was incinerated at Auschwitz.419 – Elie Wiesel
 
          
 
          In this section, the study further examines the risk factors and triggers behind the Holocaust in Hungary, utilizing Scott Strauss’ forest metaphor to provide deeper insights into the trajectory of these events. The discussion delves into Eichmann’s pivotal role, Hungarian antisemitism, the Jewish Council’s involvement, and their underlying motivations. In Chapter 3, the study analyzes risk factors for genocide, including Nazi ideology and systemic discrimination. Following the March 19, 1944, Nazi invasion of Hungary, perceived as a trigger, the risk of genocide escalated. Notably, specific actions were taken during this period, which the study further analyzes through the frameworks of Scott Straus and James Waller, examining the events in relation to risk factors and triggers for genocide. Waller, in particular, refers to these actions as “accelerators,” highlighting their role as driving forces behind the unfolding events.420
 
          This study argues that the planning and execution of the Holocaust in Hungary, in the manner it unfolded, was predominantly the result of Eichmann’s personal initiative, strategic oversight, and ruthless efficiency. Eichmann was seizing an opportunity, while the primary concern for Kasztner and the Jewish Council stemmed from fear for their lives, as previously highlighted in the study. To substantiate the claim regarding Eichmann’s pivotal role, the study examined his life, aspirations, and position within Nazi leadership, along with other elements outlined in Chapter 10. It highlights his rise to a position resembling what Charles Wighton characterized as a “mini-dictator” in the aftermath of Heydrich’s assassination.421 It further explores specific actions and instances, including Eichmann’s early summons of Jewish leaders, his reneging on Kasztner’s initial deal with Wisleczeni, his involvement in the Wannsee Conference, and the contrast between Heydrich’s expectations for challenges and Eichmann’s understanding, among other aspects. As previously noted, Eichmann’s absence from Hitler’s inner circle suggests he wielded greater autonomy in Jewish affairs, particularly after Heydrich’s demise. It is also possible that Eichmann sought to demonstrate his significance to his superiors by rationalizing his actions and highlighting his potential contributions to the war effort. This aligns with Doris Bergen’s theory that the Nazis’ pursuit of the Final Solution in Hungary was, in part, a means of self-preservation during the later stages of the war.422
 
          Eichmann anticipated the possibility of finding a compliant Jewish representative and leveraged the prevailing antisemitic tendencies among the Hungarians. In the initial phase of the annihilation process, he successfully deported over half of Hungary’s Jewish population to Auschwitz. Drawing on the principles of obedience, similar to those seen in Milgram’s experiment, Eichmann effectively selected antisemitic Hungarian leaders and enlisted Hungarian collaborators to carry out the work for him from a distance. As a result, they helped gather and transport Jews by train, while the actual killings were carried out by the Germans in Auschwitz.423
 
          Despite the significant role played by Hungarian leaders in the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews,424 and the mass executions carried out by Hungarians during the second phase after the deportations ceased, this study identifies Eichmann as the primary orchestrator of the Holocaust in Hungary. This is primarily due to the rapid extermination of over half of the Jewish population during the first phase, facilitated through mass deportations to Auschwitz. Figure 20 (page 147) depicts Hungarian Jews arriving there before the selection process, where the majority were sent to the gas chambers. Eichmann designed this process, enlisted antisemitic leaders to assist him, and relied on Hungarian police and others to gather Jews for transport. In the second phase, the Nazis also played a role by preventing Horthy from joining the Allies and installing a Hungarian leadership that continued persecuting Jews independently.
 
          Scott Strauss employed the metaphor of a forest fire in his examination of genocide and mass atrocities, dissecting the dynamics between risk factors – ­comparable to vulnerable areas within a forest prone to ignition – and triggers for genocide, akin to the ignition of a fire that often originates from seemingly ­insignificant sparks.425 Applying this analytical framework to the study of the Holocaust in Hungary, the study suggests distinguishing between two categories of factors: causal factors (reasons) and executable factors (actions). Eichmann’s decisions were shaped by two distinct sets of factors—those that were directly implementable and those that were more ideological. The first set consisted of two key elements: Hungarian antisemitism, which led to active collaboration in the deportation of Jews, and the role of the Jewish council, which also played an active part in the process. These are considered executable factors. However, two additional factors warrant consideration: Eichmann’s personal adherence to Nazi ideology (antisemitism) and his belief that President Franklin D. Roosevelt, along with other global leaders and influential figures, lacked concern and would not intervene. These factors, rather than directly facilitating his actions, fall into the category of causal influences that shaped his decisions.
 
          The study proposes a significant component connected to triggers, which is the concept of opportunity. Similar to one man starting a fire in a forest, Eichmann’s decisions served as the trigger for the events that followed. However, he needed the opportunity to act, which involved overcoming various fears, one of which was the possibility that others might intervene before his plans could unfold. In the forest metaphor, this is similar to individuals attempting to extinguish a fire before it spreads extensively. In this context, FDR’s perceived lack of concern served as one such opportunity. Eichmann’s perception of the assistance provided by the Jewish Council represented another opportunity for him. This assistance helped prevent resistance or disruption in the smooth gathering of Jews with the help of the Hungarians (drawing on Milgram’s experiment on obedience), as will be further discussed in this chapter. Other factors playing a role in the forest metaphor include Hungarian antisemitism and Eichmann’s own antisemitic beliefs, or adherence to Nazi ideology, which served as intrinsic elements of the forest, representing inherent factors in the unfolding tragedy.
 
          Thus, by examining four distinct factors—two categorized as executable factors (the use of the Hungarians and the Jewish Council) and two as causal factors (Nazi ideology and the perception of bystanders)—we can gain valuable insights into the dynamics that shaped the events of the Holocaust in Hungary. The pivotal question remains whether the ‘one man’—Eichmann—acting as the trigger, would ignite the fire, and if so, how it would spread. Would others step in to stop its spread, or would they fight alongside him? This exploration of triggers and their mechanisms deepens our understanding of human behavior and its complexities, enriching our comprehension of the Holocaust and other genocidal events.426
 
          These factors relate to the influences on Eichmann’s decision-making process, which, in genocide studies, are associated with triggers. In the following pages, the study will further explore Scott Straus’ analysis of triggers and how they can evolve into micro-level drivers, as seen in Eichmann’s case.427 The study examines the factors that influenced Eichmann and the interplay between them, with some, like Nazi antisemitism, being considered genocide risk factors due to their ideological nature. This analysis enhances our understanding of the interplay between risk factors and triggers, focusing primarily on how triggers lead to unfolding events, as further elucidated by James Waller’s work.
 
          Chapter 4 of this book examines Nazi antisemitism and its critical role in the analysis of genocide risk factors. It begins by exploring distal factors, gradually tracing how these risks became more immediate as events unfolded. The chapter then centers on the historical developments in Hungary, underscoring the transition from underlying risk factors to a pivotal triggering event: the Nazi invasion of Hungary in March 1944. This invasion, along with the arrival of Adolf Eichmann and his team, marked a pivotal moment that intensified the potential for genocide. Eichmann evaluated the situation and, taking these factors into account, saw an opportunity to act.
 
          This study asserts and substantiates the claim that Eichmann was the primary decision-maker and planner behind the rapid annihilation of over half of Hungary’s Jewish population during the first phase, which took place from May 15 to July 7, 1944. This phase involved the transportation of Jews by train to Auschwitz. The study identifies four key factors influencing Eichmann’s decisions. The first factor was the exploitation of Hungary’s collaboration, which was rooted in longstanding antisemitism. The second factor involved Eichmann’s use of the Jewish Council to facilitate the roundup and transportation of Jews. The third factor was Eichmann’s adherence to Nazi ideology and antisemitism. The fourth factor was his perception that the American and other global leaders did not genuinely care about the plight of the Jews and would refrain from intervening to prevent their deportation.
 
          There is much more to discuss and analyze regarding each of these factors, and so far, the study has addressed the majority of them. In this paragraph, the final two factors are further elaborated upon, with an emphasis on their critical importance in understanding the broader context of Eichmann’s actions. Regarding his deeply ingrained antisemitism and adherence to Nazi ideology, it is essential to recognize that Eichmann harbored two primary ambitions: the global dominance of the Third Reich and the annihilation of the Jewish population. When it became apparent that one of these objectives was slipping beyond reach, Eichmann may have chosen to pursue the other with increased intensity, redirecting focus towards the remaining goal with greater fervor. This view aligns with Emil Fackenheim’s assertion that German glory was inextricably tied to the annihilation of the Jews, rather than the annihilation of the Jews being a means to achieving German glory.428 Regarding the final factor suggested by the study as influencing Eichmann—the perception that the American and other Allied powers did not genuinely care about the plight of the Jews—this indifference was evident in the actions of the United States, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, his Jewish advisors, Britain, and the Jewish Agency. None of these entities took decisive steps to intervene or prevent the mass deportation and murder of Hungarian Jews. The next chapter will delve into instances where more could have been done to rescue Hungarian Jews, such as the example of FDR’s pressure on Horthy in July, which halted deportations but could have been exerted earlier to prevent further tragedy.
 
          An example from the case of Romanian Jews illustrates how interventions can make a significant difference. Around 40,000 Jews faced annihilation towards the end of the war, but due to pressure from Hillel Kook, the War Refugee Board intervened. The Board’s representative in Turkey questioned the Romanian ambassador’s stance, which led to the relocation of the Jews to safety after the ambassador responded that they were unaware of the Americans’ concern about the Jews.429 These factors collectively shed light on the intricate circumstances surrounding the Holocaust in Hungary and underscore the missed opportunities for intervention that might have saved more lives. These factors further highlight the role and responsibility of Jewish leaders, such as Stephen Wise and Samuel Rosenman, who served as close advisors to FDR. It seems that these leaders could have taken more proactive measures to rescue Jews. The perceived indifference exhibited by them and FDR, might have ­influenced Eichmann’s decision-making. Conversely, credit is given to activists like Hillel Kook, who pressured the American government to establish the War Refugee Board, which ultimately contributed to the rescue of Jews, including approximately 40,000 in Romania.430 This underscores the possibility that more could have been achieved in Hungary as well. It seems that the British, FDR, and Jewish Agency were driven by their own self-interests. However, the study argues that their inaction during the ­Holocaust not only prevented them from helping to save more Jews, but ultimately also contributed to Eichmann’s decision to carry out more killings.
 
          As previously noted, this analysis argues that Eichmann possessed both the authority and intent to initiate the logistical method by which Hungarian Jews were rapidly annihilated, while also examining the factors that may have influenced his decision-making. Although assessing someone’s thoughts and the influences on their decisions is inherently challenging, the study makes a compelling case that these factors significantly shaped Eichmann’s actions. In this context, the exposure of Eichmann’s 1957 interview in Life magazine, along with the recent release of additional tapes, gains greater significance. The study does not base its findings solely on these tapes or Eichmann’s statements, recognizing the limitations of relying on perpetrators’ testimonies. However, it maintains that Eichmann’s comments in the interviews were credible. This, in turn, offers a better perspective for assessing the four factors identified, as Eichmann himself addressed them. For instance, in the book’s introduction, a quote is provided where Eichmann discusses his reliance on the Jewish Council. Chapter 15 will further illustrate this with additional examples, while other sources, such as the quote in Chapter 9, indicate that Eichmann believed the fate of Hungarian Jews was sealed after his meeting with Hungarian leaders upon his arrival.431
 
          Contextualizing this analysis through Scott Straus’s metaphor of the forest ­provides a unique understanding of how this atrocity unfolded. This imagery ­highlights a specific part of the forest, symbolizing Eichmann’s potential to initiate the annihilation of Hungarian Jewry. One key factor was his manipulation of the Jewish council, where Eichmann, seeing himself as an expert, exploited their role for his own purposes. The study, however, highlights scholars such as Yehudah Bauer, who argue that the Jewish Council faced constrained options. Even if they offered accurate information to the Jews, skepticism regarding belief or resistance prevailed, as discussed by this study. While this perspective is acknowledged as valid by the study, it argues that had the Judenrat not complied, it could have had a different impact on Eichmann’s strategy. Despite the potential for victims to disbelieve or refrain from rebelling, there was a chance that they might not have complied as they did. Such non-compliance could have disrupted the efficiency of the process of gathering individuals for transportation, potentially reducing Eichmann’s dependence on the Milgram effect in manipulating Hungarians.
 
          Indeed, after the transport of trains to Auschwitz ceased on July 7, 1944, the Hungarians persisted in further persecutions, albeit this time at a closer range rather than sending victims by trains. The rate of killing was considerably smaller, possibly due to fewer individuals willing to participate in close-range acts and the slower nature of the killing process compared to the thousands gassed in trains.432 The study places more responsibility on the Jewish Council, understanding the challenging circumstances without assigning blame due to their life-threatening risks. Additionally, they were unaware of this analysis and had no means of knowing that Eichmann could employ only a small number of SS personnel, primarily relying on the assistance of Hungarians. As previously mentioned, Randolf Braham also holds them accountable, focusing on their failure to fulfill their responsibility of providing information, which could have given Jews a chance to resist. However, the study introduces another dimension by highlighting the impact on the main trigger, Eichmann.
 
          This study makes a significant contribution to both history and Holocaust studies. By integrating modern concepts from genocide studies and applying them to the events in Hungary, it also offers a valuable contribution to the field of genocide studies, particularly in enhancing our understanding of the risk factors and triggers for genocide in an area that, as Scott Straus notes, has been underexplored. Moving forward, the chapter will further elaborate on these concepts, starting with a comparison of the triggers for genocide in Hungary and Rwanda, exploring how these triggers may reveal two distinct pathways leading to genocide and the subsequent events. On April 6, 1994, the airplane carrying Rwandan President Juvénal Habyarimana and Hutu President of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaryamira, was shot down as it prepared to land in Kigali, killing everyone on board. The assassination of President Habyarimana in the plane crash acted as the trigger for the genocide. In the immediate aftermath, soldiers, police, and militia swiftly executed key Tutsi and moderate Hutu military and political figures who might have taken control in the resulting power vacuum. Although Rwanda still had a government headed by Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana, Madame Agathe and her husband were murdered by members of the Presidential Guard and the army. Hutu civilians were pressured and recruited to arm themselves with machetes, clubs, and other blunt weapons, while being incited to rape, maim, and kill their Tutsi neighbors, as well as to loot and destroy their property. With Habyarimana’s death, the crisis committee, led by Théoneste Bagosora, took over the country and became the central authority directing the genocide. During this period, many Hutus went door to door, systematically killing Tutsis. The Hutu population, having been armed and prepared in the preceding months, adhered to the Rwandan tradition of obedience to authority and executed the orders without hesitation.433 Some scholars view that genocide as a sudden, irresistible, and uniformly orchestrated event. However, the case of the Holocaust in Hungary suggests a different narrative. In this instance, a single individual, Eichmann, orchestrated the genocide by enlisting Hungarians to deport Jews to Auschwitz. He initially coordinated the system through the Hungarian authorities and the Jewish council, before accelerating the deportations via train over the span of roughly two months. In contrast, the Rwandan genocide involved a large number of individuals participating in widespread killings, seemingly driven by the coordination of the crisis committee under collective leadership.
 
          In contributing to the study of risk factors and triggers for genocide, this study provides a compelling example that illustrates both Straus’s forest theory and his analysis of the three main questions of genocide: macro-level risk factors, short-term dynamics and triggers, and micro-level drivers.434 In the case of the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews, there were distal macro-level risk factors, as discussed in the study. The unfolding events were propelled by the trigger of the German occupation of Hungary in March 1944, followed by a micro-level driver, Eichmann, in this case, as the study showed.435 The study explored the opportunities he exploited and the steps leading to annihilation. This scenario underscores the pivotal role of Eichmann and offers insights for genocide prevention. Identifying individuals as potential micro-level drivers capable of igniting the fire after the trigger, can aid in preventing genocide.436 Micro-level drivers can plan genocide, and although it may take time to materialize, the moment they gain control should be viewed as a trigger. In the discussed case of Rwanda, it also appears that a driving force emerged after the initial trigger, likely led by individuals heading the crisis committee. In all these cases, this driving force (driver) is the one navigating the unfolding events, culminating in genocide.
 
          James Waller utilizes a similar analogy as the forest fire, suggesting that risk assessment helps identify countries where the ‘wood is stacked’ for potential violence or genocidal conflicts. The ‘matches’ capable of igniting this wood require an analysis of accelerating factors leading to a rapid crisis escalation, as well as triggering factors sparking conflict onset. Waller emphasizes that understanding accelerants and triggers assists in transitioning possibilities into probabilities. He distinguishes between accelerants and triggers, quoting Bulgarian scholar Atanas Gotchev’s description of accelerating factors as identifiable and monitorable elements linked to broader background conditions of specific tension or crisis situations. Gotchev argues that without these background conditions, accelerators are merely events. Triggers, on the other hand, are single events, such as the assassination of a political leader, which, when combined with background conditions and accelerators, precipitate the transition from a tense situation to a crisis. Waller suggests thinking of ‘accelerants’ as changes in the strategic situation that increase incentives or feasibility for perpetrators or enablers to mobilize people or resources for atrocities.437 Applying this analysis to the events unfolding in Hungary will provide us with a unique perspective and a deeper understanding of the interplay between triggers and accelerators in Waller’s analysis, as well as how they intersect with the concepts used by Straus. The trigger could be the event of the German occupation of Hungary. Then, employing Straus’s terminology, we observe a micro-level driver—Eichmann—who orchestrated subsequent accelerations, following Waller’s framework, in a step-by-step process. Waller discussed events that followed and precipitated the transformation leading to the final stage, with a driver leading the way, in this case, an individual. In Waller’s terminology, the matches represent the accelerating events. The case of Hungary teaches us that there is a possibility that these events are orchestrated by a single driver or individual, who can be seen as the one igniting the wood, as depicted by Straus’s metaphor.
 
          Holly Nyesth succinctly outlines the conceptualization of triggers as events or processes leading to macro-level violence against civilians, drawing from the work of Straus and other scholars. According to their framework, a trigger must possess certain defining characteristics: (1) it predates the escalation of violence, (2) it signifies a significant deviation from the prevailing state of affairs within the affected country or countries, (3) it is distinct from the violence itself, and (4) it exhibits a direct, proximate causal link to the escalation.438 These criteria are applied to the events unfolding in Hungary. For instance, the Nazi invasion of Hungary in March 1944 serves as a prime example of such a trigger. It preceded the escalation of violence and marked a pivotal shift in the country’s status quo. The subsequent phases of annihilation, notably the orchestrated two-month train transports by the Germans and the subsequent installment of a new government led by Ferenc Szálasi and his arrow cross party, which aggressively pursued the annihilation of Jews, vividly demonstrate the tangible impact of this trigger. While the invasion itself was not part of that violence, it directly facilitated the subsequent waves of violence. This nuanced understanding of triggers provides valuable insight into the complexities of conflict dynamics and their evolution in specific contexts like Hungary.
 
          Nyseth’s research on triggers focused on non-state actors’ escalation of violence against civilians, particularly examining cases in Africa. Employing an innovative approach, Nyseth identified 24 such escalations in Africa committed by various non-state groups between 1989 and 2015.439 Nyseth then classified triggers into three main groups: decreases in relative power, increases in relative power, and opponent attacks on civilians. Decreases in relative power, such as opponent military advances and reduced capabilities, were the most frequent. Increases in relative power involved external support and weakening of opponent groups. Opponent violence against civilians constituted the third major trigger group.440 Nyseth’s study demonstrates that the escalation of violence against civilians was often triggered by fluctuations in relative power. Examining the situation in Hungary after the Nazi invasion of March 1944, we observe that the original Hungarian government became a target for the Germans, with whom they were allied, and with whom they had different motives at the time. In this scenario, the original government was replaced in the two phases described, and Jews (some other civilians as well) were targeted by the opponents of the original regime, who gained power and pursued an antisemitic agenda. From this perspective, the situation was even more dire than the scenarios analyzed in Africa by Nyseth, with atrocities and genocide ensuing. This certainly provides a better perspective on how both Straus and Nyseth’s analyses of triggers and events evolve.
 
          In Straus’s metaphorical depiction of Hungary, the spark was ignited in the forest and began spreading, yet there were people present who could discern it but chose not to intervene. This brings attention to the roles of figures like FDR, the British, Jewish agency, and others, which will be explored in more detail in the upcoming section. Bystanders who maintained their positions also played a significant role. The study aims to further highlight that it wasn’t solely the failure to save the lives of thousands who met their demise; rather, the actions of these observers, who held power, influenced perpetrators as they factored them into their decision-making processes.
 
          
            [image: See caption. A large crowd is gathered around them.]
              Figure 19: At the Jozsefvarosi train station in Budapest, Raoul Wallenberg (at right, with hands clasped behind his back) rescues Hungarian Jews from deportation by providing them with protective passes. Budapest, Hungary, 1944. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Photo by Thomas Veres.

           
          
            [image: See caption. A long queue of people is escorted by the Nazis. They are standing in two groups: one of men, the other of women and children. Nazi officers are standing facing them, ready to carry out the selection.]
              Figure 20: Hungarian Jews arriving at Auschwitz-Birkenau before the selection process. Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, https://newspapers.ushmm.org/images/hungarian-jews.jpeg.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 13 The role of External Parties like Britain, FDR, or Jewish Groups as Bystanders
 
        
 
         
           
            The opposite of love is not hate, it’s indifference. What hurts the victim most is not the cruelty of the oppressor, but the silence of the bystander.441 – Eli Wiesel
 
          
 
          Regarding the rescue efforts, it seems that more could have been done to stop the trains carrying the Jews to Auschwitz during these critical weeks. Under the leadership of Miklos Horthy, the Hungarians acted mainly out of their own interests, and we saw that American pressure helped force them to stop these trains in July 1944. How come this did not happen before? Was it possible to achieve more in negotiations with the Germans without providing them with means to continue the war? Could the British and the Jewish Agency have done more to stop the daily transportation to Auschwitz?442 many questions remained open, and presumably, more could have been done. Eventually, the Nazis succeeded in exterminating the majority of Hungarian Jews within just a few weeks. On May 15, the deportation of Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz began and within a few weeks, over 400,000 Jews were deported to Auschwitz.443 When transportation stopped, in July 1944, there were no more Jews in Hungary outside of Budapest.
 
          Criticism of America’s inadequate efforts to save European Jews is reflected in certain ways the Holocaust is taught, including through the USHMM’s approach. In this context, Avner Segal examines the National Museum of the American Indian (NMAI) and the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM) to illustrate different pedagogical approaches to presenting difficult histories.444 Segal highlights contrasting perspectives: while the NMAI tends to offer less criticism of the American government and the U.S. Army, the USHMM places greater emphasis on critiquing actions that might have saved more Jews. This difference in approach may stem from the distinction between addressing a domestic versus a foreign issue. Notably, the USHMM does not focus exclusively on portraying America as a liberator; it also highlights instances where the United States could have done more to assist European Jewry. For example, while President Roosevelt initiated the Evian Conference to address the plight of Jewish refugees fleeing Nazi Germany, neither the U.S. Secretary of State nor any undersecretary attended. Moreover, the U.S. Coast Guard turned away the St. Louis, a ship carrying Jewish refugees, preventing it from entering U.S. waters and forcing the passengers to return to Europe, where many faced concentration camps and death. The Museum further criticizes the U.S. for denying immigration permits to most Jews fleeing Germany, attributing this to restrictive immigrant quotas, anti-immigration sentiment, and pervasive anti-Semitism. It questions why the U.S. didn’t bomb Auschwitz’s railway tracks or crematoria, citing a letter from John McCloy, Assistant Secretary of War, who expressed doubts about the efficacy and resource allocation for such an operation. This critical stance toward U.S. policies is balanced by images of individual American demonstrators protesting Nazi terror and signs urging a boycott of German goods for humanity’s sake.445 Amid these contrasting views of the U.S.—as both a liberator and a bystander—the museum subtly shapes how visitors perceive the Holocaust in relation to America’s history and values. It raises questions about what visitors learn and don’t learn during their visit and how they might apply this knowledge in their lives after leaving the museum.446
 
          President Franklin D. Roosevelt could have exerted pressure on Horthy earlier to halt the deportations, which only ceased on July 9, 1944, by which time more than half of Hungary’s Jews had already perished. This is just one example among other missed opportunities. Israeli scholar Moshe Berent goes on to highlight the role played by FDR’s Jewish advisors—such as Reform Rabbi Stephen Wise and Samuel Rosenman—in shaping the administration’s response. The collective evidence suggests more could have been done to rescue Jews, as shown by the illustrative example of the 40,000 Romanian Jews discussed by Berent.447 As the war neared its end, these Jews were on the brink of annihilation. However, due to pressure from Hillel Kook, the American representative of the War Refugee Board confronted the Romanian ambassador in Turkey with a direct question: why were they allowing the Nazis to kill the Jews? The response was telling—“We did not know you care about it”. As a result of this intervention, the Jews were relocated to a different area and were saved. Moshe Berent makes two important claims. Firstly, he suggests that if there had been pressure on FDR, either by Stephen Weise or the Jewish Agency, more Jews could have been saved. Secondly, by not taking such actions, it sent a message to others that America did not care, potentially encouraging further atrocities against Jews. This aligns with the findings of this study. It demonstrates how around 40,000 Romanian Jews were “easily” rescued. In a different scenario in Denmark, nearly all Jews were saved, illustrating the significance of leadership. Had a different leader been in charge, such outcomes might not have been possible. This highlights the substantial influence leaders like FDR wielded.
 
          In numerous interviews, Berent emphasized Stephen Wise’s and the American Jewry’s responsibility, highlighting the potential for further action. In one instance, he recounted a frustrated Christian senator questioning the desires of the Jewish community: “What do these Jews want? We devise plans to rescue Jews in Europe, and they decline”. Berent also underscored the impactful work of Hillel Kook, contrasting it with the lack of action from others. Kook’s successful efforts stood out, along with groups like the Orthodox rabbis who marched to the White House. However, FDR close Jewish advisors such as Samuel Rosenman advised against FDR meeting with them.448 Figure 22 on page 157 shows the rabbis participating in that march.
 
          Berent contends that Reform leaders like Stephen Wise and other American Jewish groups prioritized their identity as Americans before Jews. They identified Polish Jews primarily with their country and did not actively assist.449 In contrast, American Orthodox rabbis saw themselves as Jewish first. Hitler rejected all these American groups’ approach, categorizing all Jews as Jews first. Wise and Rosenman were concerned about fueling antisemitism by intertwining the Jewish problem with the war mission, portraying the war as being about Jews and for them. Unfortunately, they wielded significant influence over FDR, potentially hindering efforts to save more Jews. On the other hand, figures like Hillel Kook applied pressure, leading to the establishment of the War Refugee Board. Arthur D. Morse delves further into this in his book, highlighting that much more could have been done while six million Jews tragically perished.450 It is clear that they all received information about the annihilation and gas chambers, as it was also reported in the press. For instance, the New York Times published an article on May 10, stating that Hungary was preparing for the annihilation of Hungarian Jews using the most fiendish methods. This was followed by additional reports in the days that followed, providing more details on the horrifying plans in motion.451
 
          The Jewish Agency held the potential to exert pressure on FDR and contribute more to the rescue efforts for European Jews. The case of Joel Brand and the “blood for goods” deal, discussed in Chapter 2, serves as an illustrative example.452 Eichmann sought Brand’s assistance in brokering a deal with the SS, proposing the release of up to one million Jews in exchange for trucks, soap, tea, and coffee. Despite The Times describing the proposal as one of the most loathsome stories of the war, the Jewish Agency collaborated with the British to thwart the deal, leading to Brand’s arrest. Brand testified at Eichmann’s trial and at the 1954 libel trial in Jerusalem involving Malchiel Gruenwald, a Hungarian Holocaust survivor who accused Rezső Kasztner of collaborating with the Nazis. While testifying for Kasztner, Brand accused the Jewish Agency, whose officials later formed the first Israeli government, of aiding the British in scuttling the “blood for goods” proposal.453 This study has discussed the intricate challenges associated with negotiating with Eichmann and the unexpected British cooperation in providing assistance that potentially could have supported the Nazis in the war. Despite this, perhaps there could have been an exploration of Eichmann’s initial offer to free 100,000 Jews with no demands. In addition, as a potential condition for negotiation, they could have sought to halt the daily transports to Auschwitz, which were already claiming the lives of approximately 12,000 Jews each day. The story remained secretive but was exposed during the Kasztner trial. That was a significant revelation that surfaced during the trial, one that Ben Gurion and the leaders of the new Jewish state sought to conceal. It exposed their failure not only to take adequate action to save Hungarian Jews but also their collaboration with the British, which sabotaged an opportunity during a crucial period when 12,000 Jews were being slaughtered daily. This was the impression as it appeared in the public eye.
 
          In that deal, Eichmann proposed sparing one million Jews and facilitating their departure from Hungary alive in exchange for a thousand tons of tea and coffee, along with ten thousand trucks.454 But what was Eichmann’s underlying motive for making this offer, and why did he propose releasing 100,000 Jews beforehand? Did he initiate the deal himself? Why did he choose to send Brand instead of Kasztner on the mission? Many of these questions remain unresolved. Yehuda Bauer, in his book Jews for Sale?, addresses these issues and provides further insights, yet the questions largely remain open. Bauer suggests that the selection of the adventurous Brand over the seasoned politician Kasztner may have been influenced by the Nazis’ prior knowledge of Brand’s background—or it may have been purely coincidental. When asked where he wished to present the proposal, Brand chose Istanbul. Bauer also notes that, according to Becher—who was responsible for the economic exploitation of the Jews—either Eichmann or his nominal superior, Winkelmann, instructed him to investigate these Jewish proposals. Becher subsequently reported to Himmler that he had heard from Eichmann and Winkelmann that the Jews had offered goods, primarily 10,000 trucks. Himmler reportedly approved the idea and sent Becher back to explore these possibilities further. Bauer concludes that the likelihood of Becher—who handled economic affairs—discussing with Himmler the prospect of sending someone to Istanbul was reasonably high.455 Eichmann met with Brand again a few days after their initial meeting. According to Brand’s account, high-ranking Nazis—Edmund Veesenmayer (Reich Plenipotentiary) and Otto Winkelmann (SS and Police Leader)—were present, which would lend extraordinary significance to the meeting.456 While this study does not provide definitive answers to these questions, it offers a suggestion based on the assessment in the previous chapter. Given that Eichmann played a pivotal role in the decision-making process regarding the annihilation of Hungarian Jews—driven by four key factors, one of which was the inaction of world leaders—it is possible that offering such a deal and sending Brand to negotiate with the Jewish Agency and British authorities was a strategic move to gauge their response, and indeed, it may have confirmed to him that they did not care.457 This could further explain why he even offered to save 100,000 individuals upfront at no cost and perhaps provide a better perspective on why he chose to send Brand on the mission instead of Kasztner.
 
          Eichmann likely recognized that Kasztner was part of the influential group within the Jewish Agency, and their response would have been different with him, possibly not collaborating with the British to apprehend him. Additionally, this maneuver likely left an impression on Kasztner and other members of the Jewish Council in Hungary that they were not simply collaborating with Eichmann to facilitate the extermination of Jews, but were actively working to save them. They likely believed their negotiations were part of a larger plan to rescue all Hungarian Jews—and potentially beyond—thereby fostering greater compliance and cooperation. In this way, Eichmann also ensured that he would receive more cooperation from Kasztner and the Jewish leadership in Hungary, giving him reason to keep him there. This aligns with the portrayal of Eichmann depicted in this study, and it’s unsurprising that he demonstrated cunning in devising such strategies. The study does not conclude who initiated the plan. While it is possible that Eichmann initiated it, possibly informing his superiors to gain credit for aiding the war effort, it is more likely the plan came from above, possibly Himmler, to achieve several goals, such as creating division among the Allies by transferring military procurement to the Germans.458 Eichmann, however, had significant autonomy in implementing Nazi policies and knew how to navigate the plan to his advantage, potentially earning further credit. This aligns with Doris Bergen’s analysis, which suggests that, at this stage of the war, some of the last-minute brutalities of the Final Solution were driven by a shared motivation of self-preservation. Many German units and officials involved in civilian attacks worked tirelessly to prove the importance of their roles.459 Eichmann may have obtained his superiors’ approval while maintaining control over the key details of the proposal. It presented a win-win scenario for him: if the deal succeeded, they would acquire the trucks and other requested items; if not, it would highlight the inaction of those in power as mere bystanders. Others suggest that another purpose was to instigate a conflict between the British and Soviets by negotiating with the Nazis, ostensibly to bolster their efforts against the Soviets. Additionally, Ben Hecht proposes that offering the deal could have been a tactic to whitewash the image of the Third Reich by sparing the lives of millions of Jews, potentially improving the postwar judgments of its leaders.460
 
          Moshe Berent delves deeper into the actions of the Jewish Agency, shedding light on Ben Gurion and his associates’ choice to keep their Holocaust-era activities confidential after the establishment of the Jewish state. In Chapter 5, the study highlights Berent’s reference to an original excerpt from Elie Wiesel’s Night, which was omitted at the request of David Ben-Gurion to avoid criticism of the Israeli state. Berent argues that what makes the document particularly chilling is Wiesel’s sharp criticism of Jewish leadership both in the Land of Israel and worldwide:
 
           
            We knew nothing, while in the Land of Israel they knew; in London they knew, and in New York they knew. The world was silent, and even the Jewish world was silent. Why was it silent? Why did it not see fit to inform us of what was happening in Germany? Why did we not warn it? Why? I also blame the Jewish world and its leaders for not warning us, at least of the danger that lurked for us, so that we could seek ways of salvation.461
 
          
 
          Berent further claims that by omitting this criticism—whether intentionally or not—Wiesel himself becomes complicit in the silencing of issues concerning the conduct of the Zionist movement and the Yishuv during the Holocaust.462 Another example of this silencing is discussed in Chapter 11, where Joel Palgi’s memoir as a paratrooper is revisited, presenting a version that differs from his previously published book and offering new insights into his experiences.
 
          While the motives behind the wartime actions of the leaders who sought to establish the Jewish state may warrant broader research beyond the scope of this study, it is plausible that their primary focus was on creating a democratic state, potentially shaped by concerns over demographic shifts. The influx of close to a million Hungarian Jews, or even 100,000, could have posed challenges for Ben Gurion’s electoral success and the stabilization of the state. On the other hand, Rabbi Michael Dov Weissmandl, through the Working Group, joined efforts to save Hungarian Jews and appealed to world leaders for assistance. They took actions to inform Jews and other nations about Nazi atrocities and succeeded in delaying the mass deportation of Slovakian Jews for two years (1942–1944) by bribing German and Slovak officials.463 Weissmandl also clandestinely communicated with individuals to seek help in saving European Jews from Nazi destruction. He also begged the Allies to bomb the rails leading to Auschwitz, but to no avail. Weissmandl believed that if the Hungarian Jews would resist, then only a small number of them would be deported, as the Germans in 1944 couldn’t garner enough soldiers to leave the front and deal with the Jews simultaneously.464
 
          This study emphasizes a key factor: how the indifference of powerful leaders, along with bystander behavior, influenced Eichmann’s decisions to proceed with genocide. It also highlights the immigration policies of Britain and the USA, which created an impression of neglect towards Jews under Nazi rule. Both nations acted in their own interests, with the British, who controlled Palestine, being cautious not to upset the Arabs. An illustrative example is the Alaska offer proposed by Harold Ickes, the Secretary of the Interior. In a 1938 Thanksgiving eve news conference, Ickes suggested using Alaska as a refuge for Jewish refugees to bypass immigration quotas. He toured Alaska that summer, hoping to attract European Jews for economic development and security. Despite support from Senator William H. King and Representative Franck R. Havenner, the plan faced opposition from American Jews like Reform Rabbi Stephen Wise, fearing a wrong impression. Roosevelt’s suggestion of a limit of 10,000 immigrants annually for five years, with a maximum of 10 percent Jews, led to the plan’s demise, which he never publicly mentioned.465
 
          Regarding FDR, the study cannot conclusively determine that his decision not to save many Jews was driven by antisemitic motives. Rather, it is known that he was surrounded by individuals who held such views or had Jewish advisors who influenced him in that direction. Arthur D. Morse delves into this, noting, for instance, that Morgenthau, despite being a member of a distinguished Jewish family, had not shown a particular interest in Jewish matters.466 Perhaps one of the primary reasons for FDR’s inaction was his advisor on Jewish matters, Stephen Wise, whose caution stemmed from his fear of stoking antisemitism in America and the potential blame on Jews for causing the war. Wise favored projecting American patriotism, thinking that by ending the war, the Jews would be saved. However, the extent to which he pursued this approach was misguided. Furthermore, he hindered groups advocating for Jewish rescue. These groups included rabbis, Rabbi Weismandel, Hillel Kook and his associates, and occasionally individuals like Mayer Lansky, who was perceived as one associated with the mafia. At one point, a boat of refugees arrived in America, but FDR denied them entry. Thankfully, Lansky’s ties to the Cuban dictator allowed them to land there, saving their lives. However, the fate of many other refugees on other vessels, such as the Struma, was not as fortunate, as they tragically perished.467
 
          I agree with Deborah Lipstadt who argues that bombing Auschwitz would have sent a message to the Germans that “we know what you are doing, we cannot abide what you are doing, this is our response to what you are doing”.468 The fear of reprisals on nearby populations did not deter the US from bombing other railways as part of the war effort. Concerns about diverting resources from broader war efforts, along with other logistical challenges like precision bombing limitations, may have influenced the decision-making. However, even one bombing mission, even if accuracy was compromised, could have sent a powerful message, signaling America’s deep concern to the Nazis and other nations, potentially making a significant impact. Importantly, the approach of employing aerial bombardment might have circumvented the risk of Nazi retaliation against local populations, which was a distinct possibility had civilians undertaken such efforts.
 
          
            [image: See caption. Four men in formal attire are standing behind him observing.]
              Figure 21: President Roosevelt signing the declaration of war against Germany, Dec. 11, 1941. Credit: Library of Congress.

           
          
            [image: See caption. The photo showes the rabbis crowded and marching and a man standing and filming them.]
              Figure 22: In October 1943, 400 prominent Orthodox Rabbis marched in Washington, urging to meet with FDR to discuss saving European Jews. However, FDR did not meet with them, following the counsel of his Jewish advisers, who argued that Bergson and his group of rabbis did not represent the mainstream Jewish opinion. Photo Credit: Courtesy of The David S. Wyman Institute for Holocaust Studies – http://www.WymanInstitute.org.

           
        
 
      
       
         
          Chapter 14 Conclusions
 
        
 
         
           
            Where there is great power there is great responsibility, where there is less power there is less responsibility, and where there is no power there can, I think, be no responsibility.469 – Winston Churchill
 
          
 
          
            I
 
            The rapid annihilation of Hungarian Jews during the closing stages of World War II raises a critical question: why was such a catastrophic event not prevented? This book addresses that question by delving into the historical events and introducing a new dimension of analysis that examines the convergence of risk factors, immediate triggers, and other key concepts used in genocide studies. In doing so, it reveals the underlying dynamics that enabled genocide on such a scale. This analysis not only deepens our understanding of the Holocaust in Hungary but also contributes to the broader field of genocide studies—particularly in an area where, as Scott Straus has noted, scholarly attention to risk and trigger dynamics has remained limited.470 The study further engages with Straus’s forest metaphor, combining a macro-level analysis of risk factors with a detailed examination of triggers and subsequent events in Hungary. Eichmann is presented as the central micro-level driver, symbolizing the spark that ignites and spreads fire throughout the forest. This enhances our comprehension of how triggers operate and their complex interplay with risk factors in historical events, as well as how they rapidly escalate violence and give rise to early patterns of such atrocities.
 
           
          
            II
 
            The study thoroughly addressed and expanded upon the four initial questions, examining various issues and events from that period. In tackling one of these inquiries—exploring the motivations driving the Nazis’ implementation of the Holocaust in Hungary during that period—the study evaluated numerous hypotheses posited by scholars. These possibilities for Nazi motivations in the final stages of the Holocaust are generally relevant, and the study supports them. As noted by Doris Bergen, one of these possibilities recognizes that some last-minute brutalities were driven by a shared instinct for self-preservation. Numerous German units and officials involved in these persecutions against the Jews worked tirelessly to underscore the crucial nature of their roles. Opting for a safer alternative over the front lines became a priority, especially during the stage when they were experiencing setbacks in the war.
 
            However, with regard to Hungary, this study offers a novel explanation for the Nazis’ relentless pursuit of the Holocaust, arguing that the rapid annihilation of over half of Hungarian Jewry in just two months was driven largely by the actions and decisions of one man: Adolf Eichmann. The analysis explores his motivations, incorporating Scott Straus’s forest metaphor to delve deeper into Eichmann’s ­reasoning.
 
            The study dedicates a section to discussing Adolf Eichmann, emphasizing his significant power and decision-making authority, while refuting views from scholars like Hannah Arendt or Yeshayahu Leibowitz, who portrayed him as playing a minor role, merely following orders in the Nazi chain of command. However, the study acknowledges that this phenomenon of people just following orders occurred in other instances during the Holocaust and different genocides, which essentially aligns with Stanely Milgram’s experiments on obedience. Additionally, the study adopts Arendt’s perspective on the banality of evil, recognizing the possibility that individuals might act in such a way by simply following orders. Yet, concerning Hungary, the study argues that it was primarily Eichmann who orchestrated these actions, considering himself an expert in the execution of such decisions.
 
            The study initially identifies several genocide risk factors, such as instability, ideology, and discrimination, and discusses their analysis, beginning with scholars like Scott Strauss and subsequently exploring the perspectives of other researchers.471 It then applies these factors to Nazi ideology and their rise to power, identifying them as macro-level distal risk factors that, over time and as the situation deteriorated, became increasingly proximal. Additionally, the study delves into Hungarian antisemitism, emphasizing the work of Raz Segal and distinguishing between their motives and approaches compared to the Nazis. While Nazi propaganda and ideology were notably extreme, targeting Jews worldwide with a premeditated plan for their annihilation, Hungarian authorities focused more on discrimination and the desire to remove Jews from their land. Furthermore, as demonstrated by Raz Segal, Hungarian anti-Jewish actions were part of a broader effort to eliminate other minorities as well, as part of a nation-state-building project. This distinction is significant. The study maintains the assertion that Eichmann was the main initiator of the Holocaust in Hungary, which occurred in two phases. In the first phase, from May to July 1944, he orchestrated the transport of Jews to Auschwitz with the assistance of Hungarians, leading to the annihilation of approximately 437,000 individuals. In the subsequent phase, the Hungarian Arrow Cross, appointed by the Nazis, persecuted the remaining Jews in Budapest, leading to the deaths of many more. During this stage, the killing rate was lower than the 12,000 per day during transportation. Overall, around 565,000 out of 825,000 Jews were annihilated. For the second phase, it appears that the Hungarian role was more than just collaboration, as they actively conducted persecutions.472 However, it was the Nazis who appointed the government under Ferenc Szalasi’s rule, with Eichmann playing a role in pushing for further killings upon his arrival. Eichmann attempted to resume the transport to Auschwitz but was unsuccessful.473 The study did not delve into Eichmann’s specific involvement in appointing that government, which marked the initiation of the second phase. However, during the first phase, when most Hungarian Jews were annihilated, the study identifies Eichmann as a pivotal figure.
 
            The German invasion in March 1944 is viewed as the trigger, and the study analyzes the subsequent events and the role of Eichmann, who, based on Strauss’s analysis, became the micro-level driver following the trigger. The study delves into four primary factors that influenced Eichmann’s decision-making and facilitated the execution of his diabolical plan. First, he leveraged the deep-seated antisemitism among the Hungarians, tapping into their history of persecuting Jews. As Yehudah Bauer writes, antisemitism was built into the regime.474 Therefore, the Hungarians laid the groundwork for the annihilation of the Jews. Drawing from Milgram’s theory of obedience, Eichmann initially utilized them at a distance, enlisting their help in gathering Jews and sending them on trains to Auschwitz. This phase occurred from May 15 to July 9, 1944, resulting in the elimination of around 437,000 Hungarian Jews, most of the Jewish population. The second factor involved the Jewish council, where Eichmann, with previous experience, strategically selected leaders who would collaborate with him. These leaders did not inform the Jews about the true destinations of the trains, but gave the impression that compliance was in the best interest of the Jews involved. The study delves into the general role of Jewish councils and, more specifically, their actions in Hungary. It argues that figures like Rudolf Kasztner and other council members primarily acted out of fear for their lives. In these circumstances, they aimed to comply with the Nazis to save more lives, convincing themselves it was the best option. This explanation sheds light on several questions, including why Kasztner continued negotiating with Eichmann despite Eichmann’s failure to honor Kasztner’s prior agreement with Wisliceny and the ransom that had already been paid.
 
            There were two additional factors that influenced Eichmann’s pursuit of the Holocaust in Hungary. One was Eichmann’s deeply ingrained antisemitism and his belief in the dual mission of the Nazis – to establish a 1000-year Reich and to annihilate the Jews. Eichmann’s view was that if they failed to achieve one goal, they would focus more on the other. The study delved into Nazi ideology and antisemitism, examining their influence on the public and illustrating their alignment with various risk factors. It explored concepts like social distancing and the “us vs them” theory, as discussed by scholars such as James Waller and David Moshman. The Nazis also propagated a fabricated theory suggesting that Jews posed a threat, a notion that resonates with James Waller’s concept of the survival element, as outlined in the study.475 The Nazis asserted that the Jews were attempting to destroy their racial hierarchy and dominate the world, thus preventing German dominance. They believed that a struggle for survival existed between the strong and the weak in the relationships between nations, with natural selection occurring within human society. They also claimed that the German people were chosen by a “divine” desire to create a racial hierarchy in the world.476
 
            The other factor influencing Eichmann was the impression that Americans, along with other world leaders and individuals in positions of power, did not genuinely care about the plight of the Jews, and thus would not intervene to save them. This indifference was evident in the actions of America, FDR and his Jewish advisors, Britain, and the Jewish agency, as they did not take more decisive actions to intervene and save Hungarian Jews. The study finds poignant expression in the response of the Romanian ambassador in Turkey to the American representative of the War Refugee Board, who, nearing the war’s end, questioned why Romanian Jews were left vulnerable to Nazi persecution. The ambassador’s respond, “We did not know you cared about it,” resonates profoundly, encapsulating a disturbing disregard for the plight of those targeted by the Nazis. As a result of this intervention, 40,000 Romanian Jews were relocated to a different area and saved.477 The study dedicates an entire chapter to discussing the roles of bystanders, exploring their motivations and the impact of their actions. It highlights that not only did they fail to save Jews, but their influence also affected Eichmann’s decisions.
 
           
          
            III
 
            In this context, it’s evident that greater efforts could have been made by various world powers or Jewish groups to save the Hungarian Jews. The study focused on exploring how this lack of intervention influenced the decision-making of the perpetrators, using Scott Straus’ metaphor of a forest. The profound lack of intervention had such severe consequences that it significantly influenced the decision-making of Eichmann, the perpetrator.478 Consequently, the study recognizes the necessity to acknowledge this severity and aims to introduce new terminology. This new terminology seeks to underscore the gravity of these circumstances, raise awareness, and contribute to the prevention of future genocides. Initially considering the term ‘indirect genocide,’ there arose a challenge as it conflicted with the concept of genocide previously discussed, particularly in relation to the necessity of intent as per the UN definition. The term ‘indirect’ implies a lack of intent, which doesn’t align with the established criteria. Nevertheless, the study proposes introducing a term—potentially defined as Indirect Complicity in Genocide (ICG)—to describe scenarios where influential entities, despite having the capability to prevent a genocide orchestrated by others with intent, choose not to act. In the case of the Holocaust in Hungary, labeling the actions of those with the power to intervene as ‘Indirect Complicity in Genocide’ places greater responsibility on them. This perspective becomes particularly significant given the study’s demonstration of how such inaction influenced the decision-making of the perpetrators. This will further emphasize the moral and ethical responsibility of those in power to prevent such tragedies and underscore their impact on the decision-making processes of those directly involved in perpetrating such heinous acts.
 
            The study further examined various reasons why bystanders chose not to intervene in saving Hungarian Jews and other Jews during the Holocaust. It demonstrated that, in some instances, it could have been relatively feasible to rescue them, such as in the case of saving the 40,000 Romanian Jews, which serves as just one example. Bystanders often acted based on their own biases and interests, sometimes driven by the fear of losing what they had under democratic government or the desire to gain it. Scott Straus brings an example mentioning Samantha Power who argued that democratic governments might not engage in genocide prevention unless voters exert pressure. The insight holds more generally for the non-state sector. Public pressure and awareness often precede government and international organizations’ involvement in atrocity prevention. Straus notes that the involvement of non-state actors is complex and that prominent voices are not always coherent.479 He adds that to understand atrocity prevention, one must recognize the diverse actors in the international policy arena, with configurations varying by situation. In the case of violence in Darfur, Christian organizations, despite the conflict primarily affecting Muslims, were actively involved due to their longstanding engagement in predominantly Christian and animist southern Sudan.480 In the case of Hungary, we observed various actors, and it was intriguing that some individuals, despite being Jews with power, acted as bystanders for reasons previously discussed. On the other hand, certain Jews, such as orthodox rabbis and Hillel Kook, took action to save lives. Kook’s efforts were instrumental in the creation of the War Refugee Board, ultimately leading to the rescue of Romanian Jews and others. However, there is recognition that much more could have been accomplished. This underscores the need to raise awareness about the paramount importance of saving lives in times of catastrophe, prioritizing it over other interests.
 
            Yehuda Bauer writes that once the deportation of Hungarian Jews began on May 14, 1944, and given the circumstances, it’s difficult to see how anything could have been done in such a brief span to save them. He adds that Horthy, the key figure, with the army loyal to him as long as he was in power, chose to be silent. Bauer notes that the Vrba-Wetzler report reached Horthy, and two weeks later, on June 26, he held a cabinet meeting. Bauer claims that while the warnings from FDR, the intervention of the Swedish king, the Pope, and others, influenced him, it was also the Vrba-Wetzler report – transmitted to him by the Judenrat – that played a role. Thus, contrary to Vrba’s claims that the Judenrat did not expose the protocol to the Jews, Bauer argues that sending the report to Horthy proved more impactful.481 It’s also important to note that Horthy was under pressure from the Nazis, who later removed him and threatened to kill his son. However, the threats from FDR were a significant factor, and the question remains why this did not come earlier.
 
            This chapter began with Churchill’s quote, emphasizing the correlation between power and responsibility. However, this responsibility was often overlooked by powerful entities like Great Britain or America regarding the Holocaust in Hungary. Conversely, the Hungarian narrative underscores that determination and the desire to help, exemplified by individuals like Hillel Kook, can have a significant impact. Raul Wallenberg serves as another example, showcasing how someone in a position of power, when aware and resourceful, can effectively save many lives. It’s a valuable lesson. This also illustrates how what seems like simple actions could have been taken to save Jews, whether by Wallenberg, the 40,000 Romanian Jews, or FDR’s halt of deportation via pressure on July 7.
 
           
          
            IV
 
            The study scrutinizes the scholarly debate between Yehuda Bauer and the perspectives of Randolph Braham and Hannah Arendt, focusing on how much responsibility is placed on Kasztner and the Jewish Council for withholding information about the death camps from the Jewish population. While the study aligns with one of Bauer’s standpoint—arguing that there was no guarantee the information would be believed or that resistance would have occurred—and refutes the idea that escaping through alternate routes was a viable option, it does not condone or justify the actions of the Jewish Council, particularly in light of their potential influence on the decisions of perpetrators like Eichmann. The study explores the crucial role played by the Jewish Council’s compliance in Eichmann’s ability to carry out the annihilation of Jews in Hungary. It emphasizes this by analyzing Eichmann’s perspective (as described in the interview) and highlights how the Council’s actions facilitated the execution of atrocities, including their influence on Eichmann’s reliance on Hungarian assistance to gather the Jews.
 
            Yehuda Bauer argues in support of Kasztner, claiming that the Hungarian Jewish community was already aware Jews were being killed in Poland and that there was nothing further Kasztner could have done to warn them.482 Bauer analyzes the situation and shows that the Hungarian Jews did not have any chance to succeed by resisting or escaping to Romania (as was written in Perfidy by Ben Hecht), and that they were told the truth by various people who escaped a previous Nazi persecution, but refused to accept that reality.483 However, the study asserts that, despite the various factors at play, the behavior of the Jewish council was one of the main reasons for Eichmann to persist with his genocidal plan.484
 
            Furthermore, the study argues that despite the low likelihood of organizing resistance or escaping, and uncertainties about convincing victims of the death camp information, disrupting the smooth process of boarding the trains could have hindered Eichmann’s ability to achieve such high killing rates. This involved leveraging Milgram’s obedience experiments with Hungarians facilitating the gathering. It seems that Rabbi Weissmandl shared this perspective, believing that if Hungarian Jews resisted, only a small number would be deported, considering the Germans’ limited capacity to handle both the front and Jews simultaneously in 1944.485 The study suggests that even non-armed resistance or disruptions could have made a significant difference under these conditions, which were not all known to the victims or the Jewish council at the time.
 
            The study also agrees with Randolph Braham on the responsibility of the Jewish Council to provide information, despite the daunting reality that, even with this information, the likelihood of resistance was minimal and difficult to comprehend. However, it avoids placing blame on the Jewish council or calling them traitors, recognizing the complexity of their situation and the fear they faced for their lives. It acknowledges the challenging circumstances they faced and the life-threatening risks that compelled their actions.
 
            The debate regarding Kasztner remains open. In situations of such uncertainty, it may be more prudent to consider the court’s judgment. Notably, the issue was first addressed by a Haganah court, which refrained from judging his actions. The court stated that those who had not faced such circumstances themselves were in no position to pass judgment.486 However, when the issue was later heard in an Israeli court, Judge Benjamin Halevi wrote in his ruling that “Kasztner sold his soul to the devil”. Following the trial, Kasztner was murdered in Tel Aviv. The state appealed, and the Supreme Court ruling, delivered after Kasztner’s assassination, concluded by a majority that Kasztner did not collaborate with the Nazis, nor was he involved in the indirect murder of Hungarian Jews or in any partnership with the Nazis. However, the court unanimously agreed that “Kasztner had knowingly and criminally saved Nazi war criminal Kurt Becher from the death penalty that awaited him in Nuremberg”.487 Judge Shimon Agranat, in his ruling, stated, “History will judge Kasztner, not the court”, which reflects the broader view that Kasztner’s actions should be evaluated beyond the legal context. The court’s final judgment aligns with the study’s assessment, suggesting that Kasztner should not be labeled a traitor, as some critics have claimed. However, it held him accountable for knowingly and criminally saving Nazi war criminal Kurt Becher. While the ruling does not position Kasztner as a hero, it leaves room for continued debate, as Agranat’s statement underscores that only history can ultimately judge his legacy.
 
           
          
            V
 
            Through this analysis, the study sheds light on why risk factors for genocide, perceived then as signs of impending danger,488 were not recognized or effectively addressed. The study dedicates a chapter to exploring the victims’ perspectives, which are further analyzed in the subsequent chapters. These discussions delve into the challenges the victims faced, including disbelief regarding information about death camps, resistance, and other related issues. Other groups were also examined, such as the approach of the Jewish council and the role of bystanders, further elucidating why these risk factors were not addressed more effectively. Additionally, perhaps the fact that the decision for annihilation in Hungary, primarily sending victims by train to Auschwitz, rested largely with one individual—Eichmann, as the study claims—made it even more complicated to identify the danger.489 The study further analyzes how the anticipated behavior of victims, the Jewish council, and bystanders influenced his decisions. This should raise awareness to prevent such atrocities from occurring again. The study delved into the challenges faced by the victims, highlighting the difficulty in identifying the true intentions of the Nazis and the resistance they encountered. It refrains from criticizing the victims for not detecting the impending danger early on. The study suggests the use of innovative concepts aimed at preventing future genocides and highlighting individuals like Aba Kovner, who displayed keen insight by grasping Nazi ideology and anticipating the impending annihilation. Despite the challenges, they valiantly resisted.
 
            Through this innovative analysis of the Holocaust in Hungary, the study suggests that, despite the dire circumstances encapsulated by the concept of “choiceless choices,” more could have been achieved had the Jewish Council not withheld critical information.490 While there was limited potential for organized resistance or belief in information about death camps among Jews, Eichmann’s methods suggest that revealing such information might have delayed deportations, as discussed further in the study. Despite doubts about whether people would believe the information or resist collectively, leading to an inability to completely halt compliance with deportations, it seems that it was still possible to slow the annihilation process. This was because Eichmann’s rapid deportation strategy required seamless operation, and any disruption to full compliance could have impeded this. In such a case, utilizing Hungarian assistance in alternative ways could have posed greater challenges to Eichmann, although this possibility was unknown to the Jewish council at the time.491
 
            The study seeks to highlight another pivotal factor influencing survival during that era: luck, or what some may perceive as divine providence. Even for those who sought to evade capture and understood the true intentions of the Nazis, circumstantial factors played a crucial role. For instance, in the case of Abba Kovner in the Vilna Ghetto, the resistance group managed to escape to the forest through a sewer pipe system that had been constructed, providing them with an opportunity for survival. In Warsaw, however, such options were not available, and the Jews who resisted fought valiantly until the end. This pattern was observed in Hungary as well, where the chance of escape depended greatly on individual circumstances. Examining the two parachutists, Yoel Palgi and Pretz Goldstein, both were aware of the Nazis’ intentions to annihilate the Jews. However, Goldstein, when transported by train to Auschwitz, tragically perished, while Palgi successfully escaped and found a way to survive thereafter. This underscores how, amidst the horrors of the Holocaust, the interplay of luck and circumstances often determined one’s fate, even in the face of shared knowledge and resistance.
 
           
          
            VI
 
            Discussions on atrocity prevention tend to focus on understanding the causes and prevention of violence. However, Scott Strauss writes that the unfortunate reality is that atrocities do occur.492 Then, in the aftermath of atrocities, attention shifts to how societies can be reconstructed to prevent future violence, and how peace-building efforts can ensure a stable and sustainable transition, allowing external actors to withdraw their personnel without triggering a return to violence. Building societies involves fostering consciousness. delving into Arendt’s concept of “the banality of evil” is something I believe should be universally applied to condemn both evil and terrorist acts.493 This condemnation should be detached from specific narratives, situations, or biases. Maintaining objectivity and a universal perspective is crucial, and attempting to accept justifications for such acts contributes to the banality of evil.494
 
            In this context, this study raises awareness about two key issues. Firstly, it highlights how individuals like Eichmann were influenced by the anticipated response of nations, as well as historical precedents such as Hitler’s mention of the lack of intervention in the Armenian genocide.495 This suggests that other perpetrators may similarly take into account international reactions or world opinions, as portrayed in the media, when making decisions. The second issue concerns the concept of “the banality of evil”, as raised by Hannah Arendt. When the media fails to portray such evil acts as terrorist acts, it exemplifies this effect. Combatting terrorism or preventing genocide under such circumstances becomes increasingly challenging. This raises another issue, as there are terrorists who justify their actions based on their interpretation of religion. While democracy grants us freedom of religion, religion itself may not always support democracy. Balancing between them presents a challenge, as ensuring that religion does not exploit democracy to gain control and undermine it is crucial. There must be an objective, universal way to identify moral and ethical standards, with no justification for barbaric acts based on religion or any other reasons. Media outlets, leaders, and society as a whole, should unite in understanding what constitutes an act of terror and work together to combat it, rather than engaging in debates about it.
 
            Scott Straus further discussed the priorities that arise in post-conflict situations, particularly focusing on the variables that significantly impact countries recovering from atrocities. Two notable variables are political power dynamics and security considerations.496 From this perspective, a dilemma often emerges between the pursuit of stability and accountability, commonly known as the peace versus justice dilemma. In this regard, I believe that the decision between peace and other considerations can be complex and situational. A notable example of the peace-versus-justice dilemma is the 1938 Munich Agreement, followed by British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain’s “Peace for Our Time” declaration on September 30, 1938, in London. In the Anglo-German Declaration, Chamberlain, having signed a treaty with Hitler, conceded to some of Hitler’s demands, allowing Germany to annex the Sudetenland—a region of Czechoslovakia with over three million ethnic Germans. In hindsight, this concession proved a serious miscalculation: Hitler soon made additional demands, gained time to further build his military strength, and ultimately broke the agreements, leading to the escalation toward war.497 However, it is important to note that each situation is unique, and the outcome of pursuing peace versus other considerations may differ.
 
            The peace versus justice dilemma is profoundly significant, seems to be extending beyond nations to encompass individuals such as the Jews during the Holocaust. This study delved into and elaborated upon the predicament faced by victims in Hungary. It explored the difficulty of confronting the harsh reality, the belief that the trains would lead them to be gassed and perish, and the resistance or escape, which appeared to offer only a slim chance. Additionally, the study examined the Jewish council’s dilemma in deciding whether to comply. All these aspects fall under the same category – the peace versus justice dilemma – where the rational choice for each individual may be to resist the Nazis, but compliance offers a brief period of peace that one might wish to prolong.
 
            Straus concludes that Rebuilding states and societies after atrocities is crucial for atrocity prevention. The end goals are clear: establishing a peaceful and secure country with functional infrastructure, a growing economy, social reconciliation, and effective governance. However, the process to achieve these goals is complex and varies in each post-atrocity situation. Factors such as domestic constraints, the interests of those in power, the nature of the preceding conflict, societal and economic conditions, security environment, and external actor involvement all shape the approach. There is no one-size-fits-all formula. Restoring confidence and transforming institutions are important, but the methods will require creativity, leadership, and commitment. To develop an effective reconstruction and stabilization program, both domestic and external actors need to analyze the unique characteristics of each situation. Prioritizing investment in thorough analysis and understanding before allocating extensive resources is crucial. essential.498 Additionally, tackling the challenge of eliminating or mitigating racial, religious, and other prejudices between different groups must also be addressed.
 
            Overall, the study sheds light on the complexities of historical events, demonstrating the importance of considering multiple factors and actors when examining the Holocaust and the potential for humanitarian actions that could have made a difference. Concluding, I’d like to share a quote from Yehuda Bauer: “The Holocaust can be a precedent, or it can become a warning”.499 It is our responsibility to ensure that it serves as a warning, fostering a collective commitment to justice, empathy, and education, and to do all that we can to prevent such atrocities from happening again.
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                Figure 23: Hillel Kook (Peter Bergson). Courtesy of The David S. Wyman Institute for Holocaust Studies – http://www.WymanInstitute.org.
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                Figure 24: Rudolf Vrba. Credit: The Archive of The State Museum Auschwitz-Birkenau in Oświęcim.
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            ‘Jews, Have you paid for the gas you used?’ This Chilling sentence has burdened me for decades … We can conclude that no place in the world is ours except for Eretz Yisrael.500 – Rabbi Yisrael Meir Lau
 
          
 
          
            I
 
            Randolph Braham and Andreas Kovacs, editors of The Holocaust in Hungary: Seventy Years Later, present revised and updated versions of twelve scholarly papers. In the opening study, Kovacs’s article, “Hungarian Intentionalism: New Directions in the Historiography of the Hungarian Holocaust”, provides an insightful overview of recent trends and debates concerning the Holocaust in Hungary. Kovacs notes that the current debate on the causes and historical explanations for the Hungarian Holocaust mirrors the earlier discourse between intentionalists and functionalists regarding Nazism. In that debate, the central issue revolved around whether the Holocaust had been a deliberate objective of Nazi antisemitic policies from the outset, or, as functionalists argued, the unintended result of impersonal institutional processes and internal conflicts, none of which were deliberately planned. Kovacs further discusses how, even when forced to divert resources from the Reich’s military and political goals, the Nazis pursued their policies with relentless efficiency, as exemplified by the Holocaust in Hungary. He notes that functionalists argued only a small portion of German society – around 10% – was actively antisemitic, raising the question of how the Holocaust occurred despite this. They sought to understand how so many non-antisemitic individuals became executors, supporters, or passive observers of these policies. The debate extended beyond the Holocaust to broader historiographical issues, particularly after 1990, with scholars like Christopher Browning and Daniel Goldhagen debating whether Germans were willing executioners or ordinary men.501
 
            Kovacs further notes that: “In recent years, those scholars that were once identified as functionalists have drawn closer to intentionalism in that they no longer consider the antisemitic measures culminating in the Holocaust to have been exclusively the unintended outcomes of impersonal processes. Rather, they now explain them as the corollary of decisions taken by the central Nazi political leadership with the aim of promoting perceived or real interests”.502 German historian Götz Aly, for instance, characterized the Holocaust as “the most consequential mass murder and robbery of modern history” in his book Hitler’s Volksstaat, arguing that its goal was to plunder European Jewry to alleviate Germany’s wartime burdens and sustain support for Nazism. Aly acknowledges antisemitism but links decisions primarily to financial and material interests.503 His approach appears to contradict Saul Friedländer’s argument that Nazi antisemitism was an exceptional case that transcended pragmatic concerns, as well as Dirk Moses’s view of the Holocaust as native genocide.504
 
            Kovacs then shifts the discussion to “Hungarian intentionalism,” noting that opposite trends have contributed to its increased strength. He refers to the reasons behind the Holocaust in Hungary and distinguishes between two types of intentionalists.505 One intentionalist view, represented by Randolph Braham, argues that without the German intervention in 1944, the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews would not have happened, making Germans the main perpetrators. However, Braham further argues that while the occupation of Hungary was primarily driven by ­practical concerns—such as preventing a Hungarian exit from the alliance and mobilizing resources—it was framed within antisemitic policies. Forcing Hungary’s leaders to deport Jews was intended to implicate them in war crimes and hinder negotiations with the Allies. Although antisemitism wasn’t the primary cause of the invasion, it justified subsequent actions. Once Hungary was occupied, this antisemitism triggered the annihilation of Hungarian Jews, with assistance from Hungarian authorities. Braham views the mass murder of Hungarian Jews as a direct consequence of the German occupation, intended to destroy the Jewish population. On the other hand, Götz Aly represents the new intentionalist view, arguing that the fate of the Jews was determined by Hungarian authorities and society’s attitudes and behavior, not merely by the occupation. Aly contends that the Germans couldn’t predict the Hungarian reaction to deportation attempts and would have abandoned total deportation plans if faced with strong passive resistance within Hungarian society.
 
            László Karsai aligns with Randolph L. Braham in asserting that the primary responsibility for the Holocaust in Hungary lies with the Germans. While Karsai acknowledges that the occupation wasn’t solely motivated by the intent to deport and murder Jews, he agrees that this was one of the expressed goals. He argues that Hitler directly ordered the destruction of Hungarian Jewry, entrusting its execution to Himmler and the SS. This explains why senior SS officers, including Kaltenbrunner and Eichmann, swiftly arrived in Hungary after the occupation, sealing the fate of Hungarian Jews. The Hungarian government’s failure to leverage its remaining power to reduce the number of victims, through cautious sabotage or increased resistance after the Normandy landings in July 1944, further compounded the tragedy.506
 
            This study attributes primary responsibility for the Holocaust of Hungarian Jewry to Adolf Eichmann, despite László Karsai’s argument that Hitler directly ordered their destruction. This perspective does not contradict the study, as will be elaborated upon. The rapid annihilation of most Hungarian Jews within two months was a unique event that required extensive planning and coordination, as illustrated by the study. It was all orchestrated by Eichmann, whose methods were both highly organized and effective. The study further emphasizes Eichmann’s central role, highlighted not only by his immediate arrival in Hungary but also by his swift actions, such as meeting with the Jewish Council and his prior visits to Auschwitz. It also examines Eichmann’s involvement in various rescue negotiations, highlighting significant aspects of his approach. Furthermore, the study explores Kasztner’s interactions with another Nazi official, Kurt Becher, who, unlike Eichmann, appeared more inclined to release Jews in exchange for money. It delves into the political tensions between Becher and Eichmann and discusses the period when Becher, who was subordinate to Himmler, assumed greater authority in dealings with the Jews. This raises the further question of whether, in Eichmann’s absence, a deal might have been reached to save more Jews with leaders like Becher or Wisliceny. Considering all these factors and the unique manner in which Eichmann orchestrated his actions, it appears that, regardless of whether the order came directly from Hitler – as Karsai argues, a point the study neither confirms nor denies – Eichmann remains the primary figure driving these tragic events.
 
           
          
            II
 
            Kovacs notes that Karsai opposed the new intentionalist argument first introduced by Christian Gerlach and Götz Aly, which Gerlach later clarified during a conference on the Holocaust’s sixtieth anniversary. Gerlach and Aly argued that while Germany’s occupation of Hungary was inevitable, the fate of the country’s Jews was not predetermined. They suggested that the German occupiers initially considered other measures, such as property confiscation, forced labor, and ghettoization, rather than immediate deportation. Karsai dismissed this view as baseless speculation and a harsh accusation, arguing that the deportation decision was not the result of an “interactive” process.507 Aly and Gerlach argued that the fate of Hungarian Jews was shaped more by the Hungarian authorities and society than by the German occupation itself. They believed that the Germans were uncertain about how the Hungarians would react to deportation efforts and would have abandoned the plan if they faced strong resistance. The decision to destroy Hungarian Jewry was made only after the Germans were convinced of the Hungarian authorities’ willingness to collaborate and the lack of serious societal resistance. According to Aly and Gerlach, a significant portion of the Jewish population might have survived if the Hungarians had refused to cooperate.508
 
            Kovacs highlights a growing shift toward Gerlach and Aly’s new intentionalist approach, which emphasizes Hungarian actions and argues that Hungarian antisemitism was a primary driver of the Holocaust in Hungary. He notes that other scholars, such as Krisztián Ungváry, Gábor Kádár and Zoltán Vági, have also contributed to this perspective. Kovács contrasts this with his earlier findings that recent trends in Holocaust studies suggest a mix of factors, alongside antisemitism, as the main motivators in different contexts. However, regarding Hungary, Gerlach and Aly’s new trend places Hungarian antisemitism at the forefront as the primary motive.509 Kovács identifies two key issues: first, whether Hungarians should be viewed as perpetrators, as Aly suggests, or collaborators, as Braham argues; and second, whether antisemitism was the primary motive. From Braham’s perspective, antisemitism was not the main motive for the Nazis, while for Aly, it was central from the Hungarian perspective.
 
            This study addresses these debates by providing a clear and compelling response regarding the role of the Hungarians as collaborators during the first two months of the transportation to Auschwitz. It reveals Eichmann’s role as the main orchestrator and how he relied on their anticipated actions and assistance. It further examines Kovac’s scholarly discussion on old and new intentionalist trends, acknowledges both views, and argues that in reality the primary reason for the method used during the initial two-month phase—when most Jews were sent by train to Auschwitz—was Eichmann’s exploitation of the opportunity to annihilate them. In the second phase, after the transports stopped and the Germans appointed a new Hungarian government and the antisemitic Arrow Cross Party, the killing rate decreased significantly. The study aligns with both perspectives and yet emphasizes how the new general intentionalist approach, which highlights how the Germans recognized and utilized Hungarian antisemitism, was a key factor influencing Eichmann’s actions. This also emphasizes the study’s examination through the concepts of genocide studies, which interpret German occupation as a trigger for genocide. In the context of these debates, the study also focused on the rapid and extraordinary annihilation observed during these two months. How did this happen? The crucial point the study compellingly shows is that one person—Eichmann – was behind it. It seems that this is indeed what occurred in this historical event, and it cannot be ignored as we incorporate new perspectives. This highlights the significance of this study in shedding light on ongoing debates and new angles, presenting fresh perspectives, and providing a clearer understanding of the events and their implications.
 
           
          
            III
 
            The two approaches mentioned by Kovacs—the old and new intentionalists – offer a framework that could be further developed. The study suggests that we could categorize two types of antisemites: those (like Hitler) who overtly oppress all Jews as part of their agenda and those who harbor antisemitic views based on financial or other motivations but manage to suppress their hatred and coexist with Jews as needed. This distinction seems to be exemplified by Miklos Horthy. Tovah Kortchin, in her 2021 book, describes Miklos Horthy as a pragmatic antisemite. Kortchin details how Horthy, in a letter to his Prime Minister, Pál Teleki, admitted his dislike for Jews and claimed to be one of the earliest proponents of antisemitic views – likely referring to policies like the Numerus Clausus and other discriminatory laws. However, Horthy also expressed that, in his view, the welfare of the country was paramount, and Jews who contributed to society, such as businesspeople and doctors, should be treated as equal citizens.510 This distinction helps us better understand Horthy’s actions and why Hungary did not join the Final Solution until 1944. Until that point, Horthy’s pragmatism allowed for a degree of tolerance. However, once the extermination of Jews began, Horthy became a bystander to the atrocities.
 
            This is a fascinating perspective, as it aligns with Doris Bergen’s analysis of Horthy’s dual personality, as discussed earlier in this book. It also broadens our understanding of antisemitism by drawing attention to the second type as well: those who may not publicly or directly persecute Jews through propaganda or violence, but who, given the right circumstances, will act against them. This nuanced understanding helps us recognize that antisemitism can manifest in different ways, and that those who seem moderate or even cooperative might still harbor dangerous biases that could emerge under certain conditions.
 
            This chapter began with a quote from Holocaust survivor Rabbi Yisrael Meir Lau, who recalled an incident in 1982 in Australia when he was subjected to antisemitic verbal abuse. This powerful reminder underscores that antisemitism, unfortunately, persists even decades after the Holocaust. It is crucial that we remain vigilant, actively raising awareness and taking decisive steps to combat this hatred. Only through continuous education, advocacy, and solidarity can we hope to eliminate antisemitism and build a society where such prejudice has no place. This work is not just a remembrance of the past but a call to action for the present and future.
 
           
          
            IV
 
            Tuija Parvikko’s new book, Arendt, Eichmann, and the Politics of the Past (Helsinki University Press, 2021), revisits decades of debates surrounding Eichmann in Jerusalem. Parvikko argues that earlier critics often misunderstood Arendt’s approach, while contemporary perspectives are better equipped to grasp her intentions. Parvikko clarifies that Arendt was critical of Zionist politics, focusing her critiques on Jewish leadership rather than ordinary Jews. Arendt recognized the challenges of organizing effective rescue operations during the war, suggesting that had Jewish leaders acknowledged the Nazi threat in 1933, they might have acted more decisively. Furthermore, Parvikko contends that many of Arendt’s readers surprisingly failed to interpret her work in its proper context, noting that Arendt understood the connection between the controversy surrounding her book and the politics of history. This connection implies that Jewish organizations sought to obscure the actions of European Jewish leaders during the war. Parvikko also discusses new approaches that go beyond Arendt’s initial interpretations, illustrating their application in political studies with several examples in the book’s prologue.511
 
            The study aligns with Parvikko on these points and further critiques Jewish leadership, including the actions taken by the Jewish Agency during their rescue mission. It agrees that politics played a significant role, both during and after the establishment of the state, and continued to influence the Eichmann trial, as highlighted in Hannah Yablonka’s book. However, the study argues that this context does not alter the facts that underscore Eichmann’s pivotal role in the annihilation of Hungarian Jews. While Parvikko’s work commendably emphasizes Arendt’s contributions and addresses earlier criticisms, it does not diminish the compelling arguments regarding Eichmann’s actions presented in the study, which challenge Arendt’s perspective. This study devotes a section to Adolf Eichmann, highlighting his substantial power and decision-making authority, while refuting views from scholars like Arendt, who depicted him as merely following orders within the Nazi chain of command. Nonetheless, the study acknowledges that the phenomenon of individuals following orders did occur in other instances during the Holocaust and various genocides, echoing Milgram’s experiments on obedience. Additionally, it embraces Arendt’s concept of the banality of evil, recognizing that individuals may act in such a manner by simply obeying orders.
 
            Parvikko added a prologue to the latest edition of her book, emphasizing that the complexity of Arendt’s views remains crucial for understanding the intersections of individual and collective responsibility. Arendt focused on Heinrich Himmler, whom she portrayed as an ordinary, respectable family man who nevertheless played a critical role in the Nazi machinery of mass murder.512 Regrading Eichmann, this study delves into his strict adherence to Nazi ideology and anti-Semitic beliefs, which constituted one of four key factors influencing his actions. However, this does not preclude Arendt’s characterization of Himmler as an ordinary family man who transformed into a ruthless predator from also applying to Eichmann. The study examined Eichmann’s life and psychiatric reports to uncover the motivations behind his extraordinary efforts within the Nazi regime, suggesting that these factors played a significant role alongside his potential anti-Semitic beliefs. When considering all these elements together, we gain insights into how individuals can become perpetrators of extreme actions.
 
           
          
            V
 
            Tovah Kortchin further raises profound questions about how ordinary people with families could commit atrocities, such as killing women and children, and then return to a normal life after the war. Delving into the troubling reality that seemingly regular individuals can engage in horrific acts, Kortchin echoes Tuija Parvikko’s portrayal of Himmler as an ordinary person who orchestrated extraordinary evil. This concept is a powerful example of what Hannah Arendt termed the “banality of evil”—the idea that great atrocities can be committed by average individuals who are simply following orders or fulfilling what they see as their duties.
 
            Kortchin also recounts a chilling example involving a priest who, after witnessing Nazis murder the parents of 90 children and babies, saw the children suffering from thirst but made no attempt to bring them water, even though he had the opportunity. This indifference seems to be another manifestation of the banality of evil, illustrating how apathy and inaction can be as damaging as direct involvement in violence. This concept appears to be extended by Kortchin beyond the perpetrators to include the bystanders and neighbors who allowed these atrocities to occur without protest. Years after the war, Kortchin revisited the town in Slovakia (which had been transferred to Hungary during the war) where her family members perished. She was deeply shaken by the locals’ apathy, as if nothing had happened and the neighboring Jews had simply vanished from their lives without consequence. This experience reinforced her understanding of the widespread indifference that allowed the Holocaust to unfold.513
 
            Hannah Arendt viewed Eichmann as a regular person who became an opportunist and orchestrated genocides. She believed that humans have an inherent evil inclination, which, while present from birth, can grow and flourish under certain circumstances. Kortchin further elaborates on this idea, noting that Eichmann was not observed to have any irregular mental disorders. In fact, as this study mentions, psychological reports from the time of his trail did not indicate such disorders. Instead, his actions may have been driven by a deep-seated fear of failure and a strong motivation to succeed, rooted in his childhood experiences.
 
            Tuija Parvikko’s analysis of Arendt’s work reflects a similar approach, suggesting that Eichmann’s actions were more about self-preservation and opportunism than about any specific malevolent intent. However, on the other hand, scholar Yaakov Lazovik disagrees with Arendt. In his book The Bureaucrats of Hitler, Lazovik argues that the Holocaust was not merely a result of following orders but also involved a conscious commitment to the ideology behind it.514
 
            The study aligns with both perspectives. It is possible that Eichmann harbored an ingrained antisemitic hatred, which, combined with other elements, pushed and enabled him to act as he did. Personally, I believe this was the case, though my study does not aim to prove it definitively. It is equally plausible that, as a regular person motivated by fear and ambition, he acted as described in my research. From this perspective, the study makes an important contribution and further underscoring that Eichmann, as a single individual, orchestrated the annihilation of Hungarian Jews.
 
           
          
            VI
 
            The study also addresses a recent development: the release of the Eichmann interview tapes, featured in the 2022 Netflix documentary The Devil’s Confession: The Lost Eichmann Tapes. It makes a significant contribution by offering a unique analysis to verify Eichmann’s testimony and motivations, arguing that he was largely truthful, contrary to Hannah Arendt’s claims. The study examines Eichmann’s motives for the interview and the reasons to consider his statements credible, using Christopher Browning’s method for assessing perpetrators’ reliability. While understanding someone’s mindset and decision-making influences is challenging, the study presents a compelling argument about the factors influencing Eichmann’s actions. The recent release of additional tapes, and the 1960 Life magazine publication of excerpts from Eichmann’s earlier interviews, further highlight the significance of his statements. The study does not rely solely on these tapes or Eichmann’s statements to counter Arendt’s argument, fully acknowledging the limitations of perpetrators’ testimonies. It disagrees with those who seek to reject Arendt’s view solely based on what Eichmann said in the interview. Instead, it argues that we must approach the issue from the opposite direction, supporting the credibility of Eichmann’s statements in the interview, as this study does. The study relies on its own evaluation, recognizing the testimony’s potential to offer insight into Eichmann’s mindset—particularly given the inherent difficulty of accessing an individual’s inner thoughts. In doing so, Eichmann’s testimony further provides a valuable perspective on the four identified factors of the study. The study suggests that an imagined interview with Eichmann, based on its conclusions, would closely reflect his actual statements from the 1960 interview. For example, the book’s introduction quotes Eichmann discussing his reliance on the Jewish Council, while Chapter 9 notes his belief that the fate of Hungarian Jews was sealed following his meeting with Hungarian leaders upon his arrival.
 
            “Evil comes from a failure to think”, Arendt later wrote, a phenomenon she attributed to Eichmann’s claim during the trial that he was simply following orders. Arendt noted that Eichmann was neither Iago nor Macbeth—fictional characters in Shakespeare’s Othello and Macbeth; Iago, the main antagonist, and Macbeth, who became a tyrannical ruler, committed murders to protect themselves. “Except for an extraordinary diligence in looking out for his personal advancement, he had no motives at all. He merely, to put the matter colloquially, never realized what he was doing. It was sheer thoughtlessness”. This study, however, presents a different perspective, showing how Eichmann was the main orchestrator of the annihilation of Hungarian Jews. Yet, at trial, Adolf Eichmann refused to accept responsibility for the millions of lives taken by the Nazis. Chapter 8 had further analyzed the difference between Eichmann’s claims in the interview and at the trial. Arendt’s idea that evil comes from a failure to think is a popular and powerful way to comprehend how anyone could willingly participate in the unthinkable. But in the case of Adolf Eichmann, after verifying the reliability of his statements in the interview, the study provides a better understanding. In recordings made in Argentina in 1957, four years before his trial in Jerusalem, we hear Eichmann in his own voice saying, “I regret nothing”. He adds, “Every fiber in me resists the idea that we did something wrong. I must tell you honestly, had we killed 10.3 million Jews, then I would be satisfied and say, good, we have exterminated an enemy … that is the truth. Why should I deny it?”515
 
            Eichmann’s evil is not the result of a failure to think. His evil is the product of deliberate, calculated thinking that made him proud to orchestrate genocide. However, as mentioned, the study does not suggest abandoning the concept of the banality of evil, as this phenomenon can and has occurred in many other instances. But in the case of Hungary, Eichmann played a pivotal role. In the interview, Eichmann was sitting in someone’s living room, as he was describing how his job was, quote, the physical extermination of the Jews. The people in the room were stunned. Sassen asks him to clarify, and Eichmann does. Here’s that moment:
 
             
              EICHMANN: “I didn’t even care about the Jews that I deported to Auschwitz. I didn’t care if they were alive or already dead. There was an order from the Reichsführer that said Jews who were fit to work were sent to work. Jews who were unfit to work had to be sent to the Final Solution. Period.”
 
            
 
             
              SASSEN: “And with that, you clearly and openly meant physical extermination?”
 
            
 
             
              EICHMANN: “If that’s what I said, then yes, for sure”.516
 
            
 
            In that moment, the tapes reveal that even the men in the room were stunned by the truth of what Eichmann was saying. During the trial, Eichmann portrayed himself as a mere bureaucrat, claiming he was simply responsible for making the trains run on time. He maintained this facade even as he went to the gallows. However, the tapes reveal a starkly different narrative. In a recording made just four years earlier, Eichmann is heard telling Sassen that he “did not care” whether the Jews he sent to Auschwitz lived or died. While Eichmann insisted during the trial that he was unaware of the fate of the Jewish civilians aboard the trains, the tapes capture him stating bluntly, “Jews who are fit to work should be sent to work. Jews who are not fit to work must be sent to the Final Solution, period”.517
 
            The following quote, mentioned earlier from Eichmann’s conversation with Sassen, stands out as one of the most significant from the tapes: “Every fiber in me resists the notion that we did something wrong. Honestly, if we had killed 10.3 million Jews, I would have been satisfied and said, ‘Good, we have exterminated an enemy”. It reveals that Eichmann’s evil was not due to a failure of thought but rather the result of deliberate, calculated thinking that made him proud of orchestrating genocide. It may be time for us to reconsider the concept of the “banality of evil”.518
 
           
          
            VII
 
            In concluding this study, it is crucial to emphasize that the lessons of the Holocaust must be internalized by all. This study focuses on one specific case—Hungary—where the majority of Jews were murdered in a short period. By examining these events, drawing conclusions, and proposing insights, it seeks to contribute to efforts to prevent such atrocities from ever happening again. The Holocaust serves as a stark reminder of the necessity of upholding universal morals and ethics. Mere remembrance is not enough; we must actively apply its lessons to build a more just and humane world. A collective commitment to human dignity and justice is essential in ensuring that genocide does not repeat itself. The true measure of learning from these dark chapters lies in our ability to create a future where respect for every individual’s rights is paramount, and the legacy of the Holocaust serves as a catalyst for lasting change.
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            Appendix A: Four Conceptual Elements of Genocide
 
            These elements consist of four aspects: genos (the targeted group), cide (the act of killing), intention, and mereology (the relationship between parts and the whole). Debates arise concerning these elements, such as in mereology—how much of a group must be destroyed to qualify as genocide? Regarding genos, the ontological question asks whether a group is naturally defined or socially constructed. For a more detailed analysis, see Chapter 3.
 
            
              [image: See main text. Aspects range from objective to subjective for Genos, narrow to broad for Cide, specific to general for Intent, and whole-part to in for Mereology.]
             
           
          
            Appendix B: Genocide Triggers in Hungary, 1944: Straus’s Microlevel Drivers (See Chapter 12)
 
            Area 1 – In the forest metaphor, Nazi antisemitism resembles the conditions of heat and dryness in a forest, which increase the risk of igniting a fire. Therefore, it serves as a significant risk factor for genocide. Area 2 – Eichmann functions as the trigger, and within this context, various factors can influence him to initiate the fire. Area 3 – Indicators of a large-scale fire include violence following the trigger, accompanied by early patterns of atrocities. During this stage in Hungary, 12,000 Jews were transported to Auschwitz daily, facilitated by Eichmann’s collaboration with Hungarian authorities and Jewish councils, while world powers failed to intervene.
 
            
              [image: See main text. Casual and executable factors lead to opportunity, which when combined with a trigger, can lead to genocide—like a single spark that ignites an entire forest.]
             
           
          
            Appendix C: Timeline
 
            Nov. 1918 – End of World War I, Hungary was headed by Mihály Károlyi.
 
            March 1919 – The Communists took over Hungary under the leadership of a Jewish journalist, Béla Kun. Kun’s “Soviet Republic” government did not last long.
 
            Nov. 1918–Aug. 1919 – Hungarian-Romanian War.
 
            Aug. 1919 – The Romanian military occupied Budapest and handed the country over to the right-wing “White Army,” led by Admiral Miklós Horthy.
 
            Jan. 1920 – Elections were held, following which Horthy was declared Regent of the Kingdom.
 
            June 4, 1920 – Large parts of Hungary were ceded under the Treaty of Trianon.
 
            1930s – Horthy formed an alliance with Adolf Hitler.
 
            1938 – The Hungarian government launched anti-Semitic legislation designed to exclude Jews from meaningful roles in Hungarian society.
 
            1941 – The third major Hungarian anti-Semitic law was passed. Modeled on Germany’s Nuremberg Laws, it prohibited marriage between Jews and non-Jews and criminalized sexual relationships between Jewish men and Gentile women.
 
            June 27, 1941 – Hungary officially joined Germany in the war against the Soviet Union, contributing an estimated 200,000 Hungarian troops to the war effort.
 
            Aug. 27–28, 1941 – Thousands of Jews deported from Hungary were murdered in Kamenetz-Podolsk.
 
            March 9, 1942 – March 22, 1944 – Horthy remained Hungary’s regent, and Miklós Kállay served as prime minister.
 
            Early 1942 – The Hungarians gradually began to resist German plans.
 
            Oct. 1942 – To Berlin’s dismay, Hungary refused German demands to deport its Jews or to order them to wear a Jewish star.
 
            Jan. 1943 – During the Soviet offensive at Voronezh, more than 120,000 Hungarian troops fell in battle. The massive death toll shocked the Hungarian public and fueled anti-war sentiment.
 
            1943 – Italy abandoned the Axis alliance.
 
            1943 – That year, Prime Minister Kállay relaxed media censorship, allowing Hungarian politicians and members of the press to voice opposition to the war.
 
            1944 – Kállay established contact with the Allies for two purposes: to extricate Hungary from the war and to prevent Soviet occupation. However, he ignored intelligence reports warning of a German invasion. The German Foreign Office blamed Kállay’s estrangement on Jewish influences in the Hungarian government, and the German army prepared to breach the Hungarian border.
 
            March 18, 1944 – Hitler summoned Hungarian Regent Miklós Horthy and other government officials to discuss military issues. Hitler demanded the replacement of the Kállay government and informed Horthy that the German army was moving into Hungary.
 
            March 19, 1944 – Wehrmacht squadrons invaded Hungary without resistance. The Germans forced Horthy to appoint Döme Sztójay, a Nazi sympathizer, as prime minister.
 
            March 1944 – Adolf Eichmann entered Budapest with the invading army. As head of the Nazi RSHA’s Department for Jewish Affairs, Eichmann had already orchestrated the deportation and mass murder of most European Jews. He arrived with a special SS-Sonderkommando group to oversee the destruction of Hungarian Jewry.
 
            April 5, 1944 – Hungarian Jews were ordered to wear a four-inch yellow Star of David.
 
            April 7, 1944 – Jews were prohibited from leaving their homes.
 
            April 27–28, 1944 – Jewish communities were required to register for food stipends and were ordered to be concentrated in ghettos.
 
            April 1944 – Hungarian authorities ordered approximately 500,000 Jews outside Budapest to relocate to designated cities, usually regional government seats. Jews were also required to register all property exceeding 10,000 pengő.
 
            Spring–Summer 1944 – Rudolf Kasztner repeatedly met with Eichmann, who oversaw the deportation of Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz. They reached an agreement to spare 1,684 Jews, who were sent to Bergen-Belsen before being rescued and transported to Switzerland in August and December 1944.
 
            May 15–July 9, 1944 – Over 400,000 Jews were deported to Auschwitz in the Holocaust of Hungarian Jews.
 
            May 16, 1944 – Joel Brand was dispatched by Eichmann to negotiate the “blood for goods” deal but was detained by the British and failed to return within Eichmann’s two-week deadline.
 
            June 6, 1944 – The Allied invasion of Normandy prompted defensive actions by the Nazis.
 
            June 30, 1944 – Kasztner’s train departed Hungary for Bergen-Belsen. The passengers arrived in Switzerland in two groups, on August 21 and December 5, 1944.
 
            End of July 1944 – The only remaining Jewish community in Hungary was in Budapest.
 
            Summer 1944–April 1945 – After deportations ceased in July, a second phase of persecution began. Initially led by Nazi-appointed Sztójay, and later by Ferenc Szálasi, who took power in October after Horthy was detained in Germany, the Arrow Cross continued mass killings of Jews and Romani people. The massacres lasted until April 1945, when Soviet and Romanian forces occupied all of Hungary.
 
            Nov. 1944–Dec. 1944 – The Arrow Cross regime ordered the remaining Jews of Budapest into a ghetto, covering only 0.1 square miles and housing nearly 70,000 people. Several thousand Jews were forced on foot to the Austrian border in death marches, during which many were executed for failing to keep up.
 
            Dec. 1944–Feb. 13, 1945 – The Soviet Army captured all of Budapest and liberated the Budapest ghettos between January 16 and 18, 1945, where approximately 100,000 Jews remained.
 
            1946 – After the war, Sztójay was captured and executed, along with several other Arrow Cross leaders.
 
            1946 – Hungary fell under Soviet control and became part of the Eastern Bloc.
 
           
          
            Appendix D: Scott Straus’s Warning Signs Table
 
            
              Warning Signs Before Mass Atrocities
 
              (See Chapter 3 and Straus, Fundamentals of Genocide and Mass Atrocity Prevention, p. 76)
 
              
                       
                      	Tension and polarization 
                      	Widening gulf between groups either in social life or in conflict; situation is charged with emotion, anxiety, and fear 
  
                      	Apocalyptic public rhetoric 
                      	Leaders claim they face a great danger and in doing so justify violence 
  
                      	Labeling civilian groups as the “enemy” 
                      	Descriptions of a particular group as dangerous, homogenous, or worthless 
  
                      	Development/deployment of irregular armed forces 
                      	Increased empowerment and arming of irregular armed groups that may be tasked with attacking civilian populations 
  
                      	Stockpiling weapons 
                      	Significant accumulation of weapons, especially weapons that could be used against civilian populations 
  
                      	Emergency or discriminatory legislation 
                      	Authorities create laws to facilitate or support state-led and/or group-targeted violence 
  
                      	Removing moderates from leadership or public service 
                      	Those interested in perpetrating or supporting violent acts remove political opposition to such crimes 
  
                      	Impunity for past crimes 
                      	Acts of violence that go unpunished indicate acceptance of violence against civilians and can give a green light for further aggression 
 
                

              
 
             
           
          
            Appendix E: Justice/Aftermaths
 
            Dome Sztójay, who served as Hungary’s pro-German prime minister during the Nazi occupation and was a staunch supporter of Hitler, played a key role in implementing anti-Jewish policies and aligning Hungary with the Axis powers. As the Red Army advanced, he fled Hungary in April 1945 but was soon captured by American forces. Extradited to Hungary in October 1945, he was tried by a People’s Tribunal in Budapest, found guilty of war crimes and crimes against the Hungarian people, and sentenced to death. He was executed by firing squad in Budapest in 1946.
 
            Ferenc Szálasi, a Hungarian military officer and leader of the fascist Arrow Cross Party, headed the government of Hungary from October 16, 1944, after the Nazis removed Regent Miklós Horthy, until the war ended in May 1945. During his rule, he led brutal persecutions against the Jewish population. After the war, Szálasi was tried by a Hungarian court and sentenced to death for war crimes and crimes against humanity. He was hanged on March 12, 1946, in Budapest.
 
            Gábor Vajna, Károly Beregfy, and József Gera, were Hungarian leaders executed for their active roles in the persecution and murder of Hungarian Jews during the Holocaust, as well as their participation in war crimes and collaboration with Nazi Germany. Vajna and Beregfy served as ministers under Ferenc Szálasi’s regime, while Gera was the Arrow Cross Party’s chief ideologist, promoting its antisemitic and extremist policies that led to mass atrocities. They were hanged alongside Szálasi using the Austro-Hungarian pole method (short-drop hanging), a particularly brutal form of execution. This method involved a tall post with a rope looped over a hook at the top. Szálasi was led up a set of steps, bound hand and foot, and positioned with his back against the post. Once the noose was secured and the steps were removed, the short drop meant he likely died slowly from strangulation rather than the near-instantaneous death caused by a standard drop. The binding of his limbs suggests an effort to prevent struggling during the execution.
 
            László Endre, László Baky, and Andor Jaross, collectively known as the “deportation trio”, were tried in December 1945 in Budapest and found guilty of crimes against the Jewish population and acting against Hungary’s national interests. All three were sentenced to death, along with four of Hungary’s wartime prime ministers, including Béla Imrédy. Endre was executed on March 29, 1946, by short-drop hanging, a method commonly used in Austro-Hungarian executions. László Endre was a key figure in the Hungarian government’s collaboration with Nazi Germany, playing a central role in the deportation and mass murder of Hungarian Jews during the Holocaust. As a State Secretary in the Interior Ministry under the pro-German Sztójay government, he was instrumental in organizing the deportations, working closely with Adolf Eichmann to implement the Final Solution in Hungary. Endre’s brutality and excessive zeal in carrying out antisemitic policies drew the attention of Regent Miklós Horthy, who, as early as June 1944, called for his removal from the Interior Ministry. By July, Horthy successfully halted the deportations, and in September, Endre was officially dismissed. However, following Horthy’s deposition and arrest by the Nazis in October 1944, Endre quickly returned to power under Ferenc Szálasi’s fascist Arrow Cross regime, serving as Commissioner of Civil Administration. After Budapest fell to the Red Army in March 1945, Endre fled to Austria but was captured and extradited to Hungary.
 
            Adolf Eichmann, managed to escape to Argentina after the war. He was located and kidnapped to stand trial in Israel in 1961. He was executed by hanging past midnight on June 1, 1962, and his ashes were spread outside Israel’s territorial waters. The trial received widespread coverage by the press in West Germany, and many schools added material studying the issues to their curricula. In Israel, the testimony of witnesses at the trial led to a deeper awareness of the impact of the Holocaust on survivors, especially among younger citizens. The trial therefore greatly reduced the previously popular misconception that Jews had gone “like sheep to the slaughter.”
 
            Rudolf Höss, the commandant of Auschwitz concentration camp, was responsible for overseeing the mass extermination of Jews and others during the Holocaust. He was hanged in 1947 following a trial before the Polish Supreme National Tribunal. During his imprisonment, at the request of the Polish authorities, he wrote his memoirs.
 
            Dieter Wisliceny, was extradited to Czechoslovakia, where he was tried and hanged for war crimes in 1948.
 
            Kurt Becher, a high-ranking SS officer and close associate of Heinrich Himmler, played a key role in the deportation and exploitation of Jews. He was involved in the exploitation and economic manipulation of Jewish assets, accepting bribes to halt some deportations and allowing certain Jews to be spared in exchange for financial gain. After the war, he was briefly arrested by American forces but was later released due to testimony from Rudolf Kasztner and avoided significant punishment for his war crimes. Becher went on to build a successful business empire, becoming one of the wealthiest businessmen in West Germany by the 1960s, with estimated assets of $30 million. In contrast to Eichmann, Becher presented a more diplomatic and agreeable demeanor during negotiations, making it likely that he would honor commitments made for substantial bribes. A strained relationship existed between Becher, who was under Heinrich Himmler’s direct command, and Eichmann, who considered himself the superior officer. It was during Becher’s command that Kasztner’s train, carrying 1,684 Jews, was allowed to leave, likely because Becher facilitated this part of the deal.519
 
            Herman Krumey, was a high-ranking Nazi official who served as an aide to Adolf Eichmann. After the war, he was arrested by the Allies in Italy in May 1945. On May 5, 1948, Israel Kastner signed an affidavit on his behalf, leading to Krumey’s release from custody. However, on August 19, 1969, he was sentenced to life imprisonment in Germany. Krumey died in 1981 after being released from prison due to health reasons.
 
            Alois Brunner, was an Austrian SS officer (captasin) and one of Adolf Eichmann’s top aides. He played a key role in the deportation of Jews from several countries to concentration and extermination camps during the Holocaust. After the war, he escaped to Syria, where he lived under an assumed identity. Despite being sought by authorities for war crimes, he was never captured, and it was reported that he died in Syria.
 
            Otto Winkelmann, was the Higher SS and Police Leader in Hungary during the Nazi occupation. When Miklós Horthy’s government began peace negotiations, Winkelmann and Edmund Veesenmayer immediately acted to remove the Horthy regime and installed the Arrow Cross puppet government in October 1944. Captured by American forces in May 1945, Winkelmann later testified in Hungary’s war crimes trials but was not extradited despite Hungary’s request. He returned to Germany in 1948, was elected to Kiel’s municipal council in 1955, and in 1961 submitted a deposition for the Eichmann trial in Israel, denying culpability in the deportation of Hungarian Jews and claiming that Eichmann acted independently under the RSHA. Winkelmann retired in 1964 with a General of Police pension, a move that sparked controversy as he was never tried for his role in the Hungarian Holocaust.
 
           
          
            Appendix F: Vrba-Wetzler Report
 
            Rudolf Vrba and Alfréd Wetzler, two Slovak Jews who escaped from Auschwitz on April 10, 1944, composed the report either by hand or through dictation in Slovak between April 25 and 27, in Žilina, Slovakia. Oscar Krasniansky, a member of the Slovak Jewish Council, transcribed and simultaneously translated the report into German. The partial publication of this report in June 1944 is widely acknowledged for its role in influencing Hungarian Regent Miklós Horthy to cease the deportation of Hungarian Jews to Auschwitz, which had been occurring at a staggering rate of 12,000 per day since May 1944. Scholars hold differing views on when Kasztner obtained the report. According to Randolph L. Braham, Kasztner possessed a copy by May 3, when he visited Kolozsvár (Cluj), his hometown.520 The motivations behind Kasztner’s decision not to disclose the document remain unclear. Vrba maintained until his passing that Kasztner withheld it to avoid jeopardizing negotiations between the Aid and Rescue Committee and Adolf Eichmann, the SS officer overseeing the deportation of Jews from Hungary.521
 
            
              [image: See caption. Two circles marked with crosses are divided by a vertical line. Left: outer sentry chain; right: inner sentry chain.]
                Figure 25: Sketch of the Auschwitz-Birkenau gas chambers and crematoria from the English-language version of the Vrba-Wetzler report, November 1944, first written in Slovakian and German, April 1944. Credit: The Archive of The State Museum Auschwitz-Birkenau in Oświęcim.

             
            The study discussed the scholarly debate, incorporating insights from Yehuda Bauer and Randolph Brahm regarding the potential responses of Hungarian Jews had they received the report, ultimately concluding that there is insufficient evidence to definitively assert that the Jews, had they been provided with the information, would have believed it or been able to resist. However, it suggests that such information might have hindered the ease with which Eichmann orchestrated the transportation of Jews, drawing parallels with the insights from Milgram’s experiments as discussed in the study.
 
            Notably, the Jewish Council in Budapest did distribute the report to individuals, and here is one pertinent example to consider when pondering how people might have responded. As a teenager working for the Jewish Council in Budapest, Hungarian biologist George Klein served as a junior secretary. In late May or early June, his boss, Dr. Zoltán Kohn, entrusted him with a carbon copy of the report, instructing him to share it only with his closest family and friends. Klein confided in his uncle, a prominent physician, who reacted with disbelief and anger, nearly resorting to physical confrontation. Similar reactions ensued among other relatives and friends: the older generation dismissed the report, while the younger ones embraced it and expressed a desire to take action. When the time came for Klein to board the train, he opted to flee instead, a decision that ultimately saved his life.522
 
           
          
            Appendix G: Scott Straus’s Forest Metaphor (See Chapters 3 and 12)
 
            
              [image: See main text.]
                Figure 26: An individual’s reflection on the act of igniting a flame within a dense forest.

             
            In examining the dynamics of genocide, Scott Straus’s ‘forest fire’ metaphor provides a compelling framework for understanding how violence spreads. To visually represent this concept, I have included an image of an individual contemplating his ability to spark a fire in a dense forest. This illustration serves as a symbol of how localized acts of violence can escalate into large-scale atrocities, much like a single spark that can ignite an entire forest. Straus analyzes the interplay between risk factors – akin to vulnerable areas of a forest susceptible to ignition – and the triggers of genocide, which resemble small sparks that can ignite widespread destruction. This study further utilizes this imagery to analyze the evolution of events in Hungary, demonstrating how a particular section of the forest, embodying delicate components, symbolizes the potential for Eichmann to initiate the annihilation of Hungarian Jewry, as outlined by the factors discussed. Just as a single individual can ignite a forest fire, Eichmann’s decisions acted as a trigger for subsequent events. However, his ability to act depended on seizing the right opportunity – overcoming obstacles and fears, including the risk of others intervening before his plans could materialize. The study further explores the role of bystanders, drawing a parallel to a fire deliberately set in a forest – one that spreads unchecked because those who could intervene choose not to act.
 
           
          
            Appendix H: Map 1 – Hungary, 1933
 
            
              [image: See caption. The shaded region includes Miskolc, Nyiregyhaza, Debrecen, Bekescsaba, Gyor, Budapest, Pecs, Szeged, Sopron, and so on.]
              Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

                Figure 27: Map of Hungary in the inter-war period, after World War I and prior to its alliance with Nazi Germany.

             
           
          
            Appendix I: Map 2 – Hungarian Expansion During WWII
 
            
              [image: See caption. Three shaded areas represent regions annexed from Czechoslovakia (1938 to 1939), Romania (1940), and Yugoslavia (1941).]
              Credit: United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

                Figure 28: Map of Hungary’s Expansion during World War II.
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