German Women and the Holocaust

“Women were not strangers. Nor were they destroyergarmongers, were they?

Women were nurturers and peacemakers, were theé .not. [There is an]

assumption that most women were jbstter than most men.” [Owings 1993,

Xii]

Introduction

The Holocaust is undoubtedly one of the most fioravents, if notthe most
horrific event, of modern times. At the core of tlmairder of six million Jews is the
chilling truth that a great number of “ordinary” ®n people were implicated in the
genocide, whether through active involvement or gitant inaction. The desire to know
why so large a number of people contributed to @t of the Holocaust has led to
discussion of the acts of different groups withie tGerman population. However, with
regard to the perpetrators and bystanders therdoés little or no discussion of the
moral responsibility of women.

Women made up half the German population, yet vew historians have
discussed the roles they played or the issue of theral responsibility. Indeed, more
often than not women are portrayed as an uninfiakeséctor of the population who if
anything were victims of Nazi rule themselves. btisins often indicate that women
were forced to remain within the non-political sghewith no influence outside of wife-

and motherhood. [Stibbe 1993, 35] Thus, it is segge that women cannot be held

morally responsible because they were unable tamjghing to prevent the Shoah.

! | use the terms “Holocaust” and “Shoah” intercteatgy to describe the Nazi genocide
of the Jews.
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Alongside this historical and moral “fact” it is partant to consider the contemporary
debate led by Carol Gilligan which suggests thatmen are more morally caring than
men? This is supported by a feeling that women wouddehbeen morally unable to
implement, perform or ignore the atrocities of 8t@ah. [Owings 1993, xii]

The above view would imply that German women canngluded in a group of
caring individuals who were unable to help the Jbasause of their own victimisation
by the Nazi regime. | intend to show that this visamisguided. Whilst there is some
truth in it, for womenwere discriminated against by both state and soci¢tignores
certain facts about the various roles women chos@lay in Nazi society. It also
discounts those women who resisted Nazi injustncerascued victims. German women
may have different levels of moral responsibilliyt they cannot simply be cleared of all
guilt

Before proceeding it is necessary to clarify st terms. Under the heading of
perpetrators | include all those people who digectintributed to the Shoah, both the
camp guard and the bureaucrat who compiled listsevis for deportation. In the
bystander group | put those who did nothing actitBer to harm or to help the Jews.
The bystanders may have been hostile towards devisey may have felt disgusted by
the events of the Holocaust, but they did nothictgva. When | speak of German women
in this paper | mean those German women who wetdghemselves victimised by the
Nazis. They were the “superior” women who fittedwith the Nazi notion of an Aryan
woman. | intend no offence by leaving out thosen@er women whaevere persecuted by

the Nazis, such as German Jewish women, Commuanmst$rade unionists, gypsies and

2 See Carol Gilligan, Different Moral Voices




other “undesirables”; yet the boundaries of thedrbave chosen do not leave room to
discuss these persecuted German women.

The paper deals with aspects of the moral respiibgiof German women. First,
| discuss the view of German women proposed byll@i8ock: namely that all German
women were victims of the Nazi regime on accounthefanti- and pro-natalist policies
of the Nazis. | argue that this is a one-dimendiatew of German women and that it
fails to recognise and differentiate between thgree and the style of victimisation
suffered by Jewish and “Aryan” women respectivélpelieve it also has undesirable
implications in the assessment of moral resporitsibil

| then go on to an analysis of the argument ttietigh women may not have
been true victims, they cannot be held morally eesfble because they did not do much
more than sustain the private sphere. | agree @idudia Koonz that this act of
sustaining the private sphere reveals, in fact, Waanen played a complicit role in the
events of the Shoah. However, | shall argue thanher did more than this as well.
Because some womahose to become Nazis and because other women decidad to
the Jews, | claim that womenere able to make moral decisions and thus must be
included in the discussion of moral responsibilitgther than being seen as just in a
complicit role.

Finally | focus on women as perpetrators. A disaus of the moral responsibility
of women would be incomplete without examining fimeall but significant number of
women who were perpetrators. | discuss the proldérmromen perpetrators who were
labour conscripts and how this affects their moesdponsibility. | also consider the
sexism within the SS, and the brutality of certaitorious female perpetrators. | include

a discussion of the wives of male perpetratorsyelsas some consideration of the role



of German women prisoner functionaries and theioas against Jewish women.

German Women as Victims

“The woman has the task to be beautiful and to bleidren. This is not as crude

or as old fashioned as it may sound. The fematk fimieens herself for the male,

and hatches the egg for him. In return, the matiges the food.” [Cited in

Kolinsky 1993, 14]

As the above quote makes clear, at first glaneeNhzi policy on the role of
women in society appears to have been simple; tl¢hen was glorified, the
emancipated woman was viewed as “an agent of demmnand national decline”.
[Stibbe 1993, 35] Women were officially viewed agial but different: “Equal rights for
women means that they receive the esteem theywdeisethe sphere nature has assigned
to them.” [Hitler, cited in Grunberger 1971, 328]dther words, women were not to hold
positions of public responsibility. Most women whad occupied responsible positions
in the public domain before 1933 were ejected wtherNazis gained power, and women
were forbidden from occupying leading positionshivitthe Nazi party. [Grunberger
1971, 322] Women were instead to concentrate orgiog up their “Aryan” children in
a female-dominated private sphere. In order toyaels women to take up that role,
abortions were banned and child allowances weredated as a financial incentive to
have children. This pro-natal policy existed fdrtabse women who were deemed to be

racially and socially desirable. The importancecgthon child-bearing led to pressure on

many women to become mothers. Matthew Stibbe mestioe harassment suffered by

3 A notable exception is Gertrud Scholtz-Klink whoeldh the position of

“Reichsfrauenfuhererin”, the head of the Women'sdauw. However, her influence
outside the domains of motherhood and wifehood veag limited. [See Koonz 1987,
392-394 and Stibbe 1993, 38]



non-Jewish women who didn’t want to have childrewbo were unable to. One woman
who couldn’t conceive tried to kidnap babies inesrtb attain the ideal of motherhood.
[Stibbe 1993, 36]

A policy of anti-natalism existed alongside theo-piatal aims of the Nazis.
People deemed to be of Aryan race were greatlyedahy the Nazis, whereas those
considered to be of a lower race, or socially uimdbke, or “lacking an orderly family
life”, were not esteemed or honoured. [Bock 19889]1The Nazi pro-natalist
programme excluded these “undesirables”, many afnwkvere actively prevented from
procreation through compulsory sterilisation. Batten and women underwent this
horrific proceduré. One estimate states that by the end of 1934587@men had been
forcibly sterilised and five per cent of these ligeld from it. [Cited in Stibbe 1993, 36]
Gisella Bock, who has written extensively on thibjsct, suggests that women were
more affected by it than men: sterilization affelctmainly the poorer strata of the
population and women were over-represented - sexvanskilled workers and jobless
housewives, particularly those married to unskiliextkers. [Bock 1983, 172]

It is reported by von Saldern that Bock claims weonsuffered more than men
gualitatively as well as quantitatively owing toetltlose psychological connection
between women and their sexual fertififjuon Saldern 1994, 143] Bock thus concludes
that these Nazi policies were not only imbued wisitism but also contained an

aggressively sexist component. Bock makes similaims about the pro-natalist
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Many of the sterilisation methods were highly expental and were carried out in
concentration camps in terrifyingly inhumane coiotis. [See Lengyel 1947, 124-125]

> | have been unable to obtain a copy of Bock's bdbkangssterilisation im
Nationalsozialismus Thus, some of the arguments which | present ag’'B@ce taken
from von Saldern’s article “The Role Of Women ie tNazi State".




policies. Both pro- and anti-natalist policies disgnated against women, for they
controlled their lives, forcing them to adopt certeoles and victimising all women, “the
inferior as well as the superior”. [Bock 1983, 177this portrayal of women under Nazi
rule is correct, it implies that women cannot béhesponsible for the crimes of the
Nazi regime. Women who were viewed as superior vperghed out of positions of
social and political power and into the realm oftheshood, whereas those deemed to be
inferior were taken to concentration camps and somes forcibly sterilised. Bock
believes that both groups of women were victims,imsplying exclusion from moral
guilt for the “superior” Aryan women.

Bock's argument is thought-provoking. She highigghthe anti-natalist policy
which ran parallel with the pro-natalism of Nazir@®any. The existence of these
policies alongside one another demonstrates thenpak applications of eugenic aims,
through the employment of anti-natalist and praahstt policies. Nonetheless, her
conclusion that all women were victims of the regim a hasty one and needs to be
carefully examined.

The implications of the eugenic aim of the Nazs women are thoroughly
considered by Gisella Bock. However, she appeargriore the question of how it
affected men. She is aware that men suffered frompeilsory sterilization; indeed she
documents the fact that men were subject to castréitiree years before women were
affected. [Bock 1983, 167] In spite of this, mere acarcely mentioned as having
suffered (or as having sufferadfficiently) from the eugenic aims of the Nazis. Whilst
women may have suffered more at a quantitativel liéve rather disturbing to suggest
that women suffered qualitatively more than mens™haim implies that men who were

forcibly castrated suffered less than women whoewsmpulsorily sterilised; a claim



which | believe it is difficult to justify. Von Sdern contends that Bock’s argument that
women were affected more than men because theigl 9dentities as sexually fertile
individuals were destroyed is flawed:

Bock presumes that all women found their identity g¢hild-bearing and

motherhood, an argument which applied to some ef Wlomen who were

sterilized but certainly not to all of them. . . &ocomes “curiously close to

implying that non-mothers are not really women”af/Saldern 1994, 144]

The pro-natalist policies obviously deeply affecteromen owing to their
biological function and the existence of the stramgial pressures to be a mother.
However, men were also affected by pro-natalisneyTivere positively encouraged to
father children, and it was highly desirable toeb&amily man within the SS. [Koonz
1988, ch.11] This is not to claim that men wergesed by eugenic policies to the same
extent as women. Womaenere regarded as inferior to men by the state arnehg men
who made and implemented policy decisions. Howewemn were also targeted by anti-
and pro-natalist policies. To state that women wacéimised through the pursuit of
eugenics, implies that if men also suffered from golicy, they must either be included
in the category of “victims” or neither women noemin general can be classified in this
way.

My second objection to Bock’s argument is the o$ghe term “victim” to
describe all women. Women were discriminated agamthe Third Reich, and therefore
in a certain way they were victimised. However|aoel women as victims implies that
they were part of the same group as the JewisimgctBut a woman who was under
social pressure to have more children was notrmiséd to the same degree as a Jewish

woman or man ripped away from their home, separatad their family, placed in a

camp with atrocious living conditions, or sent te tgas chamber. Bock’s claim that



“[bloth Nazi racism and sexism concerned all wom#re inferior as well as the
superior” is true, but it fails to recognise antfatentiate between the degree and style of
victimisation suffered by different women. [Bock8® 177] Although the Nazis did
view women as inferior to men, they did not placanven on the same level as the Jews.
Aryan women were still members of a “superior” ra@éhilst | accept that different
levels of victimisation existed, | believe thatist preferable to avoid the term with
reference to German women. To label German gewti@en, without qualification, as
victims places them on the same plane as male emdlé Jews, when most German
gentile women suffered neither to the same extentaa in similar ways to the Jewish
victims. It also removes the possibility of findi@erman women morally responsible for
aspects of the Holocaust.

Bock’s views on the women of Nazi Germany are @ading, for she appears to
ignore the roles womethose to play in Nazi life. Some women actively suppdrtditler
and his aims. This is demonstrated by the largebeurof women who voted for the Nazi
party in 1932 and 1933 (nearly as many women vétedhe Nazis as men). [Koonz
1988, 4] Thus, a large number of women chose tovich party which was “no friend of
female suffrage” and one which they knew was aggyrely anti-Semitic. Some women
not only voted for the Nazis, but appeared to slAdolf Hitler himself. Many love
letters were sent to Hitler, calling him such tlaras “My dear, sugar-sweet Adolf” and
“My heart’'s own”. [GRANTA 51 1995, 75] There aremarous reports of female “mass
hysteria” in crowds, women with an “uncontrollallege to touch” Hitler. [Grunberger
1971, 339] Also, by 1936, eleven million of thertipfive million German women had
joined the NS-Frauenschaft, the Nazi women’s omggin. [von Saldern 1994, 151]

Some women played extremely active roles, aiding ¢ugenic aims through the



kidnapping of blonde Polish children, and a smatl gignificant number were guards in
concentration and death camps. Thus, one can aea llirge number of German women
did not just passively acquiesce to racist andssexie but actively embraced Nazism
and its aims.

Finally, it is worth noting that the desire fos@onger, more “healthy” population
and the reactionary policies towards women were gcwifined to Nazi Germany.
European countries other than Germany introducedsores to curb abortion and
restricted contraceptives in order to increasermber of people from “good racial
stock”. France introduced awards for “productive’dthers before Germany, with
abortion becoming a capital offence in Vichy Franoe1942. [Stibbe 1993, 36]
Restrictions were also placed on the professioolalsrwhich women could occupy in
various countries, including Belgium, the Nethedsnand Britain, where married
women were largely excluded from teaching until 4%hen a new state education
policy was introduced. [ibid.] This shows that wama many other countries than Nazi
Germany were discriminated against as a way ofsprexy them to produce more
children. If we are to argue that German women wiifbered from pro-natalist policies
and restrictions on their public roles should wed as victims and are therefore free of
responsibility for the acts of their country antlde (male) citizens, then should British,
Dutch and French women also be seen as free oketflanguilty acts committed by their
countries? Can we or should we assert that hdtie@population of Europe in the 1930s
and 1940s were victims and therefore free of mogaponsibility? This seems both
unlikely and undesirable. Discrimination touchesngnandividuals at times, but we do
not want to say that such large numbers of peagealhvictims in the same way as the

Jews under Nazi rule and therefore free of moraigl. Whilst pro-natalist policies did



discriminate against women both in Germany andthherocountries this does not mean
that German women are entirely free from moral esasmility for the events of the

Holocaust.

The Private Sphere

Some feminist scholars have argued that German emocannot be held
responsible for the Shoah. They claim that evemghovomen were not victims, their
actions are still blameless because they did ngtimiare than uphold the private sphere.
[von Saldern 1994, 145] The proponents of this vaegue that as a group women did
little more than bring up their children and pravid pleasant home for their husbands.
Thus, to say they bear some responsibility forHbecaust is incorrect.

Claudia Koonz argues against this view. In herkbiiothers in the Fatherland
Koonz argues that, because women upheld the pregtere, a backdrop of normality
was created, helping to divert attention from muvde acts. Women cooked, cleaned,
brought up their children and provided a stable iljanfife. They equipped the
perpetrators with a family which “offers refuge ite members [and] prepares them to
face society outside.” [Koonz 1988, 388] Whilst Kkaadoes not call these acts guilty she
insists they were acts of complicity which enabileel perpetrators to forget about their
job of murder while at home.

Gitta Sereny’dnto That Darkness provides some practical examples that serve to
support Koonz’s argument. Sereny’'s book documemis donversations with Franz
Stangl. Stangl was Kommandant at the Treblinkathad the Sobibor death camps, and
he oversaw the deaths of more than a million vistifiRittner and Roth 1993, 270]

Talking of Stangl and his wife, Sereny concludes tihhe was profoundly dependent on
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her approval of him as a husband, a father, a geoya professional success - and also
as a man.” [Sereny 1974, 78] Stangl himself clairtined his main joy was his home and
his wife: “All | wanted was just to close the dooir my house and be alone with my
wife.” [Sereny 1974, 30] The continuation of a natrfamily life seemingly enabled him
to come home and forget about his day, just asytadzanker may work from nine until
five and yet be able to cease thinking about hisyben he returns home, relaxed by the
comfort of seeing his children, eating dinner, aradching a film with his wife.

According to Koonz, German women do not escapporesbility through their
occupancy of a non-political private sphere. Thaalghng of the private sphere was in
itself a morally relevant act. German women hawpecial female guilt, because they
continued as normal, cooking, cleaning, and loolkftgr their children. This notion of a
special female guilt has been criticised by somariest scholars, for they argue that it is
wrong to condemn women for continuing to practiéeirt gender-specific roles,
particularly in a society where there was littiexibility in changing roles:

As long as the “guilt” of women is seen as beawmngl raising children, in the

work done for the family and in the “traditionaBlle of women, who were said to

be at the centre of National Socialist racial pglithere is hardly a chance of

obtaining a new view. [Cited in von Saldern 19947]1
Also, it is argued that “the real contribution obmven to Nazi crimes occurred in non-
traditional functions external to the home.” [Citedvon Saldern 1994, 155] Whilst this
is a valid retort to Koonz, | do not believe thainvalidates her argument. | believe that
one of the implications of Koonz'’s position is thettth men and women under the Nazi
regime should have been aware of the consequehtiesioactions and that to continue

as normal, as though nothing was happening, waslinareprehensible. Men also

continued to work in roles viewed as traditionaiiyale; through joining the army and
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protecting the nation from people viewed as “ensnuoé the state”. Yet few, surely,
would propose that this removes their moral resipdrtyg.

It is true that for the most part women didn’'t eppto change their daily lives in
Nazi Germany. They continued to do the same sothiafys as they had before 1933.
Their jobs did not change from that of an unempdopeilder to a member of a police
battalion who killed Jews, as a man’s might havisoAvomen’s actions in general did
not actively harm the Jews. Later | shall addréesfact that women’s roles in some
waysdid change. They too marched in Nazi rallies or joiNedi groups such as the NS-
Frauenschaft (the Nazi women’s organisation). Hirshall explore the proposal that
German women are excluded from moral responsibidggause they did neaictively
harm anyone, on account of their occupancy of thefe sphere.

The primary rol& of many women in Nazi Germany was that of wife arather.
Women in the Third Reich had little choice abougithoccupation. They simply
performed the “non-political” tasks of the housewiind mostly did not choose to
perform acts which harmed Jews. Is this sufficesr@neration for their lack of resistance
to the Shoah? The majority of Germans were bystandaed an even larger majority of
German women were bystanders, yet it is not onlip@aavhich causes harm; inaction,
too, can contribute to evil. The absence of protest of efforts to help Jewish people
enabled anti-Jewish persecution to continue analasc If a greater number of Germans
had resisted these policies of the Nazis, it iglyikhat fewer innocent lives would have
been taken. The bystander must accept some rebpitydor what happened. Thus,

even if the role of German women did not changargue that it should have done.

® | say primary role, for as | shall discuss later, many womerp aslopted more
aggressively political positions.
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German society had changed, a fascist state washsma the freedom of innocent
citizens, and therefore a moral wonmgnould have changed the role she was playing in
society.

| have argued that as a group German women cdmmotiewed simply as
victims. Indeed some women were perpetrators. Heweas for the majority, most
German women suffered some level of discriminattbough not to an extent that they
were unable to exercise a degree of control over tives. If German women in the
Third Reich knew what was happening aodld have helped the Jews, can we say they
bear some burden of guilt? | believe we can.

Women knew that something evil was happeningealdws. Even if they had no
secure knowledge of the death camps, they saw de&iish neighbours compelled to
wear the Star of David, prevented from shoppingAimgan shops, and finally taken
forcibly from their homes and to an unknown destarafrom which they did not return.
Sereny argues that women whose husbands workedd®S often knew of the crimes
their husbands were involved in:

No one who has gone into these matters can cantimibelieve that SS men

never told their wives about their activities. Oereample of this is Gustav

Munzberger, who was at the Sonnenstein euthanasiduie before he went to

Treblinka. “Well,” Frau Munzberger told me, “I kneafter a while what he was

doing. He wasn’t supposed to say of course, butkymw what women are,” and

she smiled comfortably. “I probed and probed andlly he told me. It was awful
of course,” she added, just as comfortably, “butatvbouldwe do?” [Sereny

1974, 106]

She could in fact have done something, as is detmated by the answer to Sereny’s
guestioning of Frau Stangl on what her husband evbale chosen if she had given him

an ultimatum - either her or the job. “I believatlif | had ever confronted Paul with the

alternatives: Treblinka - or me; he would . . .,ylee would in the final analysis have
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chosen me”[Sereny 1974, 361]

Whilst women were not in a strong economic positio help the Jews, some
women did help. A particularly poignant exampleaed by Frances Henry is of a
woman throwing food through the windows of Jewishises after Jews had been banned
from Aryan shops. [Henry 1984, 99] This does nottloe face of it, appear to be an act
of great significance. Whilst it required courageither great planning nor a large
amount of money were needed. Nor was it an act lwkvould have helped large
numbers of people or saved Jews from the fate efctincentration and death camps.
Nevertheless, it was an act of resistance, anfamtropassion for fellow human beings,
and most importantly it was an act which was anatextension of the housewife’s role.

It is important to note, further, that some Germarmen did more than this; they
actually risked their lives in order to rescue Jand resist the Nazis. Take for example
the German woman, Maria Countess von Maltzan. Vaitadn helped to save Jews
from 1936 onwards. Along with other rescuers, stoded groups of Jews out of Berlin
and on to a train headed for Sweden, bribing thm tconductor. Her flat was always
“crammed with people” seeking refuge from Nazi petgion, and it was invaded by the
SS on at least one occasion. [Block and DruckeR1994] At the age of 24 Gitta Bauer
also made the decision to provide a refuge fomaslewoman whom she hid for the last
year of the war. Bauer not only hid this woman ¢etided not to tell her parents, so as
to protect them from the burden of knowledge andspmbe persecution. [Block and

Drucker 1992, 136-141] The acts of these two wostaow us that some women were

’ Frau Stangl actually changes her mind about #tés,| sending a letter to Sereny saying
“I have always lived honourably”, but Sereny beéisuvhe first response was the more
heartfelt and true.
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prepared to risk everything and that they belie®y had a duty to fight injustice. Gitta
Bauer is “still... ashamed to be German, one ofgéneeration that killed 6 million”, and
yet she was one of the few who felt compelled twiBee her comfort in order to oppose
the monstrous policies of the Nazi regime. [ibpd.139]

| believe that many women were in a position ti@ofome help to the victims,
whether it was feeding or hiding them. Howevers ikinot to say that women'’s ability to
help was altogether equal to men’s, given theieriof position in society. Although
circumstances varied greatly between individualen mwere on the whole economically
stronger and the decision-makers within familieeefEfore men were generally in a
better position than women to aid persecuted JAlg®s, for the most part women were
the primary carers for elderly parents and childnglacing pressure on them not to
jeopardise their live& Frau Brixius, interviewed by Alison Owings, says:

“Things had gone so far, you could not undertakgrang without being killed. It

was already too late. We all woke up too lateidnd help either, if you yourself

were done away with.” She said that because Gemmamen were responsible

for elderly parents and children, they were thesttieadependent and therefore

least likely to risk their lives. [Owings 1993, 413
| think that this point is relevant when examinitigg moral responsibility of German
women. Whilst | believe that the family was a relewfactor when German men were
deciding whether they could offer help to persedufews, it is perhaps a more
applicable explanation for why so many women adibptdystander position. But it is
not a completely adequate explanation for femadetion because women also chose to

enter the Nazi public sphere and they publicly exobd Nazi aims.

Women had some scope, albeit limited, to occupiemale” political sphere.

® Interestingly, neither of the rescuers discusdeav@ had children; nor did they live
with elderly parents.
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Eleven million women joined the NS-Frauenschaftd anembership of the Bund
Deutscher Madel (BDM) was compulsory from 1936 omisa [Kolinsky 1993, 17]
Whilst these public groups were intended to uphtddnale” values and virtues, they
also became small fighting communities. The presem of female values along with
calls for everyone to “fight for their Volk” createa natural tension in women’s
positions. They performed “womanly” tasks in orderfight for their beliefs. Nursery
teachers looked after children and taught thene#ol mnd write, but they also preached
that Hitler was the Fuhrer and that Jewish childwere bad. Thus, acts within the
domain of motherhood became aggressively political:
Female social workers provide one example of phacess. They had initially
wanted to transform the natural resource of “mdittess” into a humanitarian
profession. But under the Nazis they often endegngparing the way for the
“selection” and elimination of so-called “inferibfe.” [von Saldern 1994, 149]
This supports Koonz’s claim that the continuatidnfammily life and “family values”
involved acts of complicity by women, but it alaargasses her claim, for it implies that
traditional “female” occupations became aggresgiymlitical and were incorporated
into a female public sphere. The female public sphencouraged young girls to be
military mothers and to be proud of their heritagel their racial background. It inspired
women to take a partisan stance that would infits@ldicate their political rights. Even
more worryingly, the existence of such a sphereatad the pervasiveness of Nazi aims
and the depth of the acceptance of anti-Semitisopggated by women and young girls

as well as by men. There are studies which revesdldnti-Semitism was rife amongst

women: Frances Henry cites research by Sarah Gautiesh found that more German

® The NS-Frauenschaft was the collective organisasioNazi women’s groups, and the
Bund Deutscher Mdel was the Nazi group for girls.
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women than German men had anti-Semitic tenderi€igsd in Henry 1984, 104]

The majority of women adopted bystander positimwgards the genocide of the
Jews. Despite some level of discrimination agawsimen by the regime, women
managed to incorporate Nazism into their life, anche actively embraced Nazism and
all its aims. Women contributed to the continuatadra semblance of normality, which
can be viewed as aiding the male perpetrators liagahem to return to a “safe haven”
called home. However, women also did more than ey knew of the persecution of
the Jewish people and many were in a positiondgige aid. Yet, on the whole, women
did not help. Whilst | accept that women were iructurally disadvantaged positions,
they were neither rendered altogether incapablewere they moral inadequates. If
women knew what was happening to the Jews and aldesto help without great risk to
their lives and the lives of their children, thdrey must be viewed as bearing some
responsibility. To regard women as morally innoaginthe events of the Holocaust is to
miscalculate the help women would have been abpvi. It also implies that women
are not to be viewed as moral agents because wfgbsition in society. Finally, the
suggestion that women are morally excused of timesr of the Shoah ignores the small
but significant number of women who were perpetsatnd co-perpetrators, a matter to

which | now turn.

Women as Per petrators

. .. an east German woman and former Nazi guaet] &9, is expected to face
prosecution for the murder of a young girl in a@amtration camp. . .the accused.
. murdered the girl in front of witnesses at Malchow camp - a satellite of
Ravensbrick. . .She was organising... a death mawdien a young girl prisoner
pleaded not to be separated from her mother...atlhased beat the girl with a
rubber truncheon and then kicked and trampled enptiostrate girl with her

boots until she died. [Traynor 1997a, 1-2]
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This description of a murderous act by a Holocgeaspetrator is shocking. That
any human being can be so cruel and brutal to ag/gul wanting to be with her mother
is horrific; that the perpetrator of this bloodynee is a woman perhaps increases the
abhorrence and incredulity felt by the reader. ¥ththe gender of the perpetrator
shouldn’t matter, those who commit brutal crimes andely expected to be male.
Society and tradition regularly cast men as aggresand the makers of war whilst
portraying women as gentle and peace-making. Tihst little discussion there is of
female perpetrators in the Holocaust focuses oir tteviancy; on how they differed
from women who sustained “normal” female valuessTtcurs to a much greater extent
than in the discussion of male perpetrators. Asrikopoints out it is probably because
we feel that women’s participation in such eveetguires a “major... departure from the
normal values and experiences of women.” [Koonz81984] Apart from accounts that
mention the most sadistic acts of women perpesatew systematic studies exist of
women as perpetratot. Researchers seem to prefer to view these women as
“statistically insignificant.” [ibid.] In this finasection of the paper | survey the material
available to me on women perpetrators, and tryhtmasthat, though they were few in
number, they are nonetheless important. They leeleepen our understanding of the
perpetrators of the Holocaust, perhaps enablirtg aemprehend a little more about how
so many people, male and female, became involvéteimurder of millions of innocent
people.

Between 3,000 and 3,500 women guards are knovave worked in the camp

19| have been unable to find any such works in Bhglihough there are some references
in German.
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system between 1939 and 194$Smith 1994, 322; Traynor 1997b, 4] They were draw
from all social classes and had previously heldowaroccupations, from factory workers
to opera singers. [Smith 1994, 322] Most of the deEmguards supervised women
inmates, although a few were nurses and doctdiseitamps. According to both Milton
and Smith the majority of these women were labamscripts; very few were volunteers
and practically none were members of the Nazi p@ktyiton, 1984, 224; Smith 1994,
322] The fact of labour conscription amongst thpsgetrators raises a problem as to
their guilt. How much choice did the women havewhbghere they were conscripted to
work, and how much control did they have over thaure of their tasks? If, once they
arrived in a camp they wanted to leave, were tdg t0? How, in general, does the fact
that they were conscripted affect the issue of imesponsibility?

| have found little discussion of female perpetratwho were labour conscripts,
with one notable exception: that of Frau Fest, vghaterviewed by Alison Owings. Fest
was a factory worker in 1939 and aged 19, but hediwas injured and she was released
to help with the “Kriegseinsatz” (mobilization footal war). In 1944 she was told that
she was being “drafted to watch over foreign waskcés”. [Owings 1993, 317] This
consisted of joining the SS and serving as a guawlllendorf, a subsidiary camp of
Ravensbriick, where she was in charge of a groupuafjarian Jewish womén.Fest
insists that she had no idea of the nature of Rebréick before her arrival. She says that

she felt like a prisoner herself and intenselyikisl the conditions for the Jewish women

1 Most sources cite the number as 3,000, howevarcant article inThe Guardian
suggests that the number may be 3,500 or moreyfdral997b, 4-5]

12 Ravensbriick was the sole Nazi concentration cdrapimprisoned only women and
children.
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in her camp. She tried as much as she could to Hexlcharges by giving them extra
food and claims she didn’t carry a weapon. As lier dther guards, she says that most of
them viewed their tasks as “just a job”, and apann the head female guard, Kate
Hoem, few were violent towards the prisoners. Havewat the time Fest thought her
task necessary for the war effort. It was only witar transfer to another camp,
Sommerda, that she decided that the treatmentealdtvs was immoral and unjustified.
[Owings 1993, 317-319]

Fest’'s story implies she was a pawn in a largenegand was unable to change
anything, not even her own job. According to hée svas appalled by the treatment of
the Jews, but thought her job was part of the Vfarte But if she was indeed appalled
by the conditions of the prisoners, how could sheesdily believe it was justified, even
for the war effort? Anna Fest never mentions whettee asked for a transfer to a
different job, one not directly related to the geide against the Jews, so we are not sure
how easy it would have been for her to move. Howeteere is widespread agreement
that people who asked for a transfer away from hdeamps in general received
permission. Why did Anna Fest stay? She was noettefurther her career, nor, she
claims, was she a particularly brutal woman guibdgdadistic or anti-Semitic impulses.
It is possible that she was afraid, for she mesti@eling as though she were a prisoner
herself and also claims that she was harassed leygnards who taunted her for being a
lesbian, owing to her close friendship with anotikeman. Yet she seemingly had a
good relationship with the camp Kommandant who fefiteto be a “nice man”. When
she was transferred he sent a message to her nem&idant that she was to be treated
well. This does not suggest that Fest was afraidpjoroach her boss for a voluntary

transfer.
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Perhaps she was not as reluctant a perpetraheasnplies. It is possible that
her memory and conscience deceive her about tleesiot played. Perhaps shas
spurred on by anti-Semitism, although her testimogs not acknowledge she was anti-
Semitic Or maybe shavas a brutal woman. Owings confirms that testimoniesnf
survivors of Allendorf “substantiate the officialqeeedings that witfew exceptions, the
SS women guards were considered brutal women who intensified the fascist rule of the
KZ.” [Cited in Owings 1993, 326, emphasis added] e Bxceptions are not named.
Indeed, although Fest portrays herself as a ndemnicand kind guard, no survivors
would testify in her defence in court, becauset Eeatends, they were not allowed to.
Despite this, she escaped punishment owing to andewt stating that she had not been
a volunteer. Her insistence that she didn’t carsyempon may well be true, for there is
no indication that all women guards in the camps$ chrry weapons. However, it is
worth noting that many female defendants in thes&elITrial claimed that they did not
carry a weapon, even though there was testimoniderece to the contrary. [Phillips
1949, 207-280]

The testimony of Anna Fest combined with othervdedge we have of labour
conscripts cannot altogether clear them of morapaasibility for the events of the
Shoah. Fest was cleared lefal responsibility. However, we know that many of the
murderers of Jews were not volunteers. Daniel agén shows this through his
analysis of Police Battalions, whose conscriptsenathusiastic executors of cruel and
genocidal acts. [Daniel Goldhagen 1996, 181-28@rEw women were conscripts, it is
reported by Germaine Tillion that they mostly a@apguickly to their new role:

One little Aufseherin, twenty years old, who wadiest so ignorant of proper

“‘camp manners” that she said “excuse me” when wglkn front of a prisoner,

needed exactly four days to adopt the requisiteng@amalthough it was totally
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new for her. . . As for others, a week or two, anthaat the most, was an average
orientation period. [cited in Smith 1994, 322]

Women such as Fest may not have been exceptidoraital, but they may have been
influenced by their situation and complied with thdes of the camp, where it was
standard for guards to beat victims. Even if thielyrebt succumb to the pressure of their
situation these women at least witnessed andt&edl one of the most atrocious crimes
against humanity. Women guards, whether volunteersot, must therefore accept a
high degree of moral responsibility for their stleatquiescence and active role in the
murder of the Jews.

It is interesting to note that the material on veontamp guards often mentions
the sexism which women endured within the SS. dyrappear a mockery to the evil
suffered by the Jewish and other prisoner victiros tdke time discussing the
victimisation suffered by these female murderersweler, it is important not to view
the perpetrators in a one-dimensional way. Whitstotars of the Shoah are concerned
with studying the perpetrators because they cautetb directly to the death of some 6
million Jews, there is also a need to try to undés them: to find out how these people
functioned, what they thought, felt, talked abontl avhy they were there. Thus, in an
attempt to comprehend the female perpetratorsanS it is relevant to document the
sexism they endured. Both Milton and Smith pointittaas a direct reason for the
notorious brutality of some female guards.

SS women were not highly regarded within the fngtn. Few attained elevated
positions in the SS hierarchy and most were lovagnp guards. Even those who did
reach higher positions were not deemed to be aar avpph their male equivalents. This

undoubtedly reflected the sexism inherent in sgaéthat time, but it was also possibly
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due to the unease some men felt about women bewadved in genocide. Indeed the
presence of women in concentration and death caappears to be diametrically
opposed to the official Nazi line on the separatd distinct roles of men and women
assigned by nature. This proposed that whilst ftimetion of men is to produce life and
the task of men at times is to take life”, womefnuisction should be that of bearing and
bringing up children. [Smith 1994, 319] On this @eet women should not be involved
in genocide. Even the word “perpetrator” embodiesease of masculinity’. Rudolf
Hoss, the Kommandant of Auschwitz-Birkenau, wadi@alarly condemnatory of the
women in the SS, for he felt that they were inéfit and had a poor sense of duty. On
hearing that a woman was to command the women’ anAuschwitz he protested,
“Which of my officers would be willing to take h@ders from a woman?” [H6ss 1959,
138] Hoss also complained of the “epidemic of lasl®m” which he claims developed
as a result of women living together in the cangpsharge which was used throughout
the SS as a means to oppress wotfien.

How did this sexism affect the female perpetr&ddgbil Milton suggests that a
desire for equality incited women perpetratorsddlteir jobs in a brutal manner. [Milton
1984, 225] In other words, in order to be accepiedn SS guard some women believed
that they needed to show that they were better than at performing aggressive and
cruel tasks, so “they seemed to engage in a bizesary emulating the excesses and
brutalities of their male superiors”. [ibid.]

It is difficult to know how widely applicable thabove claim is without having

13 “perpetrator” is derived from a Latin term meanittjme who can ‘perform in the
capacity of a father”. [Smith 1994, 331]

14 See the discussion of Frau Fest above.
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more information about a larger number of femalmgaguards. Nonetheless we do
know of women perpetrators notorious for their sadilrma Grese and Dorothea Binz in
particular were renowned for their cruelty. Tillispeaks of Binz as follows:
Whenever she appeared somewhere, one literalljtdetthed by the breath of
evil. She would walk slowly among the ranks, heopcrbehind her back,
searching with menacing little eyes for the weal®@smost frightened woman,
simply to beat her black and blue. [Cited in KoyniFeig 1981, 138]
Grese, who was trained at Ravensbrick and theneaosk Auschwitz and Belsen, is
portrayed in the literature as almost demonicallgistic. She apparently derived sexual
enjoyment from whipping women’s breasts and watghihe infected sores which
subsequently developed being lanced. [Smith 1923] Bma Grese was a young woman
of only 19 when she left home to join the SS Cotregion Camp Service, and yet her
four years as an SS guard gained her a reputatiomaense brutality and cruelty. In her
court case Grese admitted to beating prisoners/swienying killing anyone or
possessing knowledge that any were killed. Howesteg, showed great contempt for the
Jews she victimised. When the prosecution statedwitnesses had recounted that she
was the worst SS woman in the camp she replieds, Weey say so. They are all lying.
These people exaggerated and made an elephant asnall fly.” [Phillips 1949, 259]
She describes her victims as animals, who tread accommodation as though it were
a latrine. [ibid.] And whilst she beat prisonerise lid not view this as ill-treatment. Irma
Grese was a female perpetrator who reportedly pesdefew reservations, moral or
otherwise, about how she treated her Jewish prisomdpt only was she revolted by
these human beings stripped of all dignity, butrgpertedly gained from their suffering,

even to the extent of deriving sexual enjoymenifitbe beating and torture of innocent

women.
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The same sadism obvious in descriptions of Gregelsaviour is reflected in
accounts of the actions of other female guardsaMeska reports how some of the
women guards used sex to provoke psychologicaldntrat roll call. They would bring
their boyfriends with them and encourage them tindie and paw them” in front of
groups of women who were starving, afraid, andafaay from their loved ones. [Vera
Laska 1983, 266] Dorothea Binz and her boyfriergul&ly attended floggings together
and “were often seen in a passionate embrace daridter this type of ‘ceremony.”
[Tillion, cited in Laska 1983, 266] Germaine Tillipa former prisoner at Ravensbriick
believes that cruelty and debauchery were closdited in the make-up of members of
the SS, both male and female. This is interesforgestimonies about many of the high-
ranking male perpetrators suggest that, whilst blstal, they were more bureaucratic
than sadistic and carried out their tasks in a nebrégcal manner. This is in contrast to
those women who attained relatively high positionshe SS and who are reported as
being sadistic. [Smith 1994, 323]

However, is this an accurate observation? Were evoB8S guards more sadistic
than male guards? There are two claims being macde Bne is that women who were
at the top of the female SS were sadistic. Thersbeothat SS men (those towards the
top of the hierarchy in particular) were not so msadistic as bureaucratic. | think that it
is important to put both suggestions into contékgh ranking male SS officers were
obviously not paragons of virtue. They were brytaljgressive and cruel. However, it is
relevant that according to much of the survivottitesny the women were placed in
positions of power at least appeared to be mornstgathan their male counterparts.

| say that women appeared to be more sadisticusedais possible that women

were seen in this way for the following reasonssthy, it is important to remember that
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there were fewer women within the camp system than. Thus, women guards would
have been more conspicuous, particularly thoséeitwho were as aggressive as the
men. Secondly, it may be that women were perceasetbeing more brutal than their
male counterparts because of assumptions abouegegldted behaviour. [Koonz 1988,
404] This may have played a role in how the prissngewed their female guards.
Nonetheless | am not sure just how valid this sstyge is. Prisoners in concentration
and death camps had been stripped of their humahitgy were placed outside of
normal society. Normally people are not ripped frorair homes and forcibly taken to
camps where their possessions are seized from tihem body hair is shaved and they
are treated like animals, nor are they beaten apohim, nor murdered in gas chambers.
Thus, it is difficult to be sure whether stereotypabout gender-related behaviour
continued to be held by the prisoners. Did the Sewwoman who was severely beaten
perceive it to be worse if committed by a womamthanan? Or did that woman find the
beating to be more brutal and more cruel simplyabse it was?

There is another plausible explanation for thegneapparent brutality of women
guards. In the women’s section of concentration psaifemale prisoners were more
likely to have been under the rule of women gudnds men. Thus, the women victims
in camps such as Ravensbriick and Auschwitz were likey to be beaten by their
female guards. Female victims perhaps most regulaithessed brutality by women
guards, simply because women, rather than men, tlweiretormentors on a daily basis.

Johanna Langefeld was a female SS officer whoigesva counter-example to
the claim that all women officers gaining high piasis in the SS were particularly cruel.
She was appointed as the warden of RavensbriicR38 and she appeared ambivalent

towards her job and its aims, something which waticed by both inmates and
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superiors. Hass, for example, thought she was atdapof running a camp, because of
her lack of passion for the job. [Milton 1984, 225he was forced to resign in 1942.
Milton holds that Langefeld was an exception arat thost of the female guards were
viciously cruel, not just those who attained higisifons in the SS. Whilst | assert that
some women were particularly cruel, it is difficult tovow whether this can be said for
the majority of the 3,500 women who worked in tlaenp system. Milton, for example,
says that women were exceptionally brutal and sadind yet she only supports her
view with reference to three: Binz, Grese and ManBefore we can correctly make
claims about gender-related brutality of perpetsatbere is a need for further research,
covering a larger number of women guards.

Whilst there were up to 3,500 women camp guardeetivere also other types of
perpetrator. Male perpetrators include those whoriged to the Einsatzgruppen and the
police battalions, as well as men who worked on rliévays and executives and
managers of firms who chose to use the Jews as klbour. However, with reference to
women perpetrators what little material there sufes mainly on those who were camp
guards. | believe there are other women who capuben the category of perpetrator -
women who knew of, condoned, and participated e gharsecution and murder of the
Jews and other victims. For example, some womeme werses who participated in the
T4 so-called euthanasia programme and assistedomstnous medical experiments.
Other women furthered the eugenic aims of the Némsugh the kidnapping of Polish
children of Aryan appearance and placing them wgibhod” German families. [Smith
1994, 319] However, for the purposes of this pdpeill concentrate on women who
benefited from the organised murder of the Jews @mofited from their labour, their
possessions, and their deaths, namely the wivB$§ affficers.
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Take for example the following event:

On April 28 the wife of an SS officer was obsenrfle@ing from Ravensbrick in

a carriage pulled by six female skeletons. ‘She wu#tering from indigestion

from eating too many raisins.’ [Konnilyn Feig 198B8]

This story shows that wives of the SS could moweenfloccupying a bystander role to
that of being perpetrators in their own right. Bstwe of their husbands’ positions such
women not only benefited from genocide, but colidase to become active and do
things of immense cruelty and barbarity themselMdgere are records of other wives
acting in a similarly cruel manner. llse Koch, thefe of the Kommandant at
Buchenwald, became a perpetrator in her own righé often had prisoners killed at her
smallest whim, and she forced the Jews in Buchahwalbuild her a personal riding
ring. Koch was viewed as a perpetrator in court esad imprisoned for life. [Smith
1994, 322]

Whilst a few women moved from being wives of péra®rs to perpetrators in
their own right, it was more commonly the case thiaes were indirect participants. For
example Frau Kremer regularly entertained the Naerarchy and she accepted a
macabre present - a handbag made of human skinth[3804, 321] Frau H6ss, who
lived at Auschwitz, benefited from the silk undeawgvhich arrived straight from the gas
chambers and she regularly expressed her viewibats must disappear from the face
of the earth”. [ibid.] She seemingly enjoyed lifé&hin a death camp system, voicing the
chilling wish, “I want to stay here [in Auschwitentil | die.” [ibid.] These women can
be placed in the category of co-perpetrators. Theyefited from the genocide of the
Jews and upheld the system through which it wademented. However, not all SS
wives could have been co-perpetrators in this Wway.the majority of SS guards lived in

the confines of the camp without their families.was, in general, the wives of the
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higher-ranking officers who became close accomsglioenurder.

There is another group of women whom | would tewveedy include in the group
of perpetrators: the female Kapos. Kapos were pesfunctionaries, generally German
criminals, given positions of power over Jewislspners. These women were not free
agents in a true sense, since they were also prsomhey were mostly criminals and
not, therefore, representative of psychologicallyormal” women. However, they
regularly brutalised the Jewish women, a brutakityich their role did not require. An
horrific example of female Kapo brutality took pdaat the Budy camp. Budy was a
subsidiary camp of Auschwitz and in 1942 the worsesection of it contained 200
Jewish women who were employed at various heawulaipbs, such as digging pits,
building railroads, and pulling carts loaded wiind and gravel. [Rutkowski 1987, 262]
The women Kapos reported that the Jewish prisamaisattempted to start an uprising.
However, according to a report by Grabner, the headhe Political Section in
Auschwitz, the Kapos staged the event for they werecerned that the Jewish women
would denounce them for their sexual relations veitime SS men. [Rutkowski 1987,
265] What is certain is that there was a massdcomlaelievable brutality. Hoss calls it
the “Budy bloodbath” and describes the women Kagmbeasts. Broad, a witness to the
event, describes the massacre of around 90 of @hesld prisoners in the following
manner:

The yard behind the school building is strewn viiihody corpses of women with

severed limbs. . . Half-dead women flop about amitvegcorpses. Their groans

mix with the hum of throngs of flies hovering abaem, over puddles of blood

and smashed skulls. Many contorted bodies are hgnoyer the barbed wire

fence. Others were undoubtedly thrown out of thie atindow which was still
open. [Cited in Rutkowski 1987, 265-6]
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It is apparent from the various unofficial repdttsf the massacre that a monstrous
example of brutality had occurred, with German womesing clubs, guns, and even an
axe. [Rittner and Roth 1993, 321]

This event was thankfully an isolated occurrendenetheless, the German
Kapos regularly brutalised their charges, and caudn influence the “selection” of
prisoners for the gas chambers. [See Millu, 1991elieve that the Kapos can be
included as perpetrators in a broad sense, for $&eneman women Kapahose to carry
out their duties in a manner which increased ttlitesng - and the death count - of the
Jews.

The women perpetrators of the Holocaust were ivelsgt few in number.
Nonetheless, the fact that 3,500 women, and motiedy participated in the Holocaust
is relevant to discussions about the moral respditgiof German women. Women, as
well as men, tortured innocent human beings. Wogterse victims to enter the gas
chambers, and women beat other women to death, &hysdiscussion of women and
moral responsibility must take these particular \@armto consideration.

| have argued that the portrayal of women as weetkms of the Nazi state and
society is misguided because it disregards how womigose to become actively
involved in supporting the aims of Nazi Germany.iém upheld the private sphere, and
they also branched out into a female public sprdieh furthered the racist eugenic
policies of the Nazis in roles dominated by wom8&tructural discrimination against
women did exist and whilst this undoubtedly hinden®men from resisting the Nazis, it

does not fully explain or excuse the inaction ofnsoch of the female population of

1> No official report of this event has been fourRlufkowski 1987, 259]
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Germany. The bystander position is one with whiod majority of us can most easily
identify. As Ozick points out “A bystander is likeou and me, the ordinary human
article.” [Ozick 1992, xii] Ido find the bystander position to be the one easiestentify
with, and | also try to appreciate the difficultiescountered by anyone standing up to the
Nazi state. As a woman | understand the structlisafimination which women suffered
and realise that this partly helps to explain famahction. Nonetheless, | cannot agree
that this puts women outside the ambit of respalitgib

| believe that it is patronising to suggest thatwen were unable to appreciate the
evil of the Holocaust. Indeed, the moral competesfd8erman women is put in question
if we say that they could not understand that theogide of the Jews was an evil they
should have helped to prevent. German women mahaw¢ realised that six million
Jews were being systematically slaughtered, byt khew of Jews being forcibly taken
away and not returning - injustice enough to pr@voloral outrage.

My analysis of women perpetrators adds anotheedsion to the discussion of
moral responsibility. Even if we were to acceptttli@®rman women in general were
unable to perform as moral agents as a resultudtstral discrimination, the existence of
a group of women who beat, tortured and murderaddent human beings, upsets that
evaluation. These women were first-hand witnessdsdarect contributors to the evil of
the Holocaust. As individuals they must bear a baordf guilt for their contribution to
the calamity: for killing, for brutalising other man beings, and for supporting the
inhumane goals of Hitler and the Nazis. These ferpatpetrators show what women are
capable of and undermine the claim that “women dwtilor couldn’t do that”. Female
perpetrators may have been statistically insigaific but they were not morally

insignificant. Think of Elie Wiesel's sentiment thaome events surpass statistical
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analysis. As he says, statistics are just peogle their tears wiped off.

The study of the role of German women and the ellst must be encouraged
not only because it enables us to evaluate the efctsvomen and their moral
responsibility, but also because it aids the gérstualy of bystanders and perpetrators.
The discussion of German women as bystanders apetpgors explores these terrible
events from yet another angle, providing humanitthvanother glimpse of how they
were possible and why it should try to preventrthecurrence. Whilst some aspects of
the Shoah defy straightforward causal explanatiors iperhaps only through wide-
ranging exploration that we can come closer todayaate level of comprehension.

| end with a quote which, whilst it focuses onmen, should be a lesson to
everyone, for unless we recognise our potentigiréwvent the occurrence of an evil like
the Holocaust, can we ever be certain that it wbe’tepeated?

| share the concern that, while powerlessness ap@gar morally innocent, it
runs the risk of enforced complicity with the desgf the dominant powers in
this world. Not as a Jew, but as a woman, | am algare that it is sometimes
easier to remain powerless than to assume theaéthicden of exercising the
power that is possible. Not as a Jew, but as a wpinaave become conscious
that a sense of powerlessness is sometimes auféliny process - if | feel | am

powerless, then | will act and speak in a way whigh ensure that | remain
powerless. [Leddy 1992, 359]
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