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C H A P T E R 1

Social Outsiders and the Construction of

the Community of the People

ROBERT GELLATELY AND

NATHAN STOLTZFUS

THE NAZI Party began as a collection of right-wing radicals on the
fringes of German society. Once the Great Depression hit Germany,
however, the party rapidly became the largest, and certainly the most
active, of all those competing for power. Shrewdly tailoring their propa-
ganda and election activities to fit local and regional differences, the
Nazis were able to win support from across the social spectrum. At the
same time, they took every opportunity to denounce liberal democracy
and were particularly vociferous in both their anti-Communism and
their antisemitism.1 To those who joined the party, Nazism was espe-
cially attractive because of its promise to create a conflict-free “commu-
nity of the people.”2 Soon after Hitler was appointed chancellor on 30
January 1933, he made it clear that he would not retreat from the na-
tionalist and racist elements of his vision of this “community.” Within a
week after his appointment, he told leading military men he wanted to
remove “the cancer of Democracy” and create the “tightest authoritar-
ian state leadership.” He even ruminated about the “conquest of new
living space in the east and its ruthless Germanization.”3

At the end of February Hitler was able to take advantage of an arson-
ist’s attack on the Reichstag building. He immediately obtained an
emergency-measure act in the name of stopping an alleged Communist
coup and used it effectively to begin the establishment of the Gestapo
and concentration camps. Less than a month later, he secured the two-
thirds majority in the Reichstag he needed for a constitutional change
and an Enabling Law that in effect made it possible for him to become a
law-giving dictator.4

The major questions facing the new dictatorship were where to begin
establishing a racially pure “community of the people” and what to do
about Hitler’s call for a “moral purification of the body politic.”5 Clearly
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it was going to take time to get the economy going, to mobilize an
army, and to throw off the shackles of the peace treaty of Versailles. In
the meantime it was necessary to deal with the economic crisis in the
country and with other problems, such as the political opposition. Hitler
tended to frame all domestic policies around preparing the nation for
war; even the idea of creating the racially pure and internally harmoni-
ous “community of the people” was discussed in terms of the next war.
He began constructing that community—as well as preparing it for
war—by way of a negative-selection process. That process involved elim-
inating or at least confining certain groups and individuals, especially the
Communists and others who were already hated, feared, or envied by
many German citizens.6

In Germany at the end of the Weimar Republic there were deep wor-
ries about Communism, but there was also a pronounced antiliberal tide
that rejected the freedoms offered by Weimar and yearned for the resto-
ration of old values. Many citizens worried about crime and what they
viewed as the disintegration of society. Under these circumstances, the
Nazis saw a winning strategy in their law-and-order platform. Hitler’s
personal convictions, Nazi ideology, and what he deemed to be the
wishes and hopes of many people came together in deciding where it
would be politically most advantageous to begin. The Nazis knew what
they shared with many other Germans, and most of their targets were
individuals and groups long regarded as outsiders, nuisances, or “prob-
lem cases.” The identification, the treatment, and even the pace of their
persecution of political opponents and social outsiders illustrated that
the Nazis attuned their law-and-order policies to German society, his-
tory, and traditions.

The Nazi ideal of a “community of the people” tapped into German
traditions that lauded social harmony over conflict and in addition val-
ued hard work, clean living, and law and order. For the Nazis, this ideal-
ized community could never see the light of day unless it was based on
racial purity.7 To this end, the new regime set out to mobilize the nation
around certain missions, including the elimination of recognizable social
types (and stereotypes) who disturbed the peace or who did not con-
form to well-established German values, but also those who did not fit
into the white “Aryan” race.8 The Nazi version of the struggle between
“us” and “them,” between the “community of the people” and the “en-
emies of the community,” was not just hostile, but vehement and full of
language that dripped with war and images drawn from the Darwinian
struggle for survival. In the kind of total-war rhetoric the Nazis used,
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it followed that mercy and compassion toward all enemies was por-
trayed as a vice, while intolerance and fanaticism were transformed into
virtues.9

Once social enemies were targeted, the police, the judges, and any
number of civil servants were quick to take the initiative and swing into
action, even trying to outdo one another in their fealty to the cause of
making the new order. The authorities in state and society “below,” in
the cultural realm, medicine, welfare, the penal system, and so on,
showed they were pleased that Hitler allowed them the flexibility and
freedom to implement measures that many of them had only dared to
contemplate in earlier years.

Hitler and to some extent other leaders like Heinrich Himmler did
not draw up their far-reaching goals or their tactical plans in a social or
historical vacuum. Therefore, to understand what happened to social
outsiders we cannot ignore the pre-1933 era. Almost all the contribu-
tions in this volume make more than casual reference to pre-Nazi times.
As Richard Evans shows in his survey of the preceding three centuries,
many of the same kinds of victims of the Third Reich had been pilloried
and persecuted for generations. Nazi exclusionary theories built on so-
called scientific theories as well as on social traditions and phobias about
social outsiders from the pre-Nazi era. What set the Third Reich apart
from its predecessors were the radical and murderous practices that is-
sued from the theory and teachings of contempt.

In early 1933 the Communists were the first group attacked. Until
then Communism had been growing rapidly in Germany, and after the
Depression hit the Communist Party was invariably the third largest in
the country. Many citizens were driven into the arms of the Nazis in part
because of their flight from and anxieties about this development.10 The
Communists were inimical to the Nazis and to many Germans because
of their political behavior, not their social identity or genetic makeup.
The Nazis, however, came to view political convictions, especially
deeply rooted ones, in social and even in semibiological terms. Accord-
ing to Nazi propaganda, the die-hard Communists in the concentration
camps could be recognized by their deformed head shapes and the
twisted features of their faces.11 Beginning the Third Reich with an anti-
Communist crusade certainly paid political dividends for the Nazis.

What should happen to the Jews? Hitler downplayed his antisemitism
in the very last elections before his appointment so that the Nazi Party
could focus on other topics to win more votes.12 However, by then he
and his party were already well known for their stance on the Jews, and
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few could doubt that from Hitler’s point of view the Jews were enemies
to be eliminated one way or another. Whatever else citizens might have
thought about the Nazis before 1933, it would be hard to imagine they
did not know that Hitler’s party was a proponent of the most radical
antisemitism.

In 1933 the German Jews were not really “social outsiders.” Since
gaining their full legal emancipation in 1871, they had become increas-
ingly well integrated. Antisemitism by no means disappeared, but spread
during and after the First World War and particularly in the last years of
the Weimar Republic. Nazi violence aimed at the Jews was already under
way even before Hitler was appointed chancellor.13 But while German
Jews still suffered social discrimination, on the whole they were well rep-
resented at the universities, in the arts and sciences, and in the profes-
sions. Most were proud of their Fatherland, many had served with dis-
tinction in the First World War, and they were often quite nationalistic,
much like the Jewish community in Italy.14 Jews in Germany exhibited
all the middle-class values that were generally lauded. As cultured and
law-abiding citizens, they embodied the ideals of hard work, long study,
and clean living.

At the start of the Third Reich, therefore, Hitler’s government soft-
peddled its antisemitism, and Hitler carefully steered a course between
what he would like to do and what was possible, given public opinion at
home and abroad. Instead of an open assault on the Jews, the govern-
ment opted for less ostentatious steps to begin the reversal of Jewish
emancipation. Another consideration was that forcing out the Jews
would have disrupted the already crisis-ridden economy. But if the na-
tional government proceeded cautiously, Nazi hotheads at the local
level used selective violence and intimidation against the Jews. Germans
may have been upset by the lawlessness of these persecutions, but in
time many yielded to the appeals of antisemitism or at the very least ig-
nored it. As the months passed, pushing the Jews out became easier for
many Germans to stomach, especially when they saw that doing so made
available Jewish jobs, businesses, and property.

The Jews in Germany were a small minority, but given Nazi defini-
tions of who counted as Jewish, they were potentially one of the largest
groups of social outsiders in the country. According to official figures for
January 1933, approximately 525,000 Jews lived in Germany.15 The
percentage of these “believing Jews” in the total population, at under 1
percent, was small and had been declining well before Hitler came to
power. But vigilant racists, like those in the new German Christian
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movement, which strove to unite Christianity and Nazism, worried that
the published statistics missed 300,000 or more “Jews” who did not
practice their faith and who were not counted as Jews by the statisti-
cians. At the very least, the German Christians wanted to expel them
from Protestantism. The Ministry of the Interior’s document from April
1935, to which the German Christians alluded with alarm, also recorded
that there were an estimated additional 750,000 “Jewish-Germans” of
mixed race in the country.16 Although Jews of mixed race were not sub-
ject to the full scope of Nazi antisemitism, they suffered various kinds of
discrimination.17 Even when some of them applied for and were granted
special legal certification to show they were not “Jews” as defined in the
laws, their lives remained precarious, not least because decisions about
ancestry could always be reversed.18

A law of 7 April 1933 made it easy to purge Jews and others from the
civil service. Called the Law for the Restoration of a Professional Civil
Service to avoid the impression that the Nazis were tampering, this law
had enormous implications.19 It not only applied to the federal civil ser-
vice, but also reached down to the village level. It pertained to all kinds
of officials, judges, the police, university professors, and schoolteachers.
The public was told that the law aimed at “the elimination of Jewish and
Marxist elements.”20

Millions of people were affected by the notorious questionnaires
about family background that were part of the law, and follow-up inves-
tigations dragged on, guaranteeing lots of snooping. Informers rushed
in to settle old scores or to gain some personal advantage from the pro-
cess.21 Above and beyond the considerable direct effects these proceed-
ings had on Jews and/or on people with some association with “Marx-
ism,” the process undoubtedly made the entire civil service aware of the
new rules of the game, and in case anyone did not yet know, it was guar-
anteed to spread the word that official antisemitism was now govern-
ment policy.

Nazi hotheads out in the provinces were impatient with these legalis-
tic measures, but such antisemitic violence as developed generally did
not look like the pillage and plunder, for example, seen recently in the
Balkans. Instead the Nazis tempered their persecutions to accommodate
public opinion that did not wish to see street violence or property
destruction.

Historians continue to debate how Germans responded to what hap-
pened. However, most would now agree that although citizens gener-
ally did not want violence, by the end of the prewar era many came to
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accept the Nazi point of view, that there was a “Jewish question.”22 By
then the Jews had been turned into social outsiders, and most non-Jews
in Germany came to the self-righteous conclusion that it would be bet-
ter for all concerned if the Jews, driven to the margins of society, would
leave the country. Underground Socialist observers, highly critical of
Hitler’s dictatorship, noted that while some people sympathized with
the persecuted Jews, others took the view that “these Jews must have
been up to something,” for otherwise “the state would not have
pounced.”23 According to one detailed study, even before the war,
“there is conclusive evidence that on the whole the population con-
sented to attacks on the Jews as long as these neither damaged non-Jews
nor harmed the interests of the country, particularly its reputation
abroad.”24

Frank Bajohr investigates in this volume what was euphemistically
called “Aryanization,” that is, taking over Jewish businesses and prop-
erty. The gradual impoverishment of the Jews made it difficult for them
to emigrate, and it became a struggle for many who remained in the
country to maintain themselves. Bajohr shows elsewhere how, in Ham-
burg, the public auction of goods that had been stolen from the local
Jews or from Jews in eastern Europe became almost a daily occurrence
from early 1941 until the end of the war. These auctions turned citizens
into accomplices who profited directly from the persecution and murder
of the Jews.25

Marion Kaplan investigates how the Jews reacted when the country
and people they loved turned on and rejected them. Although in the
post-Holocaust world one may wonder why the Jews did not leave Ger-
many in greater numbers, in fact the regime’s intentions were not imme-
diately clear. At least until 1938, persecution was halting and sporadic,
and in many parts of the country, even in Berlin, as Peter Gay has tes-
tified, Jews could live a relatively “normal” existence.26 What struck
most Jews, according to Kaplan, were these ambiguities, the mixed mes-
sages, and not least their own ambivalent feelings about leaving. Look-
ing back, however, the survivors testify to how quickly they began to feel
like outsiders.

The situation of the Jews who stayed, often because they had no-
where to go, deteriorated with the pogrom in November 1938 and grew
worse after the coming of the war in 1939. The desolate status of the
Jews, who were the subject of endless hate-filled speeches from the
country’s leaders and the recipients of shabby treatment by most of their
neighbors, was formally symbolized when they were forced to wear the
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yellow star (from 15 September 1941). The deportations soon began,
and as if to cut Jews off from all contact with other citizens, shortly
thereafter (24 October 1941) it became a serious crime for any “Ger-
man-blooded person” to be seen in public with a Jew.

We have to be aware, of course, that there was no such thing as a
“German-blooded person,” and that the Nazis used this kind of lan-
guage, along with an arsenal of laws and other measures, to turn Jewish
citizens into social outsiders.27 It is precisely because of what the Nazis
did to language that historians are driven to use quotation marks around
so many words, whose meanings were utterly twisted out of shape and at
times turned on their head. Victor Klemperer, whose recently published
diaries have become famous, partly because of his philological observa-
tions, was the first (in 1947) to publish a study of Nazis’ corruption of
the German language.28

As part of their political and racial mission, Hitler and the Nazis set
out to restore what they termed the “wholesomeness” to Germany’s
cultural life, and to remove the “poison.” Alan Steinweis indicates some
of the ways the Nazis led a kind of cultural revolution of their own, one
that was bound up with and reinforced by the policies of persecution
and marginalization that targeted the groups studied in this volume.
Jews suffered disproportionately as the Third Reich’s culture victims, for
they could be driven out on the basis of racist teachings and also on the
grounds that all cultural fields and artistic endeavors were by definition
reserved for non-Jewish Germans only. The purges of the Jews from the
civil service inspired follow-up dismissals from the arts and the press, and
even from the free professions. Such steps were necessary—according to
press reports—to placate the “outrage of the entire German-blooded
population” at Jewish professionals.29 Steinweis maintains that the
“vast majority” of non-Jewish artists who were allowed to continue their
work found little difficulty in adjusting to Nazi practices, including
censorship.

One of the groups who suffered both state-sponsored discrimination
and enormous social pressure were the couples who lived in what the
Nazis called “mixed marriages,” that is, those involving Jewish and non-
Jewish partners. Whereas in earlier times “mixed marriages” loosely re-
ferred to a marriage between people of different religions, now the Nazis
transformed the term and applied it to their definition of different
“races.” Nathan Stoltzfus traces the history of those living in such un-
ions. He shows that many “Aryan” Germans remained loyal to their
spouses, even though the regime did everything possible to break the
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ties. The non-Jewish spouses in these marriages had social-outsider
status thrust upon them at every turn. They were despised by the regime
and also by many people who knew them. As they were continually re-
minded, all they had to do to avoid further difficulty and to be wel-
comed back into the fold was to divorce their Jewish spouse, a process
that the authorities tried to bring about. Many who lived in these
“mixed marriages” refused to go along and, as Stoltzfus shows, rescued
their spouses from deportation to a concentration camp.

Victor Klemperer’s diaries provide testimony from the inside of such
a “mixed marriage.” Stoltzfus indicates that in contrast to most citizens,
intermarried Germans refused to yield to the advancement of Nazi anti-
Jewish policies with regard to their family members. For its part, the
Nazi regime was surprisingly timid when it came to dissolving these
marriages even into the war years, and was also slow to encroach on the
sanctity of private property, because these moves might have made many
Germans uncomfortable.30

Even as they perpetrated the Holocaust and other unspeakable crimes
all over Europe, the Nazis fussed and worried about marriage certificates
and property deeds. The regime also steered a careful course when it
came to excluding and destroying Germans who suffered from various
hereditary diseases and infirmities. As Henry Friedlander shows, older
German and European theories about heredity, race, “degeneration,”
and criminality merged to form a racist ideology that was taken up, ad-
vanced, and translated into murderous practices by the Nazis. Until
1933 sterilization had been illegal, much to the frustration of race and
medical experts, some of whom had been arguing for it from as early as
the turn of the century. In the Third Reich, those in many branches of
medicine and “racial hygiene” were pleased that the dictatorship finally
untied their hands to deal with people whose “defects”—whether men-
tal, physical, or merely ones of appearance—were thought (often on du-
bious grounds) to be hereditary.31 The participation of race scientists,
medical specialists, and learned judges in the massive sterilization cam-
paign helped to assure good citizens that proper procedures were being
followed. Far from being appalled at the sterilization program the Nazis
brought in, medical officials greeted it.32 The Nazis expended an enor-
mous amount of time and energy to “sell” this program to the German
people,33 and they won at least their “tacit support.”34 However, be-
cause the Nazis ran up against deep-seated religious convictions when it
came to what they called “euthanasia,” they were more secretive and
circumspect in pushing it.35
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We know from other sources that Nazi medical officials who toured
some parts of the country wanted to sterilize whole villages when the
people (all “ordinary Germans”) did not appear well-kept or tidy
enough.36 At the very least sterilization, forced and otherwise, would
mean that the people who had “infirmities” and other problems would
not be able to pass them on. In the event, an estimated 400,000 people
were sterilized in Germany.37

The exclusionary polices that aimed to cleanse the Fatherland of
chronic-care cases and the mentally ill became more radical with the
coming of the war. Hitler backdated to 1 September 1939 his authoriza-
tion (not order) for doctors to begin the “mercy killing” operation, as if
to symbolize that war made it possible at last to put aside mere civilian
considerations in the creation of the “community of the people.” When
the public got wind of what was happening there was some unrest, but
no open protest. Some, but not all, local residents near the killing sites
were appalled. One woman wrote to the hospital where her two siblings
reportedly died within a few days of each other. She said she accepted
the Third Reich, and hoped to “find peace again” if doctors could assure
her that her siblings had been killed by virtue of some law that made it
possible to “relieve people from their chronic suffering.”38

People who had been tried by the courts and sent to prison as crimi-
nals were regarded as social outsiders in Germany and most other coun-
tries long before the Third Reich, and dealing with them more radically
than ever seemed almost inevitable for a “law-and-order” dictatorship
like Hitler’s. Thus in mid-1933, at about the same time that the Nazis
promulgated the first important measures against the Jews and intro-
duced what would become their massive sterilization program, they also
proceeded against criminals. As Nikolaus Wachsmann makes clear, dur-
ing the Weimar Republic criminologists, prison officials, and the police
had all called for the kinds of steps the Nazis were soon to permit. For
example, in Weimar the authorities sought the preventive arrest of re-
peat offenders, but those demands did not get very far until after Hitler’s
appointment. From the Nazi point of view, arresting people before they
committed new crimes not only fitted the new approach to “law and
order” but was consistent with popular demands for an end to what was
widely perceived in 1933 to be a crime wave. Wachsmann shows what
happened, and especially how the war led to a radicalization in the perse-
cution of certain criminals.

Nazi theory and practice toward convicted criminals reflected what
happened to the “asocials,” a loosely defined group that was much
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discussed in welfare and police circles well before the Nazi era. We do
not have a specific contribution focusing on people who were labeled
asocials by the Nazis, but this vaguely and quite arbitrarily defined
group is studied at some length in several of the essays. The concept was
used to describe anyone who did not act according to what the Nazis
defined as a “good citizen,” and who avoided what were held to be
one’s proper social responsibilities. Asocials were usually described in
emotional terms as the “dregs of society,” with weak characters, loose
morals, and poor work habits. The Nazis took many steps to deal with
them, and carried out some curious experiments in social engineering,
like one attempt in the mid-1930s to establish a “family colony” of aso-
cials near Bremen, ostensibly to see if they could be resocialized. Pic-
tures of the camp make it look like a modern suburb, but it did not last,
mainly because the Nazis ultimately concluded that “asociality,” like
most social ills, was hereditary.39

The Nazis wanted to rid society of all people whose way of life did not
conform to the new ideals. They moved quickly against anyone who
would not take up a regular job, and even in mid-1933 various authori-
ties went after beggars and others, like the Gypsies, the “work-shy,” and
the homeless for (what a local ordinance called) “bothering the popula-
tion.”40 By mid-September 1933 the police ordered a nationwide end to
the “plague of the beggars” in the streets. Citizens were asked to coop-
erate by reserving their funds for proper charities, and were reminded
that Germany was too poor to afford “full-time beggars, work-shy,
drinkers, and fraud artists.”41

Annette Timm focuses on the prostitutes, yet another asocial group
toward whom the Nazis adopted an ambivalent stance. Certainly prosti-
tutes offended traditional morality, lived outside the law, avoided regu-
lar work, were an affront to family values, and perhaps worst of all,
spread fertility-threatening venereal disease. Women even vaguely sus-
pected of being prostitutes were sent to variously defined “work camps,”
and for a time mere failure to pay health insurance premiums could be
used as a pretext to send “loose women” to a camp. Any woman treated
by a doctor for a sexually transmitted disease also risked being classed by
a health or welfare official as a “work-shy welfare recipient” and sent to
a camp.42 However, Nazi attitudes toward prostitution changed over
time, and as the war approached, the regime that had presented itself as
a moral and health crusader began to tolerate officially registered prosti-
tutes in what became state-run brothels. It is difficult to quantify prosti-
tution over the centuries, as much of it was part time or occasional, but
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the Third Reich may well have fostered more prostitution in state-
sanctioned brothels than any comparable period in German history.

The war marked a dramatic and a deadly turn in the persecution of
the Roma and Sinti, usually referred to as the “Gypsies.” As Sybil Milton
shows, social prejudice and state hostility toward these people had a
long history in Germany and the rest of Europe, reaching back well be-
fore the Third Reich. German society was not alone among European
nations in regarding the Roma and Sinti as problem cases who could
not, or would not, fit in. In the modern era of state- and nation-making,
such people were often seen as a group apart, and in addition they were
considered to be prone to crime, socially inferior, and utterly outside
“normal” society. In Germany the Roma and Sinti constituted a very
small minority, but under Hitler’s dictatorship they caught the official
eye. The Third Reich offered local officials and citizens the prospect of
dealing with “their Gypsies” more fundamentally than ever, and there
were plenty of suggestions for actions from “below.” Milton points to
parallels in the definition, registration, confinement, and deportation of
the Jews and the Roma and Sinti. Michael Zimmermann recently and
quite rightly has insisted that “racially motivated genocide formed the
essence of National Socialist Gypsy policy, when compared to the earlier
German variety.”43 Milton reminds us of the fate of these people and
how greatly they suffered.

Social prejudices against homosexuality in Germany were also very
old, and they found their way into the German criminal code in 1871.
Neither the law nor the social prejudices entirely disappeared over the
years. Under the liberal Weimar Republic, there was the widespread per-
ception that homosexuality was on the increase. Geoffrey Giles suggests
that Hitler may not have been as obsessed by homophobia as is often
supposed, but nevertheless when he addressed the topic he sounded
murderous enough, and at the very least the kind of leader who would
support any of his followers who wanted to wipe out homosexuality. As
it happened, Himmler was as keen to deal with homosexuals as he was
determined to solve many other “problem cases.” He wanted them not
just out of the SS and the police, but stamped out of German society.

The identification and persecution of gay men was very much on the
police agenda in the new Reich. The Nazis sharpened the laws and cen-
tralized enforcement. Both the Gestapo and the criminal police (Kripo)
had special sections to track down and prosecute gay men. Like many of
the policies and practices aimed at other social outsiders, the persecution
of gay men was noticeably radicalized during the war. Although lesbian-
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ism also offended what the Nazis called “wholesome popular senti-
ment,” it evoked no systematic campaign, partly because it was not re-
garded as a serious “danger to the nation’s survival.”44

The war brought home a stunning new fact of life for everyone in the
country: Germany could not cope with the war without using hundreds
of thousands, and then millions, of foreign laborers. In the autumn of
1939 Polish prisoners of war and then civilian Poles became the first to
arrive. These were the new social outsiders, and Robert Gellately dis-
cusses them in his essay. The Poles are studied as a “representative” ex-
ample of the millions of others who came from eastern and western Eu-
rope, many of them against their will.

Anti-Polish attitudes and traditions in Germany were and still are leg-
endary, going back for generations. A study of the citizenship law of
1913 (until quite recently, still in force) shows that it was drawn up in
such a way as to keep German citizenship from the Poles and the Jews
coming into the country from the East. The law restricted citizenship to
lineage and blood, and would not confer it when a person simply lived in
Germany, even for a long time. The law made it possible to keep citizen-
ship away from at least any newly arriving Poles and Jews, and they
could be permanently excluded.45

The anti-Polish sentiments that were part and parcel of German tradi-
tion were magnified many times in the Third Reich, so that it was a bit-
ter pill for the Nazis to have to import these foreigners they despised so
much into their midst. At the very moment the Nazis were taking un-
precedented steps to form a racially pure community by killing “defec-
tives” and deporting the Jews, they were creating a dilemma for them-
selves insofar as they began to import “racially foreign people.” To limit
the damage, the Nazis established an apartheid system inside Germany.
Poles were forced to wear a badge with a “P” on their clothing and were
told that any sexual relations with Germans was a capital offense. In-
deed, the offending foreign workers were initially hanged in the street.
Many Germans were not as hostile toward the Poles as the authorities
wished. Farmers were happy to have help on their farms, and many ordi-
nary people were pleased to have cheap hired hands, including young
women, to help out around the house.46

Doris Bergen focuses on “ethnic Germans,” another group of new
outsiders in wartime Germany. They were gathered up from various re-
gions across eastern Europe, but some thrust themselves forward with
tenuous proof of their German origins. In one sense these people were
insiders, or at least had this potential from the Nazi point of view, and
they certainly wanted to be counted in the “master race.” Supposedly
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their ethnicity (or blood) made them “Aryans.” However, as Bergen
shows, the pseudoscientific and arbitrary nature of the “theories” on
which Nazi racism and ethnic cleansing rested became clear when the
experts tried to examine such borderline cases. The ethnic Germans, of-
ten having lived for generations outside Germany, had their own back-
grounds and strange accents and customs that caused them to stand out
in the eyes of ordinary Germans and officialdom and made them seem
barely distinguishable from their east European neighbors. Nazi race
“science” revealed itself as quackery, but often very deadly quackery.

During the conference on which this book is based, we all became
aware that there were other groups we would like to have included in
this book. We especially regret not having a study of the Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses, religious outsiders who in the end resisted Nazi pressure to con-
form. Many of them paid with their lives in concentration camps.47

The examination of social outsiders also raises many theoretical is-
sues. During the conference some of us decided to work on another fol-
low-up volume to address those issues and to deal with the comparative
study of social outsiders in other times and places. It is also true that the
persecution of social outsiders inside Nazi Germany led into theories
and practices of genocide in eastern Europe. A theoretical framework for
the comparative study of social outsiders in twentieth-century Europe
and their links to genocide can be seen in Omer Bartov’s provocative
essay. He explores the wider implications of the Nazis’ apocalyptic vi-
sion of the idyllic and harmonious future that was to be attained by se-
lectively forgetting the past and proposing all kinds of “final solutions”
to social and political questions. Bartov’s analysis brings us back to the
centrality of antisemitism in the Third Reich as he focuses mainly on the
Jews and the Holocaust. What he has to say more generally also eluci-
dates the context in which a series of social outsiders were singled out,
stigmatized, and slated for elimination. As he puts it, modern war and
totalitarianism “necessitate and devise final solutions in which humanity
is perceived as a mass of matter to be molded, controlled, moved,
purged, and annihilated. This conceptualization of the world biologizes
society and sociologizes biology; humanity becomes an organism in
need of radical surgery, or a social construct in need of sociological reor-
dering. Hence the vast population transfers, brutal operations of ethnic
cleansing, eradication of whole social classes, and ultimately outright
genocide, the most final solution of all.”

This book began as a conference on social outsiders in Nazi Germany,
organized by Robert Gellately and Nathan Stoltzfus, supported by the
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Harry Frank Guggenheim Foundation, and held in Madrid in December
1998. Most of the essays presented here began as papers for that confer-
ence. Some were extensively revised, and we have added a number of
others to round out the picture.48 We would like to thank the Guggen-
heim Foundation and, for their useful suggestions to improve this vol-
ume, also the two anonymous readers of the manuscript for Princeton
University Press, as well as Kevin Mason for technical assistance in man-
uscript preparation. It is our hope that through this work we can stimu-
late discussion and debate about the social and political construction of
social outsiders and their fate inside Nazi Germany.
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