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and Property Dilemma and Facully of Philosophy
. e s University of Belgrade,
the Legacy of Anti-Semitism Serbia

The restitution process started in Eastern Europe only after the fall of the
Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet Union (1989-1991). While the
Holocaust was the official policy of Nazi Germany from 1941, denials
of the Holocaust were associated both with the radical, neo-fascist
political right, and certain intellectual circles or individuals belonging
to the radical left, generally associated with support or cooperation with
communist Cold War regimes, or authoritarian regimes after the fall of
communism. The ideological, and especially the revolutionary left was
dividing the world into exploiters and exploited, questioning both the
values and private property, and human suffering. Public debate on the
draft law on the elimination of the consequences of seizing the assets of
Holocaust victims and regulation of Jewish heirless property looted during
the Holocaust began on December 18, 2015. It was anticipated that the
Government of Republic of Serbia should launch a legislative initiative by
the end of 2015. Already announced restitution model should be related to
the Jewish national and religious communities network. The model applied
in the Slovak Republic foresaw monetary compensation paid to the Union
of Jewish Religious Communities as a consequence of negotiations between
the government and the representatives of the Jewish community.

* This article originated within the project Modernisation of Western Balkans (No. 177009)
financed by Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic
of Serbia/Rad je nastao u okviru projekta Modernizacija Zapadnog Balkana (177009) koji
finansira Ministarstvo za prosvetu, nauku i tehnoloski razvoj Republike Srbije.

nsamardz@f.bg.ac.rs



Nikola Samardzi¢ Several Ideas on Holocaust and Restitution in Historical Overview...

Key words: restitution, Serbia, Jewish heirless property, Holocaust, Terezin
Declaration

“OLYiEN THE WORLD JEWISH CONGRESS
prompted the international Jewish community to establish the World Jewish Res-
titution Organization (WJRO) in 1992, with the support of the Israeli government,
we set out to write an overlooked chapter of the Holocaust — to attain the historic
justice the Jewish people had been denied for half a century. As a result of inter-
national pressure and with the courage of a new generation, numerous countries
have been forced to confront the dark periods of their history. This painful proc-
ess of moral and material restitution represents a defining moment in the his-
tory of the Holocaust. The world media has played a central role in generating
international pressure on governments and financial institutions. It was clear to
the media that at stake were not merely financial claims, but rather a moral strug-
gle for historic justice. The core of that struggle was to uncover the truth about
the conduct of those states and nations that had collaborated with the Nazis and
stood by while the Jews were being killed and plundered. The Nazis and their
accomplices intended to liquidate the Jewish people by a brutal process of de-
legitimization and de-humanization. They stripped the Jews of their rights, their
assets, and of their very status as human beings. Therefore, the struggle to regain
Jewish property is first and foremost a quest to restore human dignity and basic
human rights, including the right of repossession, to the Jewish people — to the
heirs of the six million Jews who perished in the Holocaust” (Edgar M. Bronfman,
President, World Jewish Congress, Israel Singer, Secretary General, World Jewish
Congress) (Bronfman and Singer 2001, VIII).

Denial of the right to property and full property inheritance, and denial of
the community rights on inheritance of the heirless property of the Holocaust vic-
tims, may also appear in a form of the Holocaust denial, an implicit contestation
of the rights of Jews to human, political and legal equality, and a particular a form
of discrimination of the state of Israel and other Jewish worldwide associations
within international political relations and in realization of their property rights.

I spent the summer of 1997 on New York University “Religion in America”
international program, when New York Times, on July 23, a published a list of more

8 than 1,800 dormant Swiss Banks accounts related to the victims of the Holocaust
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(Schapiro 2003, 140-141).* On that early morning, in a LaGuardia place café, I had
an opportunity to face, far from home, from the other side of Atlantic, the hor-
rible legacy that has also been my personal living environment. The list triggered
more than 20,000 inquiries from Holocaust survivors and their families. The Swiss
banks case coverage, after the first class action against the Swiss banks was filed
in previous year of 1996, was warning, again and again, that people disappeared
together with their properties, property rights, and memories related also to the
properties. Property looting, destruction, disappearance or changing of ownership
was also part of the recent past of Belgrade, to which I belonged since I was born.
And although I was wandering through the aisles of former Jewish neighborhoods
of Dor¢ol, during the uncountable years of my youth, it was then, on that very
morning of 1997, in the heart of Manhattan, that I became aware of the horror of
the human tragedy of those who were my previous fellow citizens. The horrors of
the Holocaust were not just murder and torture. Usurpation of private property
was erasing essential traits of human social and personal dignity and identity. I was
becoming aware of new forms and proportions of dehumanization in Serbian (Yu-
goslav) society that was approaching the final stage of its disintegration: structural
poverty, institutional weakness, political disorientation. The Swiss banks accounts
list instantly appeared as a more frightening testimony than any recorded scene
of torture, execution site, or any other mass atrocity.? “As visitors and natives walk

along the boulevards and streets of Belgrade, they are hard pressed to see any

1 See also: (Rubin, 1998, 66-82); Swiss Confederation's FDHA/FDFA (Federal
Department of Home Affairs, Federal Department of Foreign Affairs) report on the
state of work on Nazi-looted art, in particular, on the subject of provenance research,
2008, 1-33.

2 Leaders of Jewish organizations began their search in 1995, but Swiss Banking
authorities recognized that only $32 million dollars was found in 774 accounts. The
US Congress launched hearings in April 1996. Institutional pressure on banks the
Swiss establishment is interpreted as “ransom and blackmail” On January 9, 1997
two carts full of documents relating to Nazi accounts waiting to be shredded were
accidentally found. On February 5, 1997, the three largest Swiss Banks established a
$100 million escrow account as a Humanitarian Fund for Victims of the Holocaust. On
February 26, the Swiss governement established a“ Special Fund for Needy Victims of
the Holocaust/Shoa”. The Swiss National Bank was to contribute $100 million francs.
The class action suit on the US courts was filed on October 21, 1996. On July 23, 1997,
the Swiss Bankers Association listed 1,756 dormant accounts along with the names of
their owners and of people with power of attorney over them, etc.
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signs of Jewish life, either the life that now is or the vibrant life that once was”
(Gordiejew 1999, XIII).

Yugoslav Jews were from diverse backgrounds. They settled during several
periods of mutually distant and different character. Before the Second World War
Yugoslav Jewry was proportionally smallest among all European nations, number-
ing about 76.000. The number was temporarily increased to about 82.000 in the
years immediately preceding the Holocaust after the arrivals of Jewish refugees
from Central Europe. One explanation for the small number of Jews in the total
Yugoslav population were most likely overall poverty, particularly long duration of
feudalism with the consequences of long-term foreign domination, and the rela-
tively small number of developed cities. About 40% lived in Belgrade, Zagreb and
Sarajevo. Important communities existed in Bitola, Novi Sad, Subotica and Osijek.
As the largest part of the Yugoslav population was among the peasantry (80%),
Jewish urban visibility was additionally emphasized (4,2% in Belgrade, 5,8% in Za-
greb, 9.2 in Sarajevo, 6.4% in Novi Sad, 5.4% in Subotica).

The history of anti-Semitism in pre-war Serbia was not extended. This phe-
nomenon revealed certain peculiarities: predominantly rural population and al-
ienation of the capital and major cities of the rural hinterland, demographic dis-
turbances during World War I, rural immigration, and finally the emergence of the
Russian political emigration after the October Revolution of 1917, which brought
about a systemic anti-Semitic feelings with the mechanisms of propaganda. Other-
wise the Serbian 20th century policies tended to connect two Russian chauvinisms,
Tsarist and Soviet, providing a continuity of impacts. Russian “anti-cosmopolitan”
campaigns have already been linked to anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism, and the
tendency of the Jews from Russian history was transferred from Tsarist to the
Soviet political culture and practice (Korey 1983, 146-147).

Within Serbian intellectual circles and in public life, during the second half
of the thirties, anti-Semitism was becoming a casual phenomena of growing chau-
vinism and clericalism, as conspiracy theories were becoming substituent of ra-
tional political visions of the common Yugoslav future. Denying Yugoslav unity
was leading to the denial of ethnic relations harmonization and see, while the seek
for a “final solution” was also imposed as a paradigm in international relations,
characterized by the rise of Nazi Germany. Yugoslavia was trying to avoid confron-
tation with Germany and Italy, in deference to the internal anti-Semitic pressures

10| (Milosavljevi¢ 2010; Daj¢ and Samardzi¢ 2011, 66—89).
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According to the census of 1931, in Serbia lived up to 30,000 Jews, about
40% of the total Jewish population of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Jews played an
important role in economic and cultural development. Since the end of the nine-
teenth century their integration with the local majority, the Serbs, was accelerated
(Ristovi¢ 2008, 172). Anti-Semitism in Serbia originally echoed alien impacts, as
being brought as a system of prejudice and hate by the Russian White-guard immi-
gration in the twenties of the twentieth century, and further progressed as Yugosla-
via, precisely after 1934, was approaching economic, and thus the political sphere
of Nazi Germany. The strengthening of the anti-Semitism subsequently took place
under the impressions of appearance of Jewish refugees, 1938—1941, from Ger-
many, Austria and the Sudeten area, as about 40,000 settled in Yugoslavia, and
about the same number passed through the Yugoslav territory (Daj¢ and Vasiljevi¢
2014, 142-144). Discrimination of the Jews began with their release from German
companies in 1938, and since the end of 1940 first official discriminatory regula-
tions have been published (Aleksi¢ 1997, 50-57).

Yugoslavia was not initially a military objective of Nazi Germany. The oc-
cupation of Yugoslavia in April, 1941, was followed only after the Yugoslav rejec-
tion of previously signed non-aggression treaty which provided German troops
an undisturbed connection with eastern Mediterranean. Jews were only targeted
victims in occupied and divided Yugoslavia, from 1941, although the Slovenian
and Roma ethnic group were also low quoted in the Nazi system of racial classifi-
cation. In Serbia, the collaborating government under German occupation actively
participated in implementation of the Holocaust. By late 1941 the SS hierarchy
determined to embark on a policy of killing all the Jews under Nazi control. Singu-
lar examples of self-sacrifice amidst the Serbian population in attempts to protect
individuals among the Jewish victims also implied all the seriousness of such risky
behavior.

Anti-Semitic Regulation in parts of Yugoslavia occupied by Germany in-
cluded confiscation of property, expulsion from homes, compulsory registration,
expulsion from jobs and services, concluding with arrests, deportation and impris-
onment in concentration camps. Already on April 16, 1941 German authorities
ordered that all Jews should be registered and 9,145 out of about 12,000 signed up.
Others have fled or taken refuge. The property of Jews was looted, including the
building of the Jewish Community (Municipality), where the Nazi Kulterbund was

set. The General Plenipotentiary Management for the economy in Serbia founded| 7 7
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the Jewish commissar management of home and land ownership. The Manage-
ment was expected to seize the entire Jewish movable and immovable property
and transfer the assets at the disposal of German military authorities. In a further
step, the management of the assets was entrusted to Serbian collaborationist gov-
ernment. The money from the sales of assets was aimed at the German Army in
the form of the Serbian government’s contribution. The preemption in purchase of
looted Jewish property was given to Germans and members of the local German
community by the Commissar Administration (Zivkovi¢ 1975).

The looting of Jewish property began even before the establishment of Ger-
man military rule in Belgrade (Ristovi¢ 2001, 69). Between April and August 1941,
Jews were registered and marked with yellow stripes. Sephardic synagogue in Bel-
grade Bet Yisrael in Cara Urosa street was first converted into a military warehouse
of looted Jewish property, and then set on fire in 1944 during the retreat of Ger-
man troops (69). “During the summer of 1941, a large number of regulations, de-
crees and orders has been published in the official newspapers and the daily Novo
Vreme where the Jews (and often Roma) have been denied all sorts of freedoms
and rights” (Daj¢ and Vasiljevi¢ 2014, 146).

German occupation and Serbian civil authorities — “Government of National
Salvation” of General Milan D. Nedi¢, showed great interest in Jewish proper-
ties. In early May 1941, the German military commander for Serbia ordered the
blockade and seizure of Jewish stakes and other values in banks. “Regulation con-
cerning the Jews and the Gypsies’, dated May 31, 1941, banned the work in all
public services and the professions, access to public establishments, use of public
transportation means. Registering of Jewish property was completed by 14 June.
Newspapers Nasa Borba openly called for the looting of Jewish property: “The
Jews are the holders of 1,200 house — palaces in Belgrade. So, what are we think-
ing about? These houses by a decree should become a state property” (Daj¢ and
Vasiljevi¢ 2014, 147).

Yugoslav Jews were murdered by shooting, gassing, hanging, starvation and
disease. Within Yugoslavia about 39,000 were murdered in concentration camps,
as well as about 24,000 in camps abroad. Finally, almost immediately after the end
of the World War II, the organized postwar emigration to Israel, between 1948 and
1952, cut the surviving population in half (Gordiejew 1999, 68).

The Independent State of Croatia (NDH) founded in April 1941 as a quisling

12| state immediately after its foundation passed a number of laws that that success-
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fully facilitated the Holocaust. In late June 1941, the NDH passed the law that
addressed all Jews as “dangerous elements” that should be taken to concentration
camps (Hamovi¢ 1997, 198). The result of the Holocaust in the NDH that also in-
cluded Bosnia and Herzegovina with its large Sephardic and Ashkenazi population
was that only 9,000 of 40,000 Jews survived (Goldstein1999, 136). In The Semlin
Judenlager (that was later transformed in Anhaltelager Semlin) about 7,500 Bel-
grade Jews were executed that made it the symbol of Holocaust in Belgrade and
Serbia. The location at the Sava’s left bank placed the camp on the territory of the
NDH but it moved under the NDH authority and control in its late stage after
the April bombing of Belgrade in 1944. Even though NDH police was running
the camp until it was closed in summer 1944, it was still used for facilitating Nazi
interests (Browning 1992, 427).

The Independent State of Croatia (NDH) founded in April 1941 as the quis-
ling state passed immediately after its foundation number of laws that led to suc-
cessful facilitating of the Holocaust. In late June 1941 the NDH passed the law that
addressed all Jews as “dangerous elements” that should be taken to the concentra-
tion camps (Hamovi¢ 1997, 198). The result of the Holocaust in the NDH that also
included Bosnia and Herzegovina with its large Sephardic and Ashkenazi popu-
lation was that only 9,000 Jews of 40,000 survived (Goldstein 1999, 136). In The
Semlin Judenlager (that was later transformed in Anhaltelager Semlin) about 7,500
Belgrade Jews were executed that made it as the symbol of Holocaust in Belgrade
and Serbia. The location at the Sava’s left bank placed the camp on the territory
of the NDH but it moved under the NDH authority and control in its late stage
after the April bombing of Belgrade in 1944. Even though NDH police was running
the camp until it was closed in summer 1944 it was still used for facilitating Nazi
interests (Browning 1992, 427).

The Holocaust was not only a profound disorder in the history of Serbian
and Yugoslav Jews. Their identities have also followed the trauma of state and na-
tional transformation, wandering and conflict in the twentieth century.

The post-war Yugoslav communist government among the first formal acts
included the nationalization of private property in order to ensure economic foun-
dations of political power. The February 6, 1945 decree transferred to state own-
ership, under the management of the state Administration of National Property,
all German and Volksdeutsche properties, all property of war criminals and their

accomplices, all property of persons condemned by civil or military courts to loss| 73
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of property to the benefit of the state, and also the property of absent persons
who were carried off by the invader stares during the occupation, as their prop-
erty had been transferred to third persons by the Nazi occupation authorities or
collaborating governments. In 1948, in a letter addressed to the National Assem-
bly of Yugoslavia by the President of the Economic Council, submitting reasons
for the supplementation of the basic law on nationalization, after stating that the
proposed nationalization extension would nationalize some 3,100 additional en-
terprises the President of the Council stated: “Henceforth there will no longer be
in Yugoslavia industrial concerns which are not included within the social sector
of our economy” (Herman 1951, 515-517).

“Even prior to the promulgation of the new Yugoslav Constitution and the
enactment of nationalization laws, between 70 and 80 per cent of Yugoslav indus-
try had passed under state control by this method” (Herman 1951, 516).

The looting of Jewish property was becoming a deep trauma in the general
history. Jewish property in Europe was estimated at $10-15 billion in 1938 prices
(and only 18-20 percent was restituted) (Zabludoft 2007, 1-2). The Holocaust was
eventually even continued in Eastern Europe by other means, as the Jewish assets
remained the property of the repressive state apparatus. Especially the Immovable
property was grabbed, sometimes moreover becoming subject of reparations, and
its traces were additionally concealed.

Since the very founding of the modern Jewish state in Palestine, commu-
nist Yugoslavia has developed a hostile attitude toward Israel. The Yugoslav Jew-
ish community was held hostage, and as such treated by Yugoslav foreign policy.
During the seventies and eighties, even after the death of President Josip Broz
Tito (1980), there were indications that secret Yugoslav services trained Palestinian
warriors and terrorists.

Robbery or destruction of movable and immovable Jewish property was one
of the methods and goals of the Holocaust. Holocaust, however, has developed its
latter forms even after the total defeat of the Nazi state and its allies in 1945, as to-
talitarianism was not defeated in World War II, nor eradicated in post-war Europe.
Jews in communist Yugoslavia and in other eastern European states under Soviet
influence or domination have been deprived of important layers in human rights,
including the right and an obligation to a general confronting with the human,
ethical and material consequences of the Holocaust. The largest part of the Jew-

14 |ish property was looted, abducted, lost or taken over by the states, or transferred
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to other aficionados of ownership. Left-wing intellectual and media propaganda
was supporting, during the following decades, the communism or Eastern Euro-
pean communist regimes, thus implicitly legitimizing looting and nationalization
of Jewish property as an extension of the Holocaust.®

The restitution process started in Eastern Europe only after the fall of the
Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Soviet Union (1989-1991). The fall of com-
munism opened a space to “an increasing qualitative extension of memory arising
from the growing incorporation of the events of World War II, while the various
European national memories are becoming more and more affected by the Holo-
caust and its multiple taints. One may ultimately foresee, that in such a process,
where the different collective memories in Europe may undergo a kind of settling
of accounts among themselves, a common European canon of remembrance will
be established” (Diner 2003, 42). The process was also the impetus to a general
dealing with the material and ethical consequences of the Holocaust, in humani-
ties, social sciences and legal proceedings, both in Western Europe and the United
States. Restitution was obstructed or slowed by the state administrations, while
intellectual circles warned that restitution may recoat new injustices, or further
legitimize the capitalist order. The future of Jewish property looted during the
Holocaust becoming a collateral, or even deliberate victim of the government cor-

ruption and postmodern scholasticism.*

3 More in: (Yakira, 2010, 1-62). Analysing the impacts of left-wing Holocaust denial and
anti-Israeli propaganda ran by Noam Chomsky, author concludes: “ If not from the
outset, at least after the fact, a community of deniers is formed, in effect a subculture, a
bio- or ecosystem of denial. It assumes different forms and manifests different measures
of intensity. It is, to be sure, an amorphous community, but it has real character and
even a sociopolitical structure. Participation in this community is based on loose
agreement concerning the denial of the Holocaust and particularly the theoretical and
ideological implications of such denial. Despite their ideological identity, its members
find it easy to ally themselves with deniers on the extreme right. The boundaries of
the community are vague and meandering. There is a hard core, and there is a wide
periphery of supporters, devotees, fellow travelers, and those who simply indulge
them. One way or another — and whatever excuse they give for this support — the
fellow travelers are always strongly anti-Israeli (and usually anti-American too). It is
an international community, based on shared codes and a shared language or, at times,
jargon, consensus about a basic credo, a feeling of victimhood, and shared secrets”

4 “The growing awareness concerning the Holocaust we do observe in Europe since 1989
seems to be a phenomenon largely moored in a basic anthropological assumption — the
obvious, indeed organic interconnection between restituted private property rights
and the evocation of past memories, or vice versa: restitution of property as the result| 15
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While the Holocaust was the official policy of Nazi Germany, denials of the
Holocaust were associated both with the radical, neo-fascist political right, and
certain intellectual circles or individuals belonging to the radical left, generally
associated with support or cooperation with communist Cold War regimes, or
authoritarian regimes after the fall of communism. The ideological, and especially
the revolutionary left was dividing the world “into exploiters and exploited in a
way that sometimes leaves no room for other victims” In case of 20th century
France, “the proletariat has only one enemy, and that is the class to which Dreyfus
belongs, the exploiting class. There is only one just struggle, the struggle against
exploitation” “Both in Rassinier and in his faithful followers on the radical French
left one can find this syndrome: one must not allow the crime that was commit-
ted at Auschwitz, as it were, to blind us to the main thing, which is the suffering
of those who are truly exploited — the workers, people of the Third World, the
Palestinians. What happened at Auschwitz was, in the last analysis, just another
instance, among many, of the true source of all crimes: colonialism, imperialism,
capitalism, and Zionism” (Yakira 2010, 21).

“Anthropologically property and memory are in a manner of relation that is
indeed epistemic.” (Yakira 2010, 40). The issue of Jewish property looted during the
Holocaust, or nationalized in communism was not within the scientific or ethical
priorities of post-war Yugoslavia. Two large waves of Jewish immigration to Israel
took place in 1948-1952, and in 1990s.The violent disintegration of Yugoslavia
(1991-1999) postponed important reform processes for the future. Moreover, dur-
ing the random privatization in the nineties the question of Jewish property was
appearing further complex to solve. A part of Jewish property, looted or national-
ized, has changed its bearers. Time was relentless factor of neglect in institutions,
and the public and public policy oblivion.

Liability to return or compensate the heirless property to Serbian Jewish
communities should not have direct connection with the participation of Serbian
collaborating government in the Holocaust during the Nazi occupation, however
institutional and moral order must face the consequences resulting in that “zero”
year of our recent past, the 1941. The role of the quisling Serbian government

belongs into general ethical issues in dealing with the overall totalitarian past. The

of recovered memory. This intriguing anthropological conjunction between property
and memory can help explain why World War II and the Holocaust may well enjoy a
long future in an emergent common European memory” (Diner, 2003, 39-40).
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distinctive attitude, in this regard, in dealing with the consequences of the Holo-
caust, referring primarily to the Jewish property confiscated during the Holocaust,
including heirless property, is the legal requirement announced by the Article 5,
Paragraph 3 of the Serbian Law on Property Restitution and Compensation from
2011. This Article announces legal obligation to adopt a special law that will regu-
late dealing with the consequences of the seizure of property to victims of the
Holocaust on the territory of the Republic of Serbia in cases where victims have no
legal heirs. The Republic of Serbia has signed the Terezin Declaration adopted in
2009 in a former concentration camp for Jews in the Czech Republic. Declaration
was proclaimed by representatives of 49 countries and the EU, and it invites and
obliges all signatory States to return property which was confiscated from victims
of the Holocaust during World War IL.°

Public debate on the draft law on the elimination of the consequences of
seizing the assets of Holocaust victims and regulation of Jewish heirless property

looted during the Holocaust began on December 18, 2015. It was anticipated that

5 “During the Holocaust, the Nazis used state apparatus to confiscate Jewish property,
including both private property, such as homes, art and jewellery; and communal
infrastructure, like synagogue buildings and graveyards. To this day, much of it has
not been returned and the property remains in the hands of modern states. Sadly,
many Holocaust survivors now live in dire poverty, and the return of their property
could give them a better quality of life in their final years, and a legacy to pass on to
their descendants.

In 2009, 47 countries (including all 28 EU-member states) came together to make
the so-called Terezin Declaration, where they pledged to speed up the restitution of
private and communal property to Holocaust survivors and their heirs. The following
year, 43 countries endorsed a set of guidelines and best practices for the return of, or
compensation for, confiscated property. At a follow-up conference in Prague in 2012, it
was clear that many countries were not on track, and in a number of cases the situation
has even decelerated.

In Croatia and Latvia, the relevant legislation has been delayed. In Romania, the
processing of claims and payments has been extremely slow. Recent legislation risks
further delays and reductions in compensation payments. In Hungary, discussions
continue about restitution for heirless and hitherto unclaimed property formerly
owned by Jews. Poland has one of the worst records on restitution of private property.
It back-tracked on some of the commitments it made at the 2009 Terezin Conference,
and was the only one of the 47 countries not to send a delegate to the 2012 Prague
Conference.

The great injustice about the delays in restitution payments mean that some of the
Holocaust’s victims will pass away without ever seeing their property returned". The
2014 European Elections. A Jewish Manifesto. The Board of Deputies of British Jews,
9-10.
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the Government of Republic of Serbia should launch a legislative initiative by the
end of 2015. Already announced restitution model should be related to the Jew-
ish national and religious communities network. The model applied in the Slovak
Republic foresaw monetary compensation paid to the Union of Jewish Religious
Communities as a consequence of negotiations between the government and the

representatives of the Jewish community (Kuti 2009, 327-328).
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Rezime:

Nekoliko ideja o Holokaustu i restituciji kroz istorijsku
perspektivu: eticka i imovinska dilema Srbije i naslede
antisemitizma

Proces restitucije poceo je u Istocnoj Evropi tek nakon pada Berlinskog
zida i raspada Sovjetskog Saveza (1989-1991). Iako je Holokaust bio zvani¢na
politika nacisticke Nemacke od 1941. godine, poricanja Holokausta povezana
su i sa radikalnom, neo-fasistickom politickom desnicom i sa odredenim inte-
lektualnim krugovima ili pojedincima koji pripadaju radikalnoj levici, uglav-
nom u vezi sa podrskom ili saradnjom sa komunistickim hladnoratovskim rezi-
mima ili autoritarnim rezimima nakon pada komunizma. Ideoloska, a posebno
revolucionarna levica delila je svet na eksploatatore i iskori$¢ene, dovodeci u
pitanje vrednosti i privatnu svojinu, kao i ljudsku patnju. Javna rasprava o Na-
crtu zakona o otklanjanju posledica oduzimanja imovine Zrtava i regulacije
jevrejske imovine bez naslednika opljackane tokom Holokausta pocela je 18.
decembra 2015. godine. Zakljuceno je da Vlada Republike Srbije treba da da
zakonodavnu inicijativu do kraja 2015. Ve¢ najavljeni model restitucije trebalo
bi da bude povezan sa mrezom jevrejskih nacionalnih i verskih zajednica. U
okviru nacrta zakona predvidena je i primena modela restitucije koji je prime-
nila Slovacka i koji omogucava novc¢anu kompenzaciju koju bi drzava placala

jevrejskim zajednicama.

Kiljucne reci: restitucija, Srbija, jevrejska nepokretna imovina bez naslednika,
Holokaust, Terezinska deklaracija
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ical extermination of Jewish population, while issue of their property, especially
immovable one, was always collateral topic. Historiography attempts to perceive
destiny of Jewish property were mostly limited to seizing of valuables and art treas-
ures, plundering of movable property and confiscation of immovable properties.*
This paper perceives the destiny of Jewish immovable property in Serbia during
World War 11, from its seizing in first months of occupation until final sales, in mid
1943. The research simultaneously follows two issues that are, when it comes to
practice of local Nazi authorities towards Jewish property in occupied countries,
always present and correlated. One of them resulted from general Nazi policy to-
wards Jews, to grab their property and use it for financing war efforts of the Reich,
the other one being endeavors of corrupted local officials in occupational institu-

tions to profit personally as much as possible from seized Jewish property.

Jews in Serbia until World War 11

According to census of 1931, around 30,000 Jews lived in Serbia (PuctoBuh
2008, 172). Jewish population in Serbia lived almost exclusively in towns. Most of
Jews — 10.388, in 1939 lived in Belgrade (Komanun 2008, 56), where, by historical
accident, after formation of Kingdom of Yugoslavia developed both Sephardim
and Ashkenazi community.” Sephardim communities in Serbia also existed in:
Ni§, Kragujevac, Sabac, Leskovac, Pirot, Pozarevac, Novi Pazar, Pristina, Kosovs-
ka Mitrovica. In Vojvodina Ashkenazi communities were organized in: Novi Sad,
Sombor, Subotica, Petrovgrad, Senta, Pancevo (Lebl 2002).

1 Issue of seized Jewish property in Serbia during World War II was not investigated in
separate studies, although it was discussed in almost all papers in a context of Nazi
policy towards Jews. In a very voluminous historiography on holocaust, lots of studies
and contributions in scientific periodicals, Jewish property is secondary topic, mostly
fragmentarily observed. Prosecution and killing of Jews and grabbing of their property
are not regarded as a historical entity, at least not in domestic historiography, not as
two clearly defined and firmly correlated events, for only that approach can give overall
picture of the holocaust. Jewish property as an aspect of Jewish tragedy was considered
in papers by: Jasa Romano, Milan Ristovi¢, Milan Koljanin, Vesna Aleksi¢, Jovanka
Veselinovi¢, Haris Daj¢ and Maja Vasiljevic.

2 Before forming of Kingdom of Yugoslavia, in Vojvodina, in regions under Habsburg
monarchy, dominated Ashkenazi, and south of Sava and Danube, in the Ottoman
empire, Sephardic community. After unification in 1918, both populations form their
communities in Belgrade and develop at the same time (Daj¢ and Vasiljevi¢ 2014,
141)



LIMES+ Vol. XII (2015), No. 2: pp. 21-38

Jewish community in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia was legally equalized and
socially integrated. Jews were, by the Vidovdan Constitution (Vidovdanski ustav)
of 1921, secured full equality with all legally accepted religions.> Among Jews in
Serbia existed social differentiation, so many different professions were present
(Daj¢ and Vasiljevi¢ 2014, 142). Anyway, professional structure of Jewish popula-
tion was adapted to historical circumstances they lived in and to activities they
traditionally pursued. Approximately 80% of all employed Jews worked in com-
merce, banking, industry and craftsmanship with another 10.8% engaged in other
professions: physicians, lawyers, clerks in state and local administrative institu-
tions, and other (Mosbaher 1940/1941, 127; Komanus 2008, 63). Since they were
practicing the most profitable professions, importance of Jews in economic life
of Serbia exceeded manifold their percentage in overall number of inhabitants.*
Traditionally enterprising, Jews in Belgrade managed to accumulate significant
capital and come into possession of valuable properties and buildings at attractive
locations in the city center.®

Already during their preparations to attack Yugoslavia during March and
beginning of April 1941, Germans contemplated “Jewish issue” The preparations
included gathering of intelligence on Jewish community in Yugoslavia. This task
was given to German intelligence officers and numerous group indoctrinated by
Nazi ideology — the Volksdeutsch (Komaunu 2008, 506). With their help, German
occupational authorities very quickly managed to compile precise lists of Jews in

Serbia and Banat and catalogue their property (Daj¢ and Vasiljevi¢ 2014, 144)

Occupation and first measures of German authorities
against Jews

The first discriminatory measures against Jews at the territory occupied by
their troops, German occupational authorities performed even before the signing
of act on capitulation of Yugoslav army. Already on April 16, 1941 in Belgrade a
commissioner of Special unit of political police issued a decree that was published

3 Jewish denomination was even ranked among four most important in Yugoslavia,
together with Orthodox, Catholic and Muslim ones (Petranovi¢ and Zecevi¢ 1987,
127-128).

4 Participation of Jews in commerce was ten times more than that in general population
(Komanun 2008, 63).

5 On Jewish buildings in Belgrade, see: (Suica 2014).
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by posters all over the city that all Jews, under threat of death penalty, have to
report until 8 A.M. on April 19 to city police headquarters at Tasmajdan. Of ap-
proximately 12,000 Belgrade Jews, 9,145 reported to be enumerated. Enumeration
was performed by Gestapo, in charge of Jewish issue. Three sets of card indices
were made: general, property and card index of spouses of those Jews in civil serv-
ice (Manosek 2007, 42-43).

Right after invasion of Yugoslav capital German soldiers and Volksdeutsch
made real coursing on Jewish shops in Belgrade. According to data of Chamber of
commerce in Belgrade on April 6, 1941 there were altogether 837 Jewish shops,
432 out of them textile and wear articles shops.® First merchandise to be grabbed
was the one in goldsmith and jeweler stores and fashion wear stores, later in the
others as well.

Impression on situation in Belgrade and the way Jewish property was treated
in the first days of occupation can be perceived from the post-war report of State
Mortgage Bank:

“At the very beginning of occupational rule terror started: people of Jewish
nationality were registered and marked with yellow ribbons on their hands, and
straight after they were used for forced labor. Decrees were issued that banned
Jews to visit all public places. Right after that, their shops were marked as Jew-
ish, which meant German soldiers and Germans were free to plunder them. Flats
of Jews were taken to accommodate members of German minority that came in
numbers to Belgrade to take away Jewish possessions and merchandise. German
army wholeheartedly supported compatriots in that. The whole convoys of mili-
tary trucks and cars were carrying possessions and merchandise from Belgrade to
German settlements in Srem and Banat.”

Real organized plundering of Jewish property, however, started after imposi-
tion of occupational rule. First Jewish stores were marked, and in Jewish flats in
Belgrade were accommodated members of German national minority in Serbia,

and there were around 20,000 of them in Belgrade only.

6 Arhiv Jugoslavije/AJ (Archives of Yugoslavia), Drzavna komisija za utvrdivanje zlo¢ina
okupatora i njihovih pomagac¢a/DK (State commission for determining crimes of
occupier and its helpers), fund 110, Report of Survey commission for State Mortgage
Bank.

2417 AJ, DK, Report of Survey commission for State Mortgage Bank.
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Two institutions were instrumental for implementation of Nazi policy to-
wards Jews in the Third Reich: Chief office for Reich security (RSHA) for physi-
cal extermination and Commissariat for four-year commerce plan of Reich for
plundering Jewish property. Since the vertical of Nazi state administration and its
institutions truly reflected in the system of German occupational authorities in
Serbia (Aleksi¢ 2010, 52-72),in the headquarters of Military commander in Serbia
there were two centers dealing with Jews. Implementation of policy measures was
entrusted, as in all occupied territories in Europe, to police-security apparatus led
by Wilhelm Fuchs, while Jewish property was in competence of Headquarters of
General Representative for Commerce in Serbia, led by Franz Neuhausen.® This
institution was only formally subordinated to Military commander in Serbia, since
Neuhausen received his directives on how to deal with commerce directly from
Herman Goering (Aleksi¢ 2008, 301-318). Military commander of Serbia issued
at the end of May a decree that formally empowered Neuhausen to control Jewish
property.’ Both institutions built diversified bureaucracy apparatus, so in each of
field commander offices, territorial military authority, in Serbia there were officials
responsible for Jewish issues and Jewish flats (Browning 1992, 408).

After establishing their rule on Serbian territory and forming occupation-
al administration institutions in April, Germans started to elaborate systematic
seizing of immovable Jewish property. Already in May a decision was made that
against Jews should be applied same measures implemented in occupied part of
France and the Netherlands (Manos$ek 2007, 44).

Commander of German occupation command in Serbia issued first legal

act on May 30, 1941 and it related to position of Jews and their property. By this

8 AJ, 110, E. No. 959, Indictment against Franz Neuhausen. An excerpt of indictment
states: "Office of general commissioner for commerce in Serbia dealt with immovable
property, directly all the way to 1943. Until that time, said institution sold significant
part of it. Since 1943 indict dealt with mentioned property through State Mortgage
Bank, the one he previously conceded to immobilities confiscated from Jews, so
afterwards State Mortgage Bank was selling goods instead of General commissioner
and amounts received transferred into a German account with that bank. Money
received from sales of Jewish property was used to pay huge occupational expenditures
imposed to Serbia" (Koljanin 1992, 21-22; Browning 1992, 408).

9 AJ, DK, 110, E. No. 959, Indictment against Franz Neuhausen. Franz Neuhausen him-
self at the trial after the war stated that his headquarters was responsible for imple-
mentation of decree on confiscation of entire Jewish property in Serbia; Aucii ypegaba
BojHoi 3aiiosegHuxa y Cpouju No. 8 of May 31 and No. 16 of July 25, 1941; More details
in: (bosxosuh 2012, 102—103).
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legal act of German occupation authority, all Jews in Serbia were deprived of le-
gal functions and professional titles, and were banned from practicing following
professions: lawyer, physician, dental surgeon, pharmacist, veterinary surgeon etc.
Imposed was forced labor for all Jews of both genders from 14 to 60 years of age.
Also, Jews were banned to change place of residence without consent of Regional
command. They were banned to dispose of property they had to report to Regional
command within ten days of that decree, with details about its whereabouts. All
transactions performed in violation with said decree became invalid."

All commercial enterprises whose owners or co-owners until April 5, 1941
were Jews, had to be reported until June 15 to appropriate German Regional com-
mand, as per enterprise seat. That Decree related also to Jewish commercial enter-
prises whose seat was outside territory of Military commander in Serbia, for those
businesses performed in occupied territory. Jewish enterprises were considered all
those whose owners or lessees were Jews, and companies whose at least one holder
was a Jew, limited liability companies, then companies with one third of Jewish
shareholders or with more than one third in possession of Jewish shareholders,
and finally companies with Jewish manager or more than one third of supervisory
board members Jewish. Jewish property also comprised joint-stock companies
whose president of executive board or more than one third of executive board
were Jews. General Representative for Commerce in Serbia could declare some
company Jewish if it was largely under Jewish influence. All Jewish commercial
enterprises, and all legal entities apart from commercial enterprises that had more
than one third of Jews among their members or management, had to report their
bonds, shares in commercial companies, secret shares in commercial enterprises
and their immovable property and asset rights.!* Until June 14, 1941 with Regional
command in Belgrade, property was registered by 3498 Jews and Roma, huge ma-
jority of them being Jews (Veselinovi¢ 1992, 173).

In the next period several amendments to that legal act and some new acts
relating to Jews ensued. At the end of June 1941, Military commander in Serbia de-

clared act that appointed German commissars for all property lots that remained

10 "Decree regarding Jews and gypsies", Auciti ypegab6a Bojroi 3aitosegruxa y Cpbuju No.
8, 31st May 1941, 85-88.

11 "Decree regarding Jews and gypsies", Auciti ypegaba Bojnoi 3aiiosegruxa y Cpouju No.
8, 31st May 1941, 85-88.
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after deportation of Jews.!> Commissar managers were appointed also for compa-
nies and shops whose owners were Serbs opposing Reich, that is clearly evident
from the list of Serbian and Jewish enterprises and shops claimed by the occupier,
kept in Belgrade Court of Commerce. Known is the case of pharmacy of Svetislav
Trajkovi¢, situated at the address Knezev spomenik 2, whose whole family was
shot and property confiscated.”® According to said decree the commissars were
empowered to sell Jewish property and use that money to cover their expenses,
and pay remainder to one of the banks specified by Military commander.**

By the end of first war year in Serbia, Germans finished a process of seizing
Jewish immovable property. Since most of Jewish men were shot in summer and
autumn of 1941, under pretext that is a part of reprisal for losses army suffered
by partisans, those who survived massacre, mostly women and children, were or-
dered on December 8, 1941 to come to police and bring food for three days and

keys to their apartments with names and addresses (Browning 1992, 409-410).

Commissar managers for Jewish immovable property

After they grabbed Jewish movable property, merchandise and valuables,
Military commander in Serbia, at the end of July, issued decree appointing Ger-
man commissars for all property lots that remained after deportation of Jews."
Commissars were appointed not only to Jewish shops and companies, but also to
those whose owners opposed Nazis.'®

At the beginning of September 1941 General Representative for Commerce
in Serbia organized Commissar Administration for Jewish immovable property
in order to sell Jewish property. The Commissariat was typical institution of the
kind Franz Neuhausen founded in Serbia. Since Commissariat was directly under
competence of his headquarters, the control over sales was in accordance with the

policy he implemented in Serbia. Although policy towards Jews in all occupied ter-

12 "Act related to amendment of decree regarding Jews and gypsies of May 30, 1941",
Aucii ypegaba Bojuoi 3aiosegnuxa y Cpouju No. 16 of 25th July 1941.

13 AJ, DK, 110, Report of DHB, 6.

14 AJ, DK, 110, Report of DHB.

15 "Act related to amendment of decree regarding Jews and gypsies of May 30, 1941",
Auciti ypegaba Bojroi 3aiiosegruka y Cpouju No. 16 of 25th July 1941.

16 The list of Jewish and Serbian companies occupier seized is kept at Belgrade Court of
Commerce. 27
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ritories was a part of general Nazi policy, under competence of two most important
persons of the Third Reich, Heinrich Himmler and Hermann Goering, with sale
of Jewish property Neuhausen pretty much worked on his own, especially when
it meant personal benefit for himself and his associates. He made bold moves, no
doubt because he had personal support of Hermann Goering, the second man in
state hierarchy of the Third Reich."” That proved true already during selection of
officials to manage Jewish property on behalf of Commissar administration. The
Commissariat was led by Nicholaus Wiirth, a German from the Reich, who was
commercial representative in Belgrade before the war. No doubt his acquaintance
with Neuhausen, who was also representative of German companies, dates back to
that period. His assistant was the architect Leopold Stefl, a German from Sarajevo,
while legal representative of Commissariat was Slavko Barle, lawyer from Belgrade.
Out of 70 officials of this institution, most were Germans; others were Russian
emigrants and Croatians.'®

How institution that was supposed to be in charge of Jewish property func-
tioned in Serbia is illustrated by a report of State Mortgage Bank, whose leaders
were, during occupation, in position to closely cooperate with Neuhausen and so
had direct insight in the manner his headquarters operated: “Commissar man-
agement was miserable, their technical service useless. All was directed towards
maximizing the profit from properties, so nothing else was done, no renovations of
buildings, not even most urgent repairs. Commissar management was interested
solely in money: gather as much income as possible, sell as much properties as
possible. It was evident there was no control over actions of commissars, so Com-
missariat was a nest of most unscrupulous corruption”*® That obtaining personal
benefit from sales of Jewish property and houses was the most important goal of
this institution is proved by the fact that salaries in the Commissariat were 8,000
to 30,000 dinars monthly, while at the same time in State Mortgage Bank average
officials salary was 2,200 dinars.

The manner in which Commissar management sold Jewish property shows

the character of that institution. Sales of immovable property the Commissariat

17 More details in: (Aaexcuh 2008).

18 AJ, 110, DK, Report of DHB. Among high officials of the Commissariat are also
mentioned: Genadije Malkov, engineer Vasilije Baumgartner, Irina Koteljnikova,
Hauska, Turin, Dasovic.

28119 AJ, 110, DHB, 7.
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practiced through direct negotiations, without advertising, and buyers were ac-
quaintances of officials or were sought through agents. Properties were sold at
prices much lower than in free property market. Representatives for ownership
transfer were Belgrade lawyers Slavko Barle, who was also official of Commissariat,
and Janko Olip. Sale of Jewish property through Commissariat began in September
1941 and lasted about a year. In that period in Belgrade only 136 properties were
sold, in total value of 147,600,822 dinars.? Germans bought majority of Jewish
immobilities, 68 mostly large ones, Serbs 61, Russian emigrants 4 and Croatians
3. Commissariat sold most valuable properties to Germans under very favorable
conditions, so proportion of sales to Germans in total income was proportionally
the largest. Serbs were buying mostly smaller objects, so their percentage in total
income from sales was 33%. Most Serbian buyers were small capitalists and small
scale savers who, following traditional mentality of that social layer, tried to pur-
chase property cheap.!

After extermination of Jews and confiscation of their immovable property
were almost finished at the beginning of 1942, German authorities started with
the gathering of Jewish property that was left with citizens for safekeeping. At the
end of May 1942, Military commander in Serbia ordered that all persons who were
keeping movable or immovable property or are in debt with Jews, have to declare
its value to German authorities.” This legal act of German occupational authori-
ties, unknown to international public law and morality, reached new heights in
ruthless plundering of Jewish property in Serbia. Documents and securities —
bonds, bank-books, bills of exchange, checks and shares were all considered to
be Jewish property with third party. All transactions that were legally concluded
before April 5 1941 General Representative for Commerce in Serbia could nul-
lify if there was a doubt they were fictive transactions and their validity was un-
proved. Domestic authorities and citizens were obliged to report Jewish property
to General Representative for Commerce in Serbia. In this Order term of Jewish
property in possession of other persons was precisely defined with detailed and

all-encompassing explanation what this obligation relates to:

20 AJ, 110, DHB, 7.
21 AJ, 110, DHB, 7.

22 "Act related to amendment of decree regarding Jews and gypsies of May 30, 1941",
Auciii ypegaba BojHoi 3aiiosegnuxa y Cpbuju No. 16, 25th July 1941.
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“The obligation to report is extended to all contracts concluded with Jews
from April 6, 1941 even if they were not concluded with intention to hide or put
aside Jewish property. The obligation to report is extended to those property val-
ues and requests from Jews, where owner, the one who keeps them or debtor has
to assume that it is Jewish property in question.

Execution of these orders was responsibility of Serbian authorities. To avoid
any hiding, obligation of reporting Jewish property was severely legally sanctioned.
Punitive measures for ignoring this order prescribed by German occupational ad-
ministration included fine sentence and imprisonment, in more severe cases penal

servitude or death sentence.

Sale of Jewish property through State Mortgage Bank

Although Commissar administration over Jewish property sold properties
at favorable price and at a time when axis powers were constantly advancing at all
fronts, sales were going slow for citizens were abstaining from such a purchase. At
the end of summer 1942 Vermacht had no longer dominance over its opponents so
buyers of Jewish property were no longer to be found no matter what conditions
were. Since sale of Jewish property through Commissariat stopped altogether, Ger-
mans had to find better way to revive sales of these properties. That way was found
by Germans ceding Jewish immovable property to Serbia, so it can sell it over State
Mortgage Bank and forward money to them. Procedure through which German
commercial authority in Serbia used to sell remaining Jewish immovable property
is an example of impertinent, treacherous and absolute grabbing of valuables. Ger-
mans envisaged handing over management of Jewish property to State Mortgage
Bank, so that deposit guarantee is Jewish property.>*

This unexpected decision is connected with urgent need Germans had for
finances. Already in the first half of August 1942 the chief of principal finance
group with Administrative headquarters, Dr Lindermann, started talks with repre-
sentatives of State Mortgage Bank, Ministry of finance and Serbian national bank
on a loan with State Mortgage Bank, where seized Jewish property, managed by

Commissariat for immovable properties, would be ceded to Serbia as a compen-

23 "Act related to amendment of decree regarding Jews and gypsies of May 30, 1941",
Aucini ypegaba 3aitoseguuxa Cpbuje, No. 32, 10th April 1942, 227-228.

24 AJ, DK, fund 110, Drzavna komisija za utvrdivanje zlocina okupatora i njhovih
pomacaga u Srbiji F. No. 959, Indictment against Franz Neuhausen.
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sation for credit received. After that, hastily was made legal framework to enable
this transaction. Military commander in Serbia on August 13, 1942 signed Act on
compensation of war damages to Germans.

“German citizens and members of German nation who sustained any kind
of damage on occupied Serbian territory in movable and immovable things since
March 27, 1941 can be compensated, if that damage occurred due to combat ac-
tivities, theft, plundering, anti-German activities, interning or profit loss. Cost of
compensation is covered by Serbia»

The procedure of damage evaluation was performed by field commands, and
deadline for applications was October 31, but later it was extended to the end
of 1942. Administrative headquarters, before that Decree was passed and before
Germans had any possibility to apply for eventual damages, estimated that amount
will be two billion dinars.” Government of national salvation enacted this financial
operation. By the end of August 1942 Presidency of ministerial board of the Gov-
ernment of national salvation enacted Act on ownership of Jews in Serbia.

“Property of those Jews, who were citizens of Kingdom of Yugoslavia or were
with no citizenship, if it is situated on Serbian soil, belongs to Serbia without any
compensation. Exempted from this is property of Jews — former citizens of Ger-
man Reich, now with no citizenship.”

Implementation of this Act was entrusted to Minister of finance. By decision
of Minister of finance already on August 31 1942 management of all Jewish prop-
erty German authorities ceded to Serbia was entrusted to State Mortgage Bank.?

Transfer of immovable Jewish property to Serbia happened unexpectedly and
through very speeded up procedure. Background of this hasty transaction is urgent
and pressing German need for finances. That can be undoubtedly concluded from
agreement on sale and income collection of Jewish property between German oc-
cupational authorities and institutions of Serbian administration. At the meeting
between representatives of German occupational authorities, Ministry of finance
and Serbian national bank, on September 8 1942, conclusion was: “As a payment

of material damage suffered by Germans in Serbia, State Mortgage Bank approves

25 Act on compensation of Germans for war damages, Auciti ypegaba 3anoBegHuka
Cpbuje, 6p. 38, August 15 1942.

26 AJ, DK, 110, Report of State Mortgage Bank.

27 Caymobere HoBuHe Op. 69, 28. August 1942.

28 AJ, fund 125, State Mortgage Bank, F. No. 538.
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to Serbian state a credit of 2 billion dinars? That sum was later reduced to one
billion. Since it was impossible to assume at what rate Jewish properties would sell,
Germans extorted from domestic authorities to make State Mortgage Bank by the
end of 1942, according to the Act on compensation for war damages, disposable to
Administrative headquarters a billion dinars. The first tranche of 250,000 dinars,
State Mortgage Bank approved already on September 19, before it took over Jewish
property from Germans.*

The procedure with handling and cashing Jewish property that Germans
handed over to Serbia was managed by Administrative headquarters. By that, Gen-
eral Representative for Commerce in Serbia was denied direct control over Jewish
property. That issue will not be discussed in this study, although it is very impor-
tant for the insight of relations between certain institutions in occupation system
in Serbia. It could be concluded that main reason for that were large malversations
by Commissariat for Jewish immobilities and slow sale of Jewish property.

General representative had right to transfer and handle Jewish property until
properties were handed over to State Mortgage Bank. Using doubtful interpreta-
tion of one of the articles of mentioned Act, Neuhausen was delaying full hand-
over of Jewish property, as can be concluded from one letter to the Ministry of
finance: “Regarding handling and hand-over to Serbia of said property, crucial is
Art. 4 of said Act (refer to mentioned gentlemen noted author D. A.) that says it
is generally still under my competence. Only if I cede handling and sale, then han-
dling and sale are entrusted to State Mortgage Bank in Belgrade” In his compe-
tence Neuhausen also kept handling and sale of Jewish immobilities and property
of Jews, foreign citizens who happened to be in the territory of Serbia, and those
Jewish properties and houses for which Commissariat already received deposit
and commenced sale procedure. He also kept under his control certain companies
with Jewish capital that were performing well, under pretext he will better organize

their business since these companies are very profitable.®

29 AJ, DHB 125, E. No. 539, Report of chairman of Managing board, Dr Harold Turner of
September 8, 1942.
30 AJ, DHB, 125, E. No. 538.
31 AJ, DHB, 125, E. No. 538, A letter of General representative for commerce in Serbia to
Ministry of finance of Serbian government of October 6 1942.
32 AJ, DHB, 125, F. No. 538, A letter of General representative for commerce in Serbia to
32| Ministry of finance of Serbian government of October 6 1942.
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Council for administering property of Serbia

State Mortgage Bank approached this business professionally and respon-
sibly, although it was clear the whole operation was imposed in order to collect
additional finances to serve exclusively to occupier. In September 1942 the man-
agement of the bank defined necessary codes and acts and formed bodies needed
to sell Jewish property. The bank was ordered to do whatever needed to take over
that property from present managers and to start sales of all property straight af-
terwards. For managing Jewish property, bank operations were exempted from Act
on state bookkeeping and Law on principal control. For direct managing of these
operations it was decided to form a Council for administering Jewish property
that would have, as one of its members, a representative of Ministry of finance.*
Executive board of the Bank, following that decision, on September 2 appointed
members of the Council for control and management of state property.>* (In of-
ficial document that council is titled Council for administering Serbian property
at State Mortgage Bank). It approached business in accordance with defined Bank
practice. For estimation of each property it appointed a commission that estab-
lished property value according to bank’s Code on estimations for intended sale.
Each commission for city homesteads consisted of two bank representatives and
one representative od Ministry of finance. Out of two bank representatives, one
had to be an engineer from Technical department of the bank. For estimations of
agricultural estates representative from bank’s Technical department was replaced
by an agricultural clerk. The Council also determined the order in which sales are
to be made, date of auction and other terms of sale. Sales were performed accord-
ing to the Code for sale of immovable properties of Serbia, by which public invita-

tion for sale had to be appear twice in joint ads in dailies: Novo vreme, Obnova,

33 AJ, DHB, 125, E. No. 538, Decisions of Ministry of finance of August 31 1942.

34 AJ, DHB, 125, F. No. 136, Minutes of I session of Council for administering property of
Serbia of September 14 1942. Council members from Bank became: Brana Stefanovic,
Rista Zlatanovi¢, Kosta Krnajski — Council president, Nikola Skrbi¢ and engineer Vasa
Spasi¢. Directorate of the Bank deputised as Council secretary Dusan Mandari¢, de-
partment chief of DHB, and Ministry of finance for their Council member delegated
Dr Stevan Milaci¢, department chief in Ministry of finance.

35 AJ, DHB, 125, E. No. 536, Minutes of VI session of Council for administering property
of Serbia of October 8 1942.
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Donauzeitung and Srpski narod.* The sale was performed by public auction or
direct negotiations, as per Council’s discretion. The sale became finally effective
when approved by bank’s Executive board and announced to buyer in writing. The
sale was not performed if at least estimated value was not reached for auctioned
property. The sale through direct negotiations could be performed only if on previ-
ous auction estimated value was not reached for that property.*’

State Mortgage Bank received on October 3, 1942 from Commissar manage-
ment for Jewish immobilities first lists with 339 Jewish houses and estates with
data for registration. Council for administering property of Serbia straight away
appointed persons in charge for received objects and ordered to have objects as-
sessed, so they could be sold,*® and required from Ministry of finance empower-
ment so State Mortgage Bank can enter ownership rights of Serbia, to sell and
validly transfer ownership to buyers and make valid settlements and other legal
actions, as envisaged by the Act on transferring Jewish property to Serbia.*

The first public invitations for sale of Jewish property in Belgrade, where
houses and flats on attractive locations in city center were offered, State Mortgage
Bank published at the end of November 1942. Anyway, out of nine offered objects
at auctions on November 26 and 28, only one was sold. The objects in streets
Vlajkoviceva, Prote Mateje, Kralja Zvonimira, Lamartinova and Visokog Stevana
were not sold since price determined by the Commission was not met at auctions,
while for those in streets Dositejeva and Uzun Mirkova, due to high asking price,
no bids were made.*

In the January 1943 the Council for administering property of Serbia offered,
at public auction, sale of lot of houses and flats in Belgrade center and estates on the

36 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of VIII session of Council for administering property of
Serbia of October 12 1942.

37 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of VIII session of Council for administering property of
Serbia of October 12 1942.

38 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of VI session of Council for administering property
of Serbia of October 8 1942. For managers of Jewish houses taken over from the
Commissariat the Council mostly choose former officials of State Mortgage Bank, who
were for meager compensation, sometimes only for a right to live in, overseeing houses
until their sale.

39 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of V session of Council for administering property of
October 6 1942.

40 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of 24th session of Council for administering property of
Serbia, held on November 30 1942.
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periphery and in the area close to city, but number of interested buyers was small,
so for Jewish property on majority of locations there were no bids whatsoever.

Having in mind interest of buyers for larger objects, public sales of Jewish
properties were going slow, so already in March 1943, the Commissar of State
Mortgage Bank, Dr Kam, asked Bank manager to modify determining of starting
bid price. At the meeting of representatives of Bank and Ministry of finance on
March 15, it was agreed to offer property for sale at prices determined by commis-
sion that would be gradually decreased by 20% until they reached prices at which
those properties could sell faster.*!

The other obligation imposed on State Mortgage Bank regarding ceded Jew-
ish properties was payment of war damages who after March 27 were in Serbia.
Executive board of State Mortgage Bank on September 19, 1942 decided that in
bank books in a group “Active current accounts” should be opened an account
titled “Administrative headquarters — Jewish property, immobility I” (Ver Wal-
tungsstab — Judenvermoegen, Immobilien I) at disposal solely by Administrative
headquarters. To that account were registered amounts received from sales of Jew-
ish property that was ceded to Serbia according to already mentioned Act. From
this account were paid adjudicated war damages by the Act issued by Military
commander in Serbia on August 13, 1942.%

The total amount of war damages paid to Germans through State Mortgage
Bank was 1,003,014,531.59 dinars. Of that, funds received from sales of Jewish
property given to Bank by the Council for Serbian property made 226,894,441.21
dinars, for that was amount of net purchase price of properties. From Jewish
property, including immovable properties, Jewish deposits in banks and valua-
bles, General Representative for Commerce in Serbia collected through Bankar-
sko drustvo a.d. Beograd altogether 330,000,000 dinars (147,600,822 from sale of
immobility only). The remainder of amount that bank gave Germans at disposal
came from own sources, and was just fictively secured by oral mortgage on Jewish
property.* Total amount collected from sale of Jewish property in Serbia, therefore
is 556,894,441.21 dinars, and from immobility were gathered around 375 million

41 AJ, DHB, 125, 536, Minutes of conference held at State Mortgage Bank on March 15
1943.

42 AJ, DHB, 125, 538, A letter of Directorate for banking business of State Mortgage Bank
to Department of general secretariat of September 19 1942.

43 AJ, 110, DHB, 11.



36

Dragan Aleksi¢ The Sale of Confiscated Jewish Immovable Property in Serbia...

dinars. It is difficult to establish what the real value of confiscated Jewish property
in Serbia was, but it was certainly manifold higher than the sum collected through
sales. One of the reasons was that significant part of value went into pockets of
greedy officials of German occupation administration. The second one is that
properties were sold at law prices, since buyers were reluctant to buy immobilities
of such origin. How the public regarded these sales is convincingly illustrated by a
note of one of contemporaries. Grigorije Glisa Babovi¢, protopresbyter of Sabac,
on July 14, 1943 wrote in his diary:

“Today the community bought from Hipotekarna banka (a commissar of Ger-
man army) the Jewish synagogue for 480,000 dinars. They will cede it to Red Cross for
child nursery and day care. Several other Jewish houses remained unsold although
prices were very low. Many, actually majority, condemn buying these houses.

Najdan Milicevié, an inn keepe, whose house and inn at Makiska burned
totally in the autumn of 1941, bought a Jewish house in Karadordeva 44. When the
bank clerk handed him the keys, he told him:

— Well, now just pray to god the war finishes soon.

— Good willing, said Najdan.

But one present shoemaker interfered:

— But also pray to god for whom to win. For if the Russians and the English
win, you know what to expect.

Proprietor Najdan lowered his head at that” (Babovi¢ 2005, 492-493).

Sources:

Arhiv Jugoslavije/A] (Archives of Yugoslavia):

Drzavna komisija za utvrdivanje zlo¢ina okupatora i njihovih pomagaca (DK) 110 (State
commission for determining crimes of occupier and its helpers, fund 110)

Drzavna hipotekarna banka (State Mortgage Bank) (fund 125)

Laws and periodicals:
Aucii ypegaba 3aiiosegruxa Cpouje
Carywbene HoBuHe 1941-1944.
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Rezime:
Prodaja oduzete jevrejske nepokretne imovine u Srbiji u Drugom
svetskom ratu za finansiranje isplate ratne stete Nemcima

Sistematsko otimanje i prodaja nepokretne jevrejske imovine u Srbiji u
Drugom svetskom ratu moze se podeliti u dve faze. Prva, kada je odmah posle
preuzimanja, u prvim mesecima okupacije do kraja leta 1942. godine, jevrej-
ska imovina bila neposredno u nadleznosti nemacke okupacionih vlasti. U tom
periodu oduzetim jevrejskim nekretninama raspolagao je Komesarijat za je-
vrejsku imovinu, pri Stabu Generalnog opunomocenika za privredu u Srbiji. Za

to vreme organi nemacke privredne uprave direktno su rukovodili prodajom 37
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najvrednijih oduzetih jevrejskih imanja i stanova. U drugoj fazi, od septembra
1942. do decembra 1943. godine, Nemci su raspolaganje jevrejskom imovinom
nametnuli srpskim vlastima, a obavezu prodaje poverili Drzavnoj hipotekarnoj
banci, najve¢em drzavnom nov¢anom zavodu u Srbiji. Banka je bila duzna da
jevrejsku imovinu rasproda i da od dobijenog novca isplati ratnu stetu Nem-
cima iz Rajha i drzavljanima Kraljevine Jugoslavije, pretrpljenu od 27. marta
1941. godine do zavrSetka Aprilskog rata. Srpske vlasti se u ovom periodu po-
javljuju kao posrednici u raspolaganju jevrejskom imovinom, a State Mortgage
Bank (Drzavna hipotekarna banka) samo kao izvrsilac prodaje i cuvar novca,
s obzirom na to da ovu operaciju nije sprovodila s ciljem da ostvari profit vec¢
kao organ drzavne uprave. Prodajom jevrejske imovine prikupljeno je mnogo
manje sredstava nego $to se to ocekivalo. Prvo, zato $to je odziv kupaca na
javnim oglasavanjima za prodaje bio slab, i drugo, sto je nemacko privredno
vodstvo u Srbiji nastojalo da od prodate jevrejske imovine, u prvom redu sebi

obezbedi materijalnu dobit.

Kiljucne reci: Drzavna hipotekarna banka, jevrejska imovina, jevrejska zajednica,
ratna Steta, Komesarska uprava za jevrejska nepokretna imanja, licitacija
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This paper presents and analyses critiques of the post-war West German
discourse of Wiedergutmachung from an intellectual history perspective.
Focused closely on suggestive remarks of Theodor Adorno and Hannah
Arendyt, these critiques are mostly concerned with the insufficient care
in intentionality, psychological inadequacies and improper self-serving
or nature of the process as it emerged in Cold War West Germany. This
essay then charts whether any elements of these critiques from the 1960s
are echoed in the most recent wave of scholarly literature on reparations.
Current critiques view Wiedergutmachung as a foundation for a
‘communicative history” that forges shared narratives between perpetrator
and victim or as the starting point for a culture of victim competition.
Contemporary discourse and historiography remains incomplete with
the historical acknowledgment of these early intellectual critiques of the
process of reparation. The primary elements taken from these earlier
critiques include the importance of intentionality, intersubjective care
and reconciliation through memory, especially in cultural discourses and
institutions.
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CANANCIAL RESTITUTION FOR THE HOLOCAUST
is long recognized as belated and inadequate most of all, for European regions
under post-war Soviet domination. Though observers recognized a welcome shift
in the nineties in the discourse of Wiedergutmachung from the state interests of
Germany to individual victims, new blind spots seem to recurringly emerge (Eckel
and Moisel 2009, 151). Most notably, the realm of restoration of cultural and ar-
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tistic capital has proved especially vexed with additional improbably discovery of
disputed holdings in just the last years. Arguably this realm is both so wearily
approached and so easily inflamed as it most closely impinges on deep notions
of national self-worth and personal identity. Perhaps even more insidious are the
long-lasting effects of Nazi propaganda and a certain fascination with fascism ex-
tending worldwide through globalized media. In what follows here, I will explore
critiques of Wiedergutmachung based precisely in such areas of culture, subjectiv-
ity and psychology. Centered around the Central European context from which the
Holocaust and its aftermath ensued, I argue that the reflections and speculations
of thinkers such as Theodor Adorno and Hannah Arendt suggestively imagine
an alternate version of Wiedergutmachung reformed as a quasi-utopian practice.
Rather than focused upon an evaluation of the de jure practice of reparations,
these critical remarks are drawn to the spirit behind Wiedergutmachung or what
one might term as the question of intentionality.

The narrative that once claimed post-war German reparations as a unique
historical achievement that successfully met and matched both the rights of the
victims with the concessions possible for the perpetrators has long been cast
askance (Pross 1998, x). Earlier and more virulent critiques from the right and
left have reduced the entire process to a cynical ploy in a Realpolitik of financial
manipulation (Frei, Brunner and Groschler 2009, 18).! Linked with the acclaimed
Mitscherlich thesis regarding the “inability to mourn” in post-war West Germany,
this perspective holds that reparations were a process parallel to and even united
to that of the new consumerist ethic of a mass culture which formed the only uni-
fying element that could bring Western society out of the morass of post-genocidal
and post-colonial melancholia. As with consumerism generally, state-based repa-
rations depoliticized populations producing apathy and indifference in their wake
(Levy and Sznaider 2006, 81).

Alternatively if reparations allowed for any reinforcement of identity or en-
hancement of subjectivity it was to shore up the self-worth of the perpetrators
while, wittingly or not, perpetuating the humiliation of their victims, as trench-
antly argued by Christian Pross. Wiedergutmachung was an act of the German
state, not of German culture, and it served, and was in fact administratively cou-

pled with West German rearmament. Coincident with amnesty for Wehrmacht

1 It is interesting to note that the notion of post-war Germany voluntarily moved by a
sense of moral obligation is most clearly enunciated in: (Sagi 1980, 3).
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generals and former Nazi bureaucrats (who as a rule received better pensions than
their victims) reparations were a necessary expedient for Germany to serve as a
beneficiary of the Marshall Plan. The reparations payment outlined in the Luxem-
bourg Agreement of 1951 gave rise to a personnel and administrative apparatus
into which more was invested by the German government than the actual payouts
to victims themselves (Pross 1998, 176). Such personnel took the role of plaintiff
with the persecuted as that of defendant, often subjected to a damaging process of
traumatic reexperiencing of their suffering to satisfy bureaucratic demands (Pross
1998, 177). The psychological beneficiaries of this set-up were the former persecu-
tors themselves who could morally self-redeem by rigidly adhering to a benevolent
complex of redress of which they themselves were author.?

For some critics the very narrative of “reconciliation” by monetary payment
encompassed by the term Wiedergutmachung was arrived at not through an act of
ethical imagination but rather as the only option that carried no threat of internal
inconvenience. After all if Nazi remained loyal to their ideal to the very end (if not
after) and if the German business and bureaucratic elite could be reconstituted
with next to no purging, only a “reconciliation narrative” under the guise of finan-
cial reparation remained as a viable option for addressing past crimes. Though ob-
vious, it is important to emphasize that simple cash payments were the preferred
method because the restoration of business capital (whether of factories, capital
or merchandise) were ruled out before the process ever began.

As a basis for post-war German national identity Wiedergutmachung provid-
ed for the continuity of an heroic narrative of self-interest which create a mental
monopoly of the protagonist disinterested in the integration of the Other. Indeed,
one of the most striking features of popular discourse and even scholarly narra-
tives about the reparations is the lack of any central figure or protagonist from
the victim side. In short, the Anne Frank of reparations, if there is ever to be one,
has yet to be found. Without such a figure for general cultural identification, the
emotional and psychological confrontation with loss and damage in the process of
seeking redress by the victims remains murky for the outsider.

Though anecdotal and suggestive, a rare radio interview with Theodor Ador-

no provides a glimpse into what I will attempt to constitute as an alternative model

2 For this argument and the idea that Wiedergutmachung actually constituted a conti-
nuation of persecution by other means, see: (Giordano 2005).
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for the Wiedergutmachung process addressed thus far.? A viable metaphor in spirit
for the method as it historically involved would have the persecuted as supplicants
begging favors. In a symbolically resonant narrative that encapsulates two brief
stories that evoke both childhood and elements of traditional fairy tales, Adorno
reimagines it as the care for a famished, if intrepid traveler seeking refuge in the
night. For Adorno, what was paramount in the confrontation with the past for the
part of the aggrieved was to conjure up or at least approximate the physical feeling
of coming home. (There is of course an overriding caveat with any invocation of
Adorno as, unlike the vast majority of refugees — especially those from East Eu-
rope who had little choice in the matter — he actually decided to return to Europe
after the war.)

Tellingly, in both anecdotes in which he himself constitutes the protago-
nist, involve gastronomy and hospitality. In the first, as a traveler upon a winter’s
night, he stumbles upon an inn as if out of a world gone by. The workers fall over
him with kindness and politesse including a Kiichenjunge whose translation “scul-
lion,” denotes the lowest rank of servant who performs the most menial of tasks.
Adorno is most taken by the presence of such a character, perhaps because it de-
notes a certain hope for the younger generation as leaders in matters reparation,
but also because the fairy tale quality of this character emphasizes the irreality of
the scene as a whole. He then relates another anecdote that supports much of the
same momentum as the first. Invited to a Rhebraten (venison roast) by a colleague,
Adorno experiences a Proustian moment of Rausch (a conceptual term in German
for which there is little direct equivalent in English)* which takes him back to the
sights and scents of childhood. Evocative of the Madeleine, a combination of food
and memory that has come to stand in for a sense of universal lost childhood or
even transcendental homeless of modernity, as once termed by Georg Lukacs. The

idea of the inviting and the invitation also unites both anecdotes. Adorno feels not

3 All the citations to follow derive from a transcript made by the author of an audio track
entitled “Titel 16: Erika Mann und Theodor W. Adorno Im Gespréch mit Adolf Frisé”
from CD Riickkehr in die Fremde? Remigranten und Rundfunk in Deutschland (1945-
1955), DRA Akademie der Kunste.

4 July 25 1949, “Ansprache im Goethe-Jahr in der Paulskirche”: Der Rausch was fiir ein
zwei deutig Deutsches Wort. Wie mischen sich darin Begeisterung und Entgeistung,
das hochste mit dem niedrigsten, das Gliick der Enthemmung, Das elend der
vernunftlosigkeit. Andere sprachen haben dieses Zauberwort gar nicht. Sie setzen
dafiir ein sehr sachliches und niichternes, sie sagen intoxication, vergiftung..”
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only that his presence is wanted but that the others around him, clearly under-
stood as coming from the other side, as non-exile Germans, seek and are poised to
fulfill his happiness. Taken together, the incidents do directly conjure up a utopian
idea (“..als wenn man in der Utopie wére”) where all inhabitants of a society with
whom comes into contact with are actually interested in producing happiness.

Adorno was clearly overwhelmed here not by the actual re-finding or resto-
ration of home but rather of its analogue in spiritual feeling. Having experienced
only hospitality and gastronomy taken together, he expresses gratitude for what he
feels to be ‘der Wiederherstellung eines verlorenen Lebens.” The summary sentence
that continues from this phrase then provides that these anecdotes are meant as
a serious critique of Wiedergutmachung and possibly also the suggestion of an
alternative: “...die viel mehr Wiedergutmachung in Wahrheit ist als alles was unter
diesem Titel jemals geschiet”

I do not wish to infer that Adorno intends to offer a logistical or practical
alternative to the system of monetary payments, but rather that he seizes upon an
important blind spot. Invitation to dinner parties or tours of former hometowns
(practices employed by several German municipalities) should not be construed
in any way as sufficient in themselves. Rather it is important to emphasize that
Wiedergutmachung had not been accompanied by an intentionality that seeks the
happiness of the other and that rather than helping to recall a lost home it further
severs the distance from the life once known by the victims before deportation,
exile and despoliation. The central paradox, or one what could also term psycho-
logical truth Adorno attempts to recover, is that the closer one is brought in touch
with what has been lost, i.e. the absence of the lost, the greater one can feel its
absence, i.e. the direct confrontation with the presence of the lost actually deliver a
release if not also a strange sort of happiness. Adorno reimagines the encounter of
former perpetrators with former victims, not with the latter as supplicants begging
favors, but rather as tired and weary travelers in need of and most worthy of care.
Framed as such, some of the honor and dignity is restored to the victims entirely
missing if they must approach with hands open in a subordinate pose.

Other important features in Adorno’s alternative Wiedergutmachung is the
importance of the individual encounter so that the process is not made up exclu-

sively of institutions representing a collectivity.” Also, despite the fact that Adorno

5 One may imagine how different a process of reparation would appear if made up of
millions of individual lawsuits.
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himself may be perceived as an elite, the popular cultural character of the settings
and encounters make clear that he in no way privileges the predominance of elites
and their preferences. This implicit critique of Wiedergutmachung as dominated if
not manipulated by elites who care for only for institutions representing collectives
has been echoed throughout the years (Torpey 2001, 333-358).

Adorno’s implicit and negative critique of Wiedergutmachung is part of a
more generalized understanding of the deleterious effects of mass culture as refer-
ences at the start of this essay. In fact, in the midst of the anecdotes related here,
he does, somewhat unhelpfully refer that such positive experiences may hardly be
possible in a fully “versachlicht” or objectified society. Writing around the same
period, the psychoanalyst Alexander Mitscherlich who famously diagnosed the
“inability to mourn,” for post-war West Germans, also wrote a text on the “Un-
wirtlichkeit unsere Stéddte” Bemoaning precisely the lack of hospitality and joyous
shared gastronomy Adorno so cherished, Mitscherlich raised the negative spectre
posed by inhospitable, restrictive and monotonous cities.

Hannah Arendt’s rather disparate comments on matters of restitution and
Wiedergutmachung, which I in no way intend to account for in their entirety, sug-
gest a position with even loftier goals while reflecting an awareness of the inher-
ent limitations of any post-war reckoning. After all, there is probably no greater
expression of the unbridgeable cleft between Jews and Germans than that which
she uttered during her well-known West German television interview with Giinter
Gauss in 1963.° Referring specifically to the industrialized mass murder of Ausch-
witz-Birkenau, “Das war wirklich, als ob der Abgrund sich 6ffnete...dies hatte nie
geschehen diirfen”” The world after the genocide must confront the reality that
this abyss can never be overcome and that any kind of reparation must invariably
remain partial and incomplete. For the murdered themselves can never be reached
and the survivors remain forever scared. As she succinctly maintained, “here is no
political method for dealing with German mass crimes” (Arendt 2003, 126).

Despite such a stark proclamation, Arendt has improbably entered popular
consciousness as a figure possibly tainted by her own attempts or even embrace of

reconciliation. Still debated allegations of whitewashing or seduction by Heidegger

6 A video clip of precisely this excerpt runs on continuous loop at the Jidisches Museum
Berlin.

447 For a full English language transcript of the interview, see: (Baehr 2000, 3—24).
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and Eichmann aside, this should not detract from the conceptuality centrality
played by the notion of reconciliation in her thought.

As ever, important but subtle distinctions separate what Arendt actually
wrote and thought when compared with distortions of her thought in popular
rendition. Reconciliation is a master category in her thought, but not between
perpetrator and victim but rather reconciliation with reality for each on their
own. Derived from the Aristotelian notion of “catharsis,” reconciliation with real-
ity, deemed the essence of tragedy by Aristotle and the ultimate purpose of history
for Hegel comes about through “the tears of remembrance” (Baehr 2000, 281).
Here we have presented in philosophical terms for what Adorno used Proustian
literary notions, but the effect is the same recall of what came before allows for
reconciliation with the tragic reality of the present. For without any pursuit of
reconciliation, Arendt sees in modernity a downward spiral of increasing aliena-
tion (Villa 1996, 203).

Consonant with this idea of internal reconciliation based on memory from the
past, Arendt suggests a critique of a Wiedergutmachung used to shore up the self-
worth of the perpetrators. Such self-congratulatory pursuit would not aid what she
termed the “sadly confused inner condition” of post-war Germany (Arendt 2006,
233). Rather “if there were more stories to tell” of German resistance, this would
provide the catharsis she prized and even aid German prestige abroad. There was
only one great account of such resistance which came up throughout the entirety
of the Eichmann trial. Self-worth should derive not from any self-congratulato-
ry behavior toward victims after the cessation of crimes but rather through the
memory of incidents of intervention and obstruction while the crimes were being
committed. Indeed, Wiedergutmachung derived from and was characterized by an
overt focus on the victims that resembled a mere transformation of former anti-
Semitic convictions. The anti-Semitism of “Jewish world conspiracy,” became the
philo-Semitism of “Jewish diplomatic reach,” in both cases exaggerating any link
between Jews and worldly power (Barkan 2001, 18). In any case the focus on the
other allowed for a distraction or even avoidance for those Germans who resisted
the regime and its crimes and remained marked as traitors. Indeed the lack of any
internal accounting or change in cultural values is a wide field of which there are
many examples. Numerous institutions and cultural figures have been investigated
and reevaluated only quite recently and after decades of reluctance. Perhaps the

greatest instance of the lack of cultural reconstruction is the continuity of the|4§
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Wagner-cult at Bayreuth once an incubator of racial anti-Semitism and platform
for Nazi pageantry which continues to play host to the nation’s elite every year,
including the present Chancellor.

Some recent optimistic accounts see in post-war German Wiedergutmac-
hung a new ethic of transitional justice and a new narrative of a “communicative
history’, that allows victims and perpetrators to share in the creation of a new
shared story (Barkan 2001, 18). And a current negative critique holds Wiedergut-
machung responsible for contemporary “culture of mourning” and the “competi-
tion of victimhood’, and signals a surrender utopian possibility for progressive
change. In confronting the question whether a different reparative program may
have led to greater justice, it is worth revisiting critiques of post-war confronta-
tion with the past as deliver by Adorno, Arendt and others (Goschler 2005, 477).
The normative notion that reparation entails the transformation of guilt into debt
and that the restoration of property invariably strengthens memory should not
be seen as the entirety of this process (Goschler 2005, 487; Diner 2003, 36-44). It
could well be that the any such discourse of reparation makes it nearly impossible
to actually express the injustice (Frei, Brunner and Goschler 2009, 28). A worthy
echo to the notes of critique sounded by Arendt and Adorno may be found in the
calls for reparation to be ad hoc justic, accounting for local particularities accom-
modating the lowest common denominator (Levy and Sznaider 2006, 205). The
work of later German critical theory, heirs to Adorno’s Frankfurt School, especially
that of Axel Honneth on intersubjecivity may be most suited to carry this much
needed critique forward into the 21* century. In summary, the shared elements of
this alternative Wiedergutmachung may be termed as the provision of recognition
and empathy, which does not occur as the result of coercion or self-interested
obligation. A simpler heading under which this all may be grouped is as an ethic
of healing that seeks a reduction of pain. Any process of reparation that forces any
victim to endure a traumatic reexperiencing of the process of persecution threat-
ens to continue the process of harm. Paradoxically, a small portion of dignity may
be restored when the former live that once was known before persecution is made

palpable and intimate through a caring path of memory.
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Rezime:
Nezadovoljstvo kompenzacijom (Wiedergutmachung)

Ovaj rad je analiza kritike u Zapadnoj Nemackoj diskursa “Wiedergutma-
chung’ iz perspektive istorije ideja. Oslanjajuci se na radove Teodora Adorna i
Hane Arent, kritika u radu je upuc¢ena na nedovoljnu paznju u intencionalnosti,
psiholoske neadekvatnosti i neprikladan egocentric¢ni karakter ovog procesa
u Hladnom ratu u Zapadnoj Nemackoj. Kritike iz 60s godina proslog veka su
postale ponovo aktuelne u sadasnjem pogledu na kompenzaciju koja se bavi
zajednickim narativom Zrtve i dZelata. Savremena nauka i istorigrafija ostaje

nepotpuna ako se uzmu u obzir ove rane kritike procesa kompenzacije. Naj-

47



48

Adam J. Sacks Wiedergutmachung and its Discontents

vazniji elementi kritike koji su iskoris¢eni u ovom radu se odnose na vaznost

namernog, subjektivnog odnosa prema procesu pomirenja preko secanja.
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Yugoslav banking caused serious disruption to these German efforts.! The com-
plete turnaround occurred two to three years later whit the German annexation of
Austria and the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia. As of March 1938, Deutsche
Bank, one of the biggest privately owned banks in Germany, had designs on the
Creditanstalt-Bankverein, the biggest Austrian bank of that time.? For the leaders
of the German Reich such designs were in complete accord with their policy of
swift absorption of the Austrian economy and the investment of German capital
in South-East European countries, where the aforementioned Austrian bank con-
trolled numerous affiliations, three in Yugoslavia alone: Yugoslav United Bank,
Zemaljska banka za Bosnu i Hercegovinu (Landesbank fiir Bosnien und Herze-
govina) and Opste jugoslovensko bankarsko drustvo (Allgemeiner Jugoslawischer
Bankverein) (Czichon 1995, 155-156). Furthermore, according to German plans,
Vienna, due to its geographic position, its network of institutions, experts and
resources, as well as its traditional relations, fulfilled all conditions of the center
through which South-East European countries were to be bound to the Reich as
economically subordinate regions, and the city itself would represent the hub of
such a network (Mitrovi¢ 1970, 709-733).

For German financial circles, it was of great importance that the share of
foreign capital in the privately owned banks of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia was so
high (62%) and was able to control state credit policy (Dimitrijevi¢ 1952, 16). To-
gether with other German and Austrian business people assembled in the special
Mitteleuropaische Wirtschaftstag (MW T) (Middle European Business Council),
the center of German economic and political power up to 1941, they set up the
Yugoslav-German Commercial Chamber as early as 1936. That year saw the start

1 The agreements preceding the establishment of the first German bank in Yugoslavia
commenced at the second session of the German-Yugoslav mixed economic committee
in Zagreb on April 1, 1936 when the possibility that the Deutsche Bank or the Dresdener
Bank might open their affiliations was hinted at; this however never occurred, see:
(Kolar-Dimitrijevi¢ 1990, 169).

2 Since 1919, the Wiener Bank-Verein was run by an international consortium, led by
one of Europe’s oldest banks, Socete Generale de Belgique, from Brussels, founded in
1822. Other members of this powerful consortium were: Banque Belge pour I'Etranger,
a subsidiary of Socete Generale de Belgique, with headquarters in Paris due to the
volume of its own operations, under a different name, and another two Swiss banks:
Banque Commerciale de Bale from Zurich, and Basler Hndelsbank, from Basel. In
March 1930, Deutsche Bank und Disconto Gesellschaft joined the consortium, as did
a little later the Czech Bank Union from Prague. See: (Bussiere, Griset, Bouneau and
Willot 1997, 111-113; Gall et al. 1995, 378-379).
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of the “four-year plan” headed by Herman Goering, followed by Hitler’s order to
prepare the German economy for warfare within a period of four years. Therefore,
the main objective of the Commercial Chamber was the intensification of the Ger-
man economic breakthrough in Yugoslavia, with simultaneous organization of a
strong economic intelligence service (Ristovi¢ 1991, 116). In the same year (1936),
Goering’s special envoy to South-East Europe, Franz Neuhausen, visited Belgrade
for the reasons stated above, while Georg Saal, also an Austrian, was appointed
President of the Chamber. Along with one of the leaders of the organization MWT
and the Deutsche Bank, Hermann Josef Abs, these people would play key roles in
the transition of the Allgemeiner Jugoslawischer Bankverein as it came under the
control of German capital.?

With the conquest of West European countries during 1940, the Belgian
credit and monetary system fell under German influence, and the Societe Gen-
erale de Belgique was forced to sell its share in the Allgemainer Jugoslawischer
Bankverein to the Creditanstalt-Bankverein, i.e., Deutsche Bank. According to the
agreement reached, the share of the Belgian bank in the Creditanstalt was bought
off as well as that in the Allgemainer Jugoslawischer Bankverein, whereby 93% of
share capital of the Yugoslav bank fell under control of the Deutsche Bank.* From
that moment on, it became the main financing channel of almost all German ven-
tures, even those without any economic goals, but with political and intelligence
goals in Yugoslavia.

The fact that all large industrial companies in Yugoslavia were part of bank-
ing concerns with predominant international capital set big German banks the
difficult task of choosing the appropriate “domestic” bank through which they
would take hold of such companies, simultaneously weakening and eliminating
the overwhelming share of capital in the Yugoslav economy owned by Jews. The

choice of Allgemainer Jugoslawischer Bankverein for the fulfillment of these plans

3 See: Minutes and reports the session of Menagment Board for the fiscal 1938 and 1939,
AJ-151-3-1; Drzavni sekretarijat za unutrasnje poslove FNR] 1955, 32, 159-160.

4 OMGUS - Office of Military Goverment for Germany, Ermittlungen gegen die
Deutsche Bank — 1946/1947, Ubersetz und bearbeitet von der Dokumentations-stelle
zur NS-Politik Hamburg, Noerdlingen 1985, 235. The Yugoslav Goverment lodged a
complaint regarding the change of ownership in the bank but without any resalts, see:
(12th Sherholder’s Meeting October 9th 1940 and the Extraoedinery Meeting, Dcember
2nd 1940; Arhiv Jugoslavije (Archive of Yugoslavia) (A]) — Fond: Opste juguoslovensko
bankarsko drustvo A.D. (Allgemainer Jugoslawischer Bankverein AG) (151)-3-1). 53
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irrespective of their aggressiveness demonstrates especially in the war years the
preciseness of the German plan and its skillful tactics. Up to 1939 the bank was
a main financing channel for domestic and foreign Jewish owned industrial and
commercial companies and with its new owners it was supposed to gain a clear
political definition in German war and economic plans, increasing its historical
significance (Aleksi¢ 2002, 73-92).

The successful accomplishment of national-socialist racist categorization of
the employees resulted in the dismissal of all employees of Jewish origin and their
being replaced by representatives of German minorities in Yugoslavia, creating
almost ideal condition to turn the Allgemainer Jugoslawischer Bankverein into
main German economic and financial instrument for providing the Third Reich
first with economic and then with political positions in Yugoslavia (Aleksi¢ 1997,
49-63). At the same time key interests of leading German banks overlapped in
the Bank as “masters of the financial blood circulation of the German economy”
which endeavored to divide South East Europe into zones of influence by financing
important projects for the war economy, affecting monetary trends and creating
exclusively the German war industry.

Following the 1941 April War and the breakup of Yugoslavia, the Allgemain-
er Jugoslawischer Bankverein was divided into two “sister banks” (Bankverein-
Beograd, Bankverein fur Kroatien — May 1941). However, its role and its man-
agement largely remained unchanged. What made the status of the Bankverein
somewhat special was that, although officially a Serbian bank, controlled by the
newly founded Serbian Ministry of National Economy, it was, in fact, a German
Bank, given that its operations and business policy were controlled exclusively by
the German member of the management, which ensured its autonomy. Therefore,
Hermann Josef Abs, Josef Joham, Nikola Berkovi¢ and Ludwig Fritscher were at
ones members of the management of both societies, in Zagreb and Belgrade. At
the session of the Managing Board of the Bankverein in Belgrade, held on October
21, 1941, E. Neuhausen was nominated chairman of the Belgrade division, while
another member of the management, Jakob Soengen, was appointed head of the
military administration for Southeast at the Serbian National Bank.’

The list of documents issued by the military commander of Serbia, under

number 7 of May 31, 1941, contains the Decree on the Provisional Regime of

54|5 AJ, 151, see material of the Directorate Office of the Bankverein (BV), 1941-1944.
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Banking Operations and Transfer of Money, banning the Serbian nationals from
disposing of their deposit and savings accounts opened before April 18, 1941,
as well as opening their personal safe deposit boxes in the absence of German
foreign-currency deposit supervisors. In addition, Jews were required to declare
their entire property, and Jewish-owned stores and companies were placed under
the authority of special commissariat.® Jewish property was now managed by the
Jewish Property Protectorate at GBW, supervise by Franz Neuhausen. After some
hesitation, their personal belongings and jewelry were transferred under the con-
trol of the German operative group Sipo-SD (Browning 1992, 408). During the
first month and a half, 3,498 Jews had their property registered (Veselinovi¢ 1992,
375-406). By a new decree of July 22, 1941, their entire property was confiscated
and they could no longer dispose of their real estate, savings and credit accounts
and personal deposit boxes.” Next, Jewish stores and companies were put up for
sale, mostly to German trade and military officials in Serbia. The money from
these sales, as well as the outstanding amounts collected from Jewish debtors,
went to Banking Society, to the frozen “Unterdepot” accounts with the distinctive
three-letter mark “GBW” (SJO 1952, 46).8

Given that during the first war year in Serbia it was unrealistic to make plans
for economic development, the Bankverein used the confiscated Jewish property
to “increase the volume of operations and savings” The 1941 annual report shows
a 140.3 percent increase in balance compared to the previous year. Most of the
funds came from the liquidation, i.e. sale of a large number of Jewish companies
and other real estate owned by Jews which the German authorities had seized from
their rightful owners (Aleksi¢ 2002, 132-150).

All the confiscated Jewish property was registered on special accounts be-
longing to the General Trade Representatives for Serbia at the Bankverein, where
they were deposited by the SD (Sicherheitsdienst — Gestapo), the Devisenpolizei,
various other German institutions, commissariats for Jewish property and local

banks. Sales of goods, businesses and real estate were stated as the sources of

6 According to a special order of April 19, 1941, the Belgrade Jews were required to reg-
ister with the German military authorities. Out of 12,000 Jews living in Belgrade until
April 1941; 9,145 persons registered by June 12, 1941. See: (SJO 1952).

7 In the meantime, the Decree of May 31, 1941 no longer applied non-Jews in Serbia.
See also: (Romano and Kadelburg 1977, 674).

8 AJ, 151 — Archived records of expropriated Jewish property in BD, 1942-1944. 55
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these funds. All the financial transactions were taken care of for each company by
special commissaries and trough separate accounts at the Bankverein. After the
sale, i.e. the “Aryanization” of property (one of accounts was marked “Arisierung-
selose”) the funds were deposited onto the collective account of the general trade
representative for Serbia, marked “GBW” (Aleksi¢ 2002, 132-150).

According to the 1942 business report, the annual balance of payments
account recorded a surplus of 701.538,867 dinars (from 972.679,423 in 1941, to
1.674,218,290 dinars in 1942) (Aleksi¢ 2002, 132-150). In the meantime, as finding
buyers for Jewish property became increasingly difficult, the representatives of the
Reich gave it to the state of Serbia as a “gift” in exchange for higher war-damage
payable by Nedi¢’s (Serbian prime minister) government (Romano and Kadelburg
1977, 674).° On August 26, 1942, Serbian Finance Ministry transferred the control
of Jewish property to the “Jewish Property Administration Board — Real Estate”
Reparations to Germany were paid from this account (Romano and Kadelburg
1977, 674; SJO 1952, 49). Even the Bankverein transferred several of its accounts
receivable from Jews in the State Hypotecary Bank, demanding their settlement
against the sale of Jewish property. For example, in July 1944, State Hypotecary
Bank sold a house in 6, Skenderbegova Street, property of Hajim Baranon, one
of the Bankverein debtors. However, despite its obligation to do so, it failed to
inform the Bankverein about this transaction, prompting the Germen branch to
intervene requesting to be paid the amount of exactly 531,249 dinars, with 9.5
percent interest.!° Based on the research of historian Nikola Zivkovié, one billion
dinars had been collected through the sale of Jewish real estate by December 14,
1943, of which 600 million went to the Department of Military Administration for
the payment of war damages to the ethnic Germans from Banat region, while the
rest was spent on the reconstruction of the Bor mining complex, etc. (Zivkovi¢
1975, 446).

However, the constant lack of money compelled the German occupational
authorities to, by the end of 1942, move the entire Jewish property — savings ac-
counts, stock, insurance policies, jewelry, gold and other valuables kept in Serbian

banks and branches of former Yugoslav banks to the vaults of the Bankverein in

9 The Commissariat for Jewish real estate managed to sell 133 pieces of land until
September 1942, totaling 147 milion dinars, despite the fact that their real value was
estimated to have exceeded 10 milion. See: (SJO 1952, 9).

5610 AJ, 151- File “Prijava jevrejskih dugova — Drzavna hipotekarna banka, 1942, 1944”.
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Belgrade, and that upon special order by the General trade and commerce repre-
sentative in Serbia on the sale of Jewish banking debts and depositions at credit
banks (Aleksi¢ 2002, 132-150).!! With Jewish companies now seized and sold, it
was time to appropriate the shares they had in Serbian companies and financial
institutions. According to Milorad Ugrici¢ (a senior adviser at the National Bank
of Kingdom of Yugoslavia, then under the process of liquidation), the Serbian Na-
tional Bank played an active role in this undertaking. They authorized and super-
vised the transfer of amounts corresponding to “old” and new outstanding Jewish
debts made during the occupation, from the Bankverein to the account of the
General trade and commerce representative for Serbia. This transfer was carried
out gradually, from December 1942 till 1944, according to the category of debt and
the time needed to establish the amounts, i.e. to “liquidate” them. That this was
an extensive effort is clear from the fact that the Bankverein now even controlled
the payments from the prisoners’ camps — if the recipients or senders were Jewish.
The National Bank alone transferred more than 18 million (18.487,868, to be exact)
dinars to the accounts at the Bankverein (Ugrici¢ 2000, 114-117).

These special accounts of the General trade and commerce representative
in Serbia open for purpose at the Bankverein had different names. “Sperrkonto”
was a temporary account containing expropriated Jewish property; “Sicherheiten”
a temporary one-off account for completed expropriations; “Liquidationserlose”
and “Arisierungserlose” contained money from other accounts and collective sums
from other one-off accounts, transferred by the special representative. It was also
possible to make direct payments to these accounts. As of December 1942, jewelry,
golden coins and other valuables seized from Serbian Jews were also deposited in
the vaults of the Bankverein. This is clear from the records of expropriated Jewish
property kept by the Bankverein’s clerks."

Following the completion of these transfers, it turned out that until 1940
Jewish capital participated in almost all private banks in Serbia, totaling 18.281,745
dinars, or 4.1 percent. Jews had a 50% or bigger share in Beogradska trgovacka
Stedionica (99.94%), Metropol banka (66.33%), Kolonijalna banka (64.10%) and

11 BD vault, in which Jewish property was kept, was at a branch office in 2, Terazije Street
in Belgrade.

12 AJ, 151 — Archive material about the expropriation of Jewish property in Bankverein,
1942-1944.
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Merkur banka (50%), all in Belgrade.'® This figure did not include the share capital
invested into the Privileged Agricultural Bank, totaling 5.285,500 dinars, nor the
value of shares of the National Bank of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia owned by Jews,
amounting to 1.734,000 dinars.'* Unfortunately, the staff of the Bankverein failed
to calculate the value of Jewish shares in manufacturing and trade companies. Jew-
ish shares found in Neuhausen’s storeroom and the records of expropriated Jewish
property made on the basis of reports from other banks’, put the value of Jewish
shares in Serbia’s industry, trade and mining at around 17.090,053 dinars (Ugrici¢
2000, 114-117).

Aleksander Ungar, a Beocin steel plant share-holder, believes these figures
to be far too conservative:

“After we'd learned that the Jews in Belgrade were being decimated, we went
into hiding... and through an intermediary made contact with Dr. Hansel of the
Gestapo. He told us that the Gestapo would give us passes to leave Novi Sad if we
agreed to sell our shares, now deposited in vault in Beocin, belonging to myself
and Julius John and worth around 5 million dinars in those days. We were left with
no choice: to die with the others or give away whatever property we'd had. So, in
the presence of witnesses, we signed a contract with a Gestapo agent for the sale
of our shares to the Wiener Bankverein, for the price of 5,000 dinars, or 500 per
share. In addition, we had to agree to have that money paid to inaccessible account
at the Bankverein — you can still find proof of this in the official records. Neverthe-
less, the Gestapo refused to give us the passes, advising us instead to disappear
from Belgrade's

13 AJ, 151 - correspondence between the Banks Supervisory Office and Bankverein, May
12-18, 1943.

14 AJ, 151 — correspondence between the Banks Supervisory Office and Bankverein, May
12-18, 1943. We came to an approximate value of the Jewish share capital in both
banks by consulting the listing of “various shares expropriated from Jews” found in
the “storeroom of the military commander for Balkan operations-head of the military
authority G.B.V’, in 1945. The total value of the expropriate Jewish shares in banks,
according to these documents, amounted to 15.189,710 dinars, i.e. 3.092,044 less than
in Bankverein’s report to the Bank Supervisory Office. This difference is probably a
consequence of withdrawals from the “storeroom” between 1943 and 1945.

15 AJ, 151 — correspondence between the Banks Supervisory Office and Bankverein, May
12-18, 1943.

58|16 Minutes of testemony of Aleksandar Ungar given on October 9, 1945. (SJO 1952, 47)
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We found confirmation of this statement in the storeroom, where under
“Beodin Steel Plant” it reads that the shares were transferred to there from a so-
called Allgemeine Depot account. The name of their real owner was not therefore
known, unlike of shares nor does their value match the figures mentioned in the
statement. The storeroom contains 205 shares with a normal value of 1.500 dinars,
meaning that their total value was a mere 307,500 dinars. Only the shares of anoth-
er two companies, the First Bosnian Asphalt Industry, from Sarajevo (100 shares
at 750mdinars each) and “Kroatija’, the manufacutrer of portland cement, from
Zagreb (320 shares at 200 dinars each) were transferred from the same “Allgemeine
Depot” account o the storeroom. In some cases the figures from these two sources
are identical. For instance, the dossier of one Josif Amodaj (of 29, Jevremova Street,
Belgrade) contains a letter from Franco-Serbian Bank on Decembar 14, 1942, con-
firming that the Jew in question possessed 338 shares in the bank, worth 1,000
dinars each. The figure mentioned in the storeroom is exactly the same. The letter
also states that “for the safekeeping of the above-mentioned bills until the end of
this year, as well as for the costs of breaking the safe, which have not been covered
by the individual in question, we hereby charge with a debt of..”"".

While comparative analysis of these two sources shows that the numbers of
recorded Jewish shares and their nominal value were occasionally incompatible,
it was presumed that some of the expropriated bills were simply missing from the
storeroom, and their total value came at 77.010,322 dinars. The value of 90 sav-
ings accounts (and this is not their full number) amounted to 5.793,476 dinars and
the totals of valuable life insurance policies, which were more numerous than the
bills and saving accounts combined is unknown. Some of the high level of Ger-
man “business pedantry” displayed during the expropriation of Jewish property is
particularly evident in the handling of savings accounts, some of which contained
less than 100 dinars (23 or just 13).'

Interestingly, the storeroom did not contain any jewelry, golden coins or
other valuables seized from Serbian Jews that were repeatedly mentioned in the
records of expropriated Jewish property. In the region of Banat, a special proce-
dure was developed for the expropriation of valuables from Jewish safes (usually

opened by force in the presence of a special German commission). The items of

17 AJ, 151 — Archived records of expropriated Jewish property in BD, 1942-1944.
18 AJ, 151 — Archived records of expropriated Jewish property in BD, 1942-1944. 59
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value were submitted to the Pancevo People’s Bank (Pancevacka pucka banka) for
evaluation, which then forwarded them to the Bankverein, while the less valuable
items were sold to the members of the Reich, at GBW’s premises (SJO 1952, 51). A
segment of the seized Jewish property, especially gold and other valuables, which
were deposited in the bank since 1943, were taken to Berlin in June that year by the
newly appointed commissary for Jewish property in Belgrade, Adolf Mostbek."

With this in mind, one will read the 1943 annual report of the bank’s manage-
ment with more “understanding” The report shows a raise in balance by 333,000
dinars, i.e. from 1.674,000, in 1942, to 2.007,300, in 1943. This trend was even more
noticeable in the accounts receivable, which went up by 158.60% (1942,.i.e. by an-
other 37.77% in 1943) — i.e. from 398.336,909 to 1.030,108.159 in 1942, and by ad-
ditional 389 million in 1943.%° While in 1942 the savings dropped from 39.131,145
to 20.030,214 dinars, in 1943 they increased by 352%., i.e. to 108.6 million dinars.
“The increase in volume of operations is evident from the turnout figures: from
22.404,000 to 47.065,000 dinars, or by 110%"* In 1943, the bank’s profits were at
their highest since the bank’s founding: 11.207,701 dinars.?

Yugoslav analysts put the numeral equivalent of the damage from the expro-
priation of Jewish property in the occupied Serbia, facilitated by the Bankverein,
at roughly 885.883,000 Serbian dinars or, according to the exchange rate from
those days, 17.717,660 dollars. The bulk of it, mainly gold and other valuables was
sent to Germany in 1943. The rest was gradually transferred there in 1944, paid
to business people and private individuals, or divided among the German mili-
tary and political representatives in Serbia (Ugrici¢ 2000, 114-117; Aleksi¢ 2002,
132-150). A purely financial institution successfully contributed to the establish-
ment of interrelation between military and economic occupation of Serbia by the

Third Reich, by facilitating the application of measures of economic exhaustion of

19 AJ, Reparaciona komisija FNR]J (54) — 531, evidence of the theft of Jewish property
from the Bankverein in Belgrade, No.15640, April 22, 1948.

20 AJ, 151 — report from the session of the managing board of the Bankverein about the
business policy in the fiscal year 1943, held on April 27, 1944. Comparisons with the
1942 annual report are needed primarily because one part of the expropriated Jewish
property was reflected in the balance for 1942 and another in 1943.

21 AJ, 151 — report from the session of the managing board of the Bankverein about the
business policy in the fiscal year 1943, held on April 27, 1944.

22 AJ, 151 - report from the session of the managing board of the Bankverein about the
business policy in the fiscal year 1943, held on April 27, 1944.
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the country. At the same time, it helped a systematic expropriation of the entire
Jewish capital. Its case sets an example of successful racist experiment in the bank-

ing system in the occupied Serbia.
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Sources:
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Rezime:
Politicka uloga finansijskih institucija: Bankverein AG i
arijanizacija jevrejske svojine u Srbiji

Bankverein je bila bankarska organizacija koja je svojim radom, pored
ekonomskog iscrpljivanje ovog prostora, omogudila i organizovano oduzi-
manje jevrejskog kapitala, Ccime je doprinela uspesnom udruzivanju vojne
i ekonomske okupacije Treceg rajha. Nasuprot deklarativnhom zagovaranju
»modernizacije” industrije i bankarstva zemalja jugoistocne Evrope, nemacka
ratna praksa svela se, zapravo, na politiku brutalne 