The long road to ‘Docile Belgium’. The archives oBelgian
authorities regarding the persecution of Jews

Ladies and gentlemen,

In this presentation | will follow two lines of apgach. On the one hand |
would like to focus on the Belgian archives conaegrihe persecution of
the Jews, and | would also like to present theysindde by the Centre
for Historical Research and Documentation of Wat @ontemporary
Society (the Ceges / Soma) concerning the respbtysdf the Belgian
authorities in the persecution of the Jews. Thidystvas an official
request by the Belgian government. It was alssaltref the research
carried out a few years earlier with regard togpeliation of Jewish
assets and the participation of the Antwerp autilesrin the persecution
of the Jews.

This focus implies that my presentation will maichyncern the archives
of the Belgian authorities. However, | would likeedtart with a few
explanatory remarks on some other archives retatdte German
occupying forces, their Belgian accomplices andJ#ish victims. My
actual presentation will start with a short histgriaphic survey.

1. Some Belgian sources and archives in general

In general it can be said that, in spite of ceraius, the Belgian
archives, complemented by the foreign archivesyarg well
documented on the subject of the persecution adéles. This is the case
for all aspects of this persecution. Contrary ® etherlands and
occupied France, Belgium was governed Iilgarverwaltung, led by
MilitarbefehlshaberAlexander von Falkenhausen, who was also
risponsable for the North of France, Nord et Pa€aais. The anti-
Jewish decrees were issued byNMiktarverwaltung The actual
deportation of the Jews was the work of the Sipo{8bre than 90% of
the Jewish community in Belgium lived in AntwerpuBsels, Liege and
Charleroi. And nearly 95% of the Jewish populatimhnot have the
Belgian nationality; they were seen as ‘foreigners’



A. Archives of German authorities and Belgian collaorators

TheTatigkeitsberichtef the Militarverwaltung and théverordnungsblatt
are among others held at the Ceges / Soma. Hesdsar&ept the
documents related to the process of Alexander \akeRhausen. In this
trial, one of the charges was the persecution@fdws. Soon these
documents will be digitised by Ceges / Soma andgeon the internet.

Concerning the Sipo-Sd, there are notdbé/files of the trials. In the
trials against the Sipo-SDienststelleBrussels and th@ussenstellen
Liege and Charleroi, special attention was givethé&udenabteilung
(but that attention may not be overestimated). &heas no group trial
against theAussenstell&ntwerp. In the trials against the individual
Antwerp Sipo-SD-members, the focus was on theioastagainst the
resistance fighters, not on the persecution oflédves. There is however
the important trial against the Antwerp Jew huiielix Lauterborn and
five of his assistants who all worked closely togetwith the Antwerp
Sipo-SD. Finally there is the trial against Consta@anaris, who was
for some time head of the Sipo-SD in Brussels.

All the files of the trials are part of the archevef the formeAuditorat
Général(Military Prosecutors’ Office) and can be consdlie the Palace
of Justice in Brussels. (As well as the ‘documéiéxander von
Falkenhausen’, the documents related to the prafaSenstantin
Canaris will be digitised by Ceges / Soma and priese the internet).
For the study of the collaboration, the archivethefMilitary
Prosecutors’ Office are a crucial source. Theyaiortens of thousands
of individual files. Even during the war, the Belgigovernment in
London had decided to make the trials of collalmsathe competence of
the military courts. This was for reasons of effirmy, and also because
of the negative experience of the long-lastinggrater the First World
War, when several courts had the authority to conthe post-war trials.
After the Second World War, the Military Prosecstddffice and thus
the post-war trials were led by one man, the Miitarosecutor.

From the end of the 1970s, beginning of the 198@sarchives of the
Military Prosecutors’ Office have gradually beerenpd for research
purposes. Remained closed however were the filpsrsbns who were
not brought to trial and were thus never convi@ed of persons who
after their conviction and final release were reltabed. A few years
ago, also these files were opened for researdituitnsts such as the
Ceges / Soma and for research in the context dbdddheses.



The files contain primarily post-war documents, thyositerrogations of
defendants and witnesses. At the same time thegicooriginal
documents from the Second World War, such as seittéorming of

Jews, copies giroces-verbauand photographs. The photographs allow
for instance to literally materialise the Jew husit&urthermore, the
dossier of the anti-Jewish organisatMolksverwering La Défense du
Peuple(Defense of the People) contains among othersoghegphs of the
Antwerp ‘pogrom’ of Easter Monday, 14 April 1941h&n some 200 to
400 collaborators, armed with sticks, destroyededeaf windows of
Jewish shops and set fire to two synagogues.

The Military Prosecutors’ Office also collectednite of evidence. They
concerned original documents from the Second Wdda which had to
prove a person’s explicit collaboration but weré mecessarily included

in the final dossier. Most of the items of evideme&e deposited at the
Ceges / Soma. Here | have to mention the files@mmog Pierre
Beeckmans, member ¥blksverweringand head of thAnti-Joodsche
Centrale / Centrale Anti-Juiv@Anti-Jewish Central), created by the Sipo-
SD. (I have also to mention the Ceges / Soma-agstov collaborating
organizations like the VNV and the DeVlag, bothrkigh, and the
Walloon Rex).

B. ‘Jewish archives’ and ‘registers of Jews’

I will not refer to Jewish archives in the restnay presentation. | will just
point out that the important archive of t¥iereeniging van Joden in
Belgié / Association des Juifs en BelgigAssociation of Jews in
Belgium), founded in 1941 by the occupier, is kepghe Jewish Museum
of Deportation and Resistance in Mechelen (seeit@sts of evidence
Pierre Beeckmans, as kept by Ceges / SOMA). ltamscminutes of
meetings as well as contacts with German and Belgfiicial instances.
The Jewish Museum for Deportation and Resistanlme#ed in the
former Dossin-barracks in Mechelen from where #heslwere deported
to Auschwitz. It is in fact not just a museum blsbaa documentation
centre. The documentation centre has the statoi@sion to centralise
and make accessible all information on the persatof Jews and
gipsies (Sinti and Romany) in Belgium and the Naiftirrance.

The Jewish Museum of Deportation and Resistanceskeeginal
archives and documents, but also digitises theiegipublic and private



archives. Thus, the registers of Jewish persodstierp and Belgium

in general, belonging respectively to the Antweswidh welfare
organizationLa Centrale/ De Centraleand the Brussels Jewish Social
Welfare, were in general digitised. The registeesandrawn up at the end
of 1940 by the Belgian cities and municipalitieg,doder of the
Militdrverwaltung Furthermore, the Jewish Museum possesses some
3,000 envelopes with relics of Jewish deporteed) i3 photographs,
passports, membership cards, diploma’s. Thesecagnents that had to
be handed over on arrival in tBammellage(transit camp) in Mechelen.
Must also be mentioned the numerous interviews Wathish survivors
and a collection of some 8,000 photographs.

A unique project of the Jewish Museum of Deportatnd Resistance is
entitled ‘Give them a Face’. In 2004, an agreenaad reached with the
Department for Alien Affairs of the Belgian Minigtof Interior to
digitise the personal files from the archives & &lien Police. As | have
already mentioned, nearly 95% of the Jewish pojmrdan Belgium did
not have the Belgian nationality. Each of the afikgs contained a
photograph of the person involved. On the basthede files, the
Museum for Deportation and Resistance has succdedsttl an image
to the name of 17,000 of the 25,000 Jews that deperted from
Belgium.

More information about the Jewish population indgs&in and Jewish
organisations can be obtained in Bmndation Auschwitz — Mémoire
d’Auschwitz / Auschwitz Stichting — Auschwitz inl&xtenis. Studie- en
Documentatiecentrum(the Mémoire d’Auschwitz. Study and
Documentation Centre, established in 1980 in Bltagsethe Belgian
Association of Ex-political Prisoners of AuschwBakenau, Camps and
Prisons of Silesia), thlusée Juif de Belgigudewish Museum of
Belgium, established in Brussels ca. 1983) Rbedation de la Mémoire
Contemporaine / Stichting voor de Eigentijdse Heeiring (established
in Brussels in 1994), and tii@eges / Somand also in the Ministry of
Justice (Brussels), that was competent for theskeault. The Jewish
Museum of Belgium possesses about 20.000 photogjieamhsome 400
metres of archives, mostly about the history ofd&&ish community in
Belgium since the end of the™18entury. The Mémoire d’Auschwitz
possesses 66 audio cassettes of interviews witlsldewrvivors and
about 250 audiovisual interviews. Interviews canpag other
information, also be found in tHendation de la Mémoire
Contemporaine



An important source for studying the history of flevish victims are the
archives of théienst voor de Oorlogsslachtoffers / Service desivies
de la Guerrg(Department of War Victims) in Brussels, created
iImmediately after the war as a department of theidihy of
Reconstruction. The department was initially crédtetrace missing,
civilian war victims abroad, in the first place okl prisoners, and to
repatriate them. It was known as tbemmissariat Belge au
Rapatriement (VBRBelgian Commissioner’s Office for Repatriation).
In 1945, this was done by 400 Belgian Liaison @ffscwho were active
In numerous countries. In the course of time, tichiges on war victims
became more and more important, and in thesed &itention was
given to Jewish victims. At the same time, the neandf Belgian Liaison
Officers and foreign missions of the Belgian Consiuser’s Office for
Repatriation were considerably diminished. In theantime, the Ministry
of Public Health had become responsible for thewams. From 1955,
it maintained only two Liaison Officers, whose taglonsisted mainly of
administrative work and archival research. Theesrarlonger Liaison
Officers, but the department is still functioning.

In the Department of War Victims are kept amongaghihe filing cards
of all Jews registered by tl&po-SD more than 56,000 altogether.

2. A short historiography

Apart from a few witness accounts by Jewish personsediately after
the war, the historiography on the persecutiomeflews in Belgium
took a late start in comparison with its neighbogriountries. The
Centre for Research and Studies on the HistorlgeoBecond Word War
in Brussels, the present Ceges / Soma, was fousslkde as 1969. The
Belgian situation was characteristic in that threcti cause for the
foundation of the Centre was a trial held in Awsagainst a Belgian war
criminal. The former resistance movements fount @ismay that there
were no centralised sources on the subject of éloer&l Word War in
Belgium. Because of the late start of the Cenlre aictual Ceges / Soma,
the interwar period and the Second World War didcatch the attention
of history students and related sciences beforéiés.

It was not until the 1980’s that the first detaiktddy on the persecution
of the Jews in Belgium, thmagnum opus four parts by historian

! A historiographical survey in : L. SAERENSteemdelingen in een wereldstadp.. XXXI-XLV.



Maxime Steinbergd, 'Etoile et leFusil (The star and the rifle), Brussels,
1983-1986, was published. The title was symbolie $tar refers to the
deportation of the Jews, the rifle refers to theidke resistance.

Also in the 1980s, a wealth of studies — mostlickss - had been
published on the Jewish community and on anti-semiin Belgium

with the culmination of an international symposibeid in Israel in

1989, ‘The Holocaust in Belgium’. The symposium aagsult of a
cooperation between the Bar llan University andatieal Ceges / Soma.

From the 1980s onwards, more and more Jewish pefstirthe need to
bear witness to their war past. After years ofreigs the trauma of the
war seemed finally debatable in public. This wae tlso for historian
Maxime Steinberg, who, as a Jewish child, had seds/the war being
hidden from the Germans. A remarkable feat at titkof the 1980s was
also the interest shown by some children of Jepesksons who had been
in hiding, and who had grown up after the waryyad® come to terms
with the sufferings of the war. This interest beeagwen more intense by
the 1990s. All of this was fuelled by the streancafnmemorations that
were organised from the end of the 1980s onwards.

In the 1990s, the number of Jewish witnesses guven more. Also in
this period, a lot of studies were published foagsn the help of non-
Jews to Jews, more especially of Catholics. A ettiteme was the help
to Jewish children, not in the least because ofitseinternational
meeting of the ‘Children in Hiding’ in New York ilay 1991.

Following this event, the ‘Belgian Association dfi@ren in Hiding’ was
founded in October 1991.

In 1995, the already mentioned ‘Jewish Museum fep@tation and
Resistance’ was established. | would like to add #t the present
moment, the Flemish government is creating a ‘Halst Museum’
which will also be located in Mechelen. The ultimgbal is to extend the
present ‘Jewish Museum of Deportation and Resistaio this purpose,
a building has been purchased opposite the Dosshadks.

A new milestone in the historiography of the pew®n of the Jews in
Belgium was July 1997. On request of the Jewishnoomty, the
Belgian government, a coalition of catholics andacsts led by the
catholic prime minister Jean-Luc Dehaene, credtedstudy
Commission that was to examine the fate of thetasdehe members of
the Jewish community of Belgium, spoliated or almsdl after the
Second World War. The Study Commission was creatéte wider



international context of the restitution of Jewasdsets and was
unanimously supported by all democratic parties.

3. The Study Commission into the Fate of the BelgmJewish
Community’s Assets

In a first phase, the research project was entiustéhe Ceges / Soma, in
particular the prospecting for archives. Subsedyeatresearch group
was created, attached to the commission and |&bhya-researcher
Rudi Van Doorslaer, the present director of thegSsdgsoma.

The research of the spoliation of the Jewish pcgses in Belgium was
completely innovative. Thus far, only one scientdrticle had been
published on this matter, the result of a licertiMaster) thesis in 1971.
The politics of spoliation were the authority oéilitarverwaltung,
more specifically of th&ruppe Xllof theWirtschaftsabteilung
(department for economic affairs) of thiitarverwaltung the group
responsible for Jewish and foreign capital. Toctmalise and manage
the spoliation in the varied sectors, M#itarverwaltungfounded, on 12
October 1940, a trust, theriisselerTreuhandgesellschafThe final
destination of the profit made by the sale of thessets and of the
freezing of the savings and securities accounttihv@spoliation bank
Société francaise de Banque et de Démotubsidiary society of the
Société générale de Franckhis French bank had come to the Briisseler
Treuhandgesellschaft as ‘enemy’ assets. Here, &anhy 1943, the
Jewish funds were to be centralised step by stépeiform of
individualised accounts.

The research activities of the ‘Study Commissido the Fate of the
Belgian Jewish Community’s Assets’ were among alixaised on
archives of the Ministry of Finance and the Minystf Economic Affairs,
archives of some 30 banks, archives ofGeges / Somarchives of the
Department of War Victims, archives of the Antw&jamantcluband
the Archives NationalegNational Archives) in Paris.

In the ArchivesNationalesin Paris, the archives of tlii@&uppe Xllof the
Wirtschaftsabteilungre held. In the archives of the Belgian Minigify
Finance, the Office of the Sequestration is esseiiere, the crucial files
of theBrusseler Treuhandgesellschafe held. At the Ministry of
Economic Affairs, the post-war files of the ‘Depaent of Economic
Recuperation’ are of great importance. As far akkbare concerned, the



archives of the ‘National Bank of Belgium’ have bam®nsulted, as well
as the archives of the FrenSbciétéGénéralein Brussels, where
documents are held concerning 8&ciété francaise de Banquedet
Dépots At the AntwerpDiamantclub the archives of the Federation of
Diamond Exchanges can be consulted. An importahiae in theCeges
/ Somais theDevisenschutzkommandat the ‘Department of War
Victims’, archives can be found on tM®belaktionand the diamond
fraud. Some city archives also hold fascinatingnmfation. In the city
archives of Antwerp there is a file concerning déldeninistration of the
Jewish assets during the war. The post-war crindoasiers of the
administrators of Jewish asse¥e(walterg can be found in the archives
of the exAuditorat Généraln the Palace of Justice in Brussels.

In July 2001, the report on the study of the spiolaof Jewish assets
was presented. A year later, in July 2002, an ageee for restitution
was reached between the banks, the insurance ces@a the Belgian
state on the one hand and @emiténational de la Communauté juive
pour la restitution(CNCJBR) on the other.

In the meantime, two years after the creation efsiudy commission, |
had concluded my doctoral thesis on the attitudéntéverp towards the
Jews in the period 1880-1944. In retrospect, coatptr archives in the
rest of the country, | was able to dispose of altlved archival sources.

4. The persecution of the Jews in Antwerp: a ‘wealtt of sources

My research was essentially based on archivessamhtmicipal police
and the city administration. On the subject offibesecution of the Jews,
the police archives of the city of Antwerp are best kept and most
complete archives in Belgium. | was the first togi@e permission to
consult the war archives. These archives alsoaivetter understanding
of the relations with the Royal Prosecutor, theqiadl head of the police
force. (The mayor is the administrative head ofggbkce). Judicial
archives, such as the archives of the Royal Présecn other words the
Office of the Public Prosecutor, are essentialaio ghsight in the
wartime collaboration of the Belgian authoritieghe persecution of the
Jews. The archives of the Office of the Public Bcosor of Antwerp
were transferred to the state archives in Beveninin 2002 and made
accessible for scientific research.



The conclusions | reached in my doctoral thesisewvieat the
collaboration of the Antwerp authorities and poleas even more
extreme than historian Maxime Steinberg had desdrébout twenty
years before in his reference wdrlEtoile et le Fusil.At least 65% of the
Jewish population in Antwerp were deported, withydess than 40% in
the rest of Belgium.

About 60 years after the events, our conclusionsecas a real
bombshell. Initially, they were anything but appated, especially in
Antwerp circles. The son of the wartime mayor wathat moment
alderman of the port of Antwerp and even threatdoddke legal action.
Even part of the Antwerp Jewish community chosesttle of the clan
around the wartime mayor. The reason for this Wwatdfter the war, the
participation of the Antwerp authorities in the ggution of the Jews
was quickly covered up and erased from the colleaiemory. The
same conclusion was reached by the CommissioneoBélgian
responsibility for the persecution of the Jews.

5. The study on the Belgian responsibility for thgersecution of the
Jews

A. Previous history

In the course of the study concerning the spolidetsh assets, more
and more voices were heard in the Jewish commpniyosing an in-
depth study of the (possible) participation of Bedgian authorities in the
persecution and the deportation of the Jews. Rafesewere also made
to the study of Maxime Steinberg and to the studyhe persecution of
the Antwerp Jews. This appeal was mainly heardam¢ophone
Belgium. The national question is never far in Batg This can be
explained by the fact that, for a long time in Fegphone Belgium the
war past, in particular the collaboration, was tiedh differently than in
Dutch-speaking Belgium. In wide layers of the palapinion in
Flanders, especially in Catholic circles, wartinodlaboration in Flanders
was soon represented as the work of Flemish idgalis

Especially the Francophone press and politiciappatied the appeal for
a study to be made on the possible participatidche@Belgian authorities
in the persecution of the Jews. In 2002, in thend¥ex of
Representatives as well as in the Senate, propofiae were
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introduced by French-speaking politicians. It wascoincidence that
2002 was the 8Danniversary of the first raids on the Jews in Retyg in
the summer of 1942.

On 15 August 2002, MP Olivier MaingaiMbéuvement Réformateur
MR, president of th&ront des Francophong$DF)) introcuded a
proposal of law. He was supported by historian MeexSteinberg.
Maingain asked the creation of a parliamentaryaetecommission to
look into the possible administrative, judicial gmalitical co-
responsibility of the Belgian authorities for thergecution of the Jews.
The creation of such a commission was not a unggeat. Similar
commissions had been created, such as the Rwandaission in 1997
which had investigated the Belgian co-responsibitit the genocide on
the Tutsis.

Should the parliamentary commission concerningp#ireecution of the
Jews reach the conclusion that the Belgian offiighorities were co-
responsible, then Belgium must apologise to thaskepeople, dixit
Maingain. He referred to the French president, Jesqhirac, who had
apologised to the Jewish community in France irb199

The liberal Belgian prime minister Verhofstadt esvever reluctant.
He referred to his speech of two years earliehen@ossin-barracks in
Mechelen. He insisted that he had, on 24 Septe&di¥), theDag van
de Joodse martelaar van BeldiBay of the Jewish Martyr in Belgium),
explicitly recognised the moral co-responsabilitytee wartime state
apparatus for the persecution of the Jews in Beighde received the
support of the president of the Chamber of Reptaseas, a fellow party
member, who referred to the imminent restitutiod@fvish assets. From
that point of view, new apologies were not nee@ne Francophone
commentators subsequently played the ‘communityd ¢&hristian
Laporte,Une proposition de loi d’Olivier Maingain. La Betgie
officielle, complicedu Shoah?in Le Soir 23 September 2002, p. Mais
du cété flamand, on n’y est guere favorable)

On 3 October 2002, Alain Destexhe (PRL-MR) andippd Mahoux
(PS) submitted a proposal of resolution to the &eimmafavour of an
iIndependent study on the possible participatiothefpolitical, judicial or
administrative authorities in the persecution aegatation of the Jews.
Together with Verhofstadt, Destexhe and Mahouxlaged a
prominent role in the Rwanda commission. They exbfiasked to
entrust the study to the Ceges / Soma, a scieatificfederal institution.
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This study would take up two years, after whichadipmentary research
commission could be created if proved necessary.

Prime minister Verhofstadt seemed to have alreadghred a conclusion.
A few days later, on 6 October 2002 in the Dossirrdcks, again on the
Dag van de Joodse Martelaar in Beld@ay of the Jewish Martyr in
Belgium), he pointed at the responsibility of thelddan authorities for
the deportation. This time, he made an emphaticeapticit statement:
“une partie de 'administration a ‘sombré dans ldlaboration’ et il faut
avoir ‘le courage de le dire et de 'assumédgart of the administration
has collaborated with the German occupyer and \&d tiee courage
aknowledge this and to take the responabilitytioiHe however also
underlined the help given to the Jews by a largegddahe Belgian
population.

The proposal for resolution Destexhe-Mahou couldht@n a wide
consensus, on the Francophone as on the Dutchisgesadte. The
parties of the majority [liberals, socialists anéans (ecologists)], but
also the Christian democratic opposition partiesket their support. In
the discussion in the Senate on 23 January 206&pninister
Verhofstadt also gave the support of the governn@ntl3 February, the
resolution was carried. The government decidedféztevely entrust the
study to the Ceges / Soma.

As was the case for the Commission concerningpbgation of Jewish
assets, a special law was voted on 8 May 2003/®the Ceges/Soma
the legal means to consult a number of officiahases, such as the
archives of ministries, municipalities, provincpslice and judicial
authorities. Article two stipulated: ‘Irrespectigéany other decree, the
Ceges / Soma can obtain, from all official authesitor from private
institutions, all information and documents that aseful for the
execution, within two years, of a scientific stunlythe possible
participation of the Belgian authorities in thendécation, the
persecution and the deportation of the Jews iniBelgluring the Second
World War'.

Due to budgetary problems, the Ceges / Soma coaititke research
only on 1 September 2004. A budget of 300,000 ewsssmade
available for the recruitment of four researchétghaél Amara, Frank
Seberechts, Emmanuel Debruyne and Nico Woutees;tdal by Rudi
Van Doorslaer). Compared to similar research ptsjecother countries,
this involved a small team of researchers.
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On the request of the Ceges / Soma, the fields#farech was widened to
cover the period before and after the Second Widd. It is important
to underline that the Ceges / Soma research igrimoarily a research on
the Jewish question, but a study that must be glacthe global context
of the attitude of national authorities towards tleeupying forces. In this
respect, the Belgian authorities did not considerXewish question a
guestion that needed special attention. It was|gipgrt of the global
policy. Basically, this concerns the functioningagfministrations in
times of crisis, in other words about governingimnmes of war. From an
administrative logic, a certain cooperation witk ticcupier was
inevitable. This cooperation came to be calledtbétics of the lesser
evil'. At the same time the international The Hagianvention of 1907
made a cooperation with the occupying forces a lelglegation.

There can be no doubt that the administrationserotcupied countries
in Western Europe enjoyed a certain manoeuvringespéaich was
respected by the Germans. They could among otpeesaato the The
Hague Convention. Furthermore, tiditarbefehlshaberAlexander von
Falkenhausen issued a decree in July 1941 withhaegdhe cooperation
of the Belgian police forces in the event of aseBt principle, the
Belgian police forces were forced to cooperate abtihe same time von
Falkenhausen accepted the moral objections invatvéte case of
certain arrests.

A general approach consisted of the three traditipowers: the
legislative, the executive and the judicial powear the study of the
occupation period, the focus was on the Secret&ereeral, the
subordinate authorities and the judicial authasitiehe role of the Royal
family was also examined. After the escape of tagian government to
London, the Secretaries-General were the highéisbaty in the
occupied country. It was with them that the Gerrwhlitarverwaltung
negotiated on questions of government. Subordeatigorities are the
provinces, the districts, the cities and the mypaikifies. Key cities were
Antwerp, Brussels, Liege, Charleroi and Ghent witigréhat order) most
of the Jewish population lived. The judicial auities concerned the
judicial police, the offices of the public prosemusind the courts.

Completely new in the study was the part on thé-p@s period, which
shed light on the post-war trials concerning thes@eution of the Jews.
Crucial for this were the archives of the MilitdPyosecutors’ Office and
the files on the administrative purges, kept inghehives of the Ministry
of the Interior.
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The project was thus an ambitious one, and theomgaepended a great
deal on the locating of the right archives. How ttid Ceges / Soma team
proceed with the prospecting of archives and wlest the condition of
these archives?

B. Source material: prospecting and evaluation

Prospecting was necessary in order to obtain argkeidea of the
available archive material for the study. To thisgmse, contact was
made with a large number of public and private iaeh A start was
made on 24 September 2004, based on the assigohtasks pro
research item. This resulted in a global overviéthe available, relevant
archives which then allowed to make definite cotstagth the
responsible persons of the archives and with thgaresible authorities
who issue the permission to consult the archives.

The general evaluation with regard to the accefiset@rchives was
certainly positive. Article two of the Law of 8 M&003 does not allow
any institution to appeal to the privacy laws ida@rto refuse access.
Nevertheless, research was obstructed to somealbgthe
administrative inertia of certain public institit®that are not
accustomed to manage archives and even less tothekeaccessible
for research purposes. For instance, it took foomtims before the
contacts with the Federal Police to obtain perrars$d consult the
archives of the formeBendarmerigMilitary Police) had any result.

Research in the Ministries of Foreign Affairs arfidastice, in the Centre
for Historical Documentation of the Army, the Kalilett Documentatie-
en Onderzoekscentrum (Catholic Documentation- agsk&ch Centre,
KADOC in Leuven), the Archief en Museum van hetaffse
Cultuurleven (Archive and Museum of Flemish Cultiée, AMVC in
Antwerp), the Belgian Red Cross, the Departmemaf Victims, the
Flemish provincial authorities, the State ArchimeBrussels, the State
Archives in the provinces, the archives of the R&aacan Brussels
and the Military Prosecutor’s Office proved vergfid and without
problems.

I will now only talk about some of these archiviegsthe State Archives,
archives are kept concerning the Secretaries-Gleofeffenance,
Education, Domestic Affairs and Economic Affairsirfhermore, one can
consult the archives of the cabinet of the primeister in London. The
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minutes of the meetings of the Secretaries-Geaeeahmong others kept
at the Ceges / Soma. All these archives are vapgitant to form an idea
about the patrticipation of the Belgian authoritrethe execution of the
anti-Jewish measures.

The archives of the former Military Prosecutor'di€H, kept in the
Palace of Justice in Brussels, were as always tglsen

What were the conclusions of the Ceges / Soma tegarding the
Belgian archives? Through the intense and exterssisiaval
prospecting, the researched were presented wélatvely poor image
of the situation of the contemporary archives ifgien. It was the
opinion of the researchers that they must give etrgr information
about this in view of the consequences on the fieslt of the study. As
| said, the research team had only two years tsifithe report.

- State archives

The State Archives granted admission to the arshiwessential
institutions. While some archives, such as theiaeshof the Aliens
Police, the archives of the Secretaries-Generkir@nce (Oscar Plisnier)
or the Secretaries-General of Education (Marceld\yrad been fully
inventorised, there were unfortunately no resetyols at all for other
crucial funds, such as the archives of the Mirestof Domestic Affairs,
Public Education and Culture, Finances and Econdtfiars, the
archives of the Diamond Board, the Textile andltéather Federation.
The lack of inventories was a problem that causgzbrtant delays in the
research.

- Archives of the Office of the Public Prosecutor

The situation with regard to archives of the Offat¢he Public
Prosecutor is often alarming. There is a distimcbetween the southern
part (Brussels and Wallonia) and the northern (fdginders) of the
country. The archives of the Flemish cities Anfpyévlechelen, Leuven
and Gent are mostly open for research purposesthngrofessional
help of the personnel of the State Archives Bev&kkas allowed a
simple consultation of the most important documeniss situation,
where dead archives are transferred to the audtbaschivists, contrasts
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greatly with the disastrous situation with regardhte public prosecutor’s
offices of Brussels and Wallonia. In Liege and @Gdrai, the transfer of
archives from the period 1930-1950 to the Statéikes took place only
recently. The absence of inventories made thedasie archivists, faced
with a chronic shortage of staff, even more dificlihe researchers
could only make some random searches in dozensoaf metres of
documents of which inventorisation is not a priorit

The archives of office of the Brussels public poager general and of the
office of the Brussels prosecutor have been pbrsalved for the period
up to the beginning of the 1930s. There is (almosthing with regard to
the following decades. To explain these lapsebararchive collections,
reference is always made to the fire in the PaddJdeistice in 1944. Yet,
this fire destroyed only part of the archives a&f Brussels public
prosecutor’s office. Moreover, an important partred war
correspondence from 1945 onwards of the Procufaémeral of Brussels
has been reconstituted through the other publisqgmator’s offices in the
districts. There is no doubt that the destructibtine judicial war
archives of Brussels took place mostly after 1944.

The most dramatic losses seem to have occurrée &dntral
Commissioner’s Office of the judicial police of Bsels. From end 1946,
the local brigades of the judicial police were Irage of thousands of
proces-verbauxreports) of the State Security and part of theudwents
that had been seized in the after-war period dyudugial investigations.
This unique collection of documents that have afghestoric value has
apparently gradually ‘disappeared’ in a seriespsrations of removals
and destruction, caused by a lack of space indhtars of the Brussels
Palace of Justice.

- Archives of the local police and gendarmerie

As to the local police and the military poliageidarmerig¢ archives have
been saved only in rare cases. Fortunately therenar important
exceptions : the archives of the two main citieswierp and Brussels. In
the Walloon province Hainaut, the archives of thetial commissioner’s
office of Greater-Charlerloi were burnt at the eficthe 1970s. In several
communes of the Brussels agglomeration, importatives have been
destroyed during recent repair works at the citishin Nivelles, also in
the Walloon province Hainaut, part of the war arehiof the police
could be saved only after the forceful intervenwdrhe newly appointed
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archivist. In Saint-Gilles, a neighbouring munidifpyaof Brussels, part of
the war archives are probably in the attic of iy lzall, but the repair
works that will take place there soon leave ugtile Idoubt that also
these documents may soon disappear for ever.

The safekeeping of police archives has clearly oegratively affected
by the recent police reforms and by the removaviéiess that this
involved in local gendarmerie brigades and withjtltkcial police. The
policy of the former director of the Centre for tHistory of the
Gendarmerie has made it possible to save a fevaratelispersed
documents. This could however not save the lamasimost important
part of the archives from destruction.

- Provincial archives

Where the provincial archives are concerned thearebers have found
that a good preservation policy prevailed in thenkikh provinces
Antwerp (archives kept in the City of Antwerp), Wé&sanders (Brugge),
East Flanders (Gent) and Limburg (Hasselt). Thigrests strongly with
the situation in the Walloon provincial archives.

- Communal archives

Also with respect to the communal archives, impurthfferences could
be ascertained. In the Flemish cities MechelenHasselt, the Walloon
Charleroi and the majority of the communes of thhesBels
agglomeration (with the fortunate exception of ¢y of Brussels),
there had not been an adequate and systematidanigation policy in
the past. Also, a lot of archives have been destrtoyhich has proved
particularly dramatic for the research on the pedi630-1950.

For the study on the attitude of the Belgian autiesrin the persecution
of the Jews, the competent policies pursued iratbeives of the two
large central cities with the largest Jewish pojpaia Antwerp and
Brussels, has proved to be of exceptional impoganc

- Foreign archives
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Finally, the consultation of foreign archives hasved to be very
helpful. Especially the National Archives (the femnmPublic Records
Office) in London, the archives of the Ministry Bbreign Affairs in Paris
and of the International Committee of the Red CrmsSeneva were of
the utmost importance. Consultation of the files@feral United States
archives have also led to interesting results.

C. The intermediary report

A year later, on 19 October 2005, the Ceges / Smsgresented an
intermediary report. Two months later it was dis&asin the Senate. In
the intermediary report, five case studies werdyard by way of
examples. The absence of a ‘global context’ wasanacidence. This
global context would appear in the final report.

In the intermediary report, attention was firsatifgiven to the arrest of
the German Jews by the Belgian authorities in M#401 These arrests
took place shortly after the German invasion. Mifshe arrested persons
were considered suspects and were deported taothth 8f France,
together with German spies, fascists and commuarstdocked up in
camps. After the French capitulation in June 19d€y were allowed to
return to Belgium, with the exception of the Jewslspects’. They were
kept in the French camps. The majority of them vesrentually deported
to Auschwitz, via Drancy.

A second part of the intermediary report was theuston of the Jewish
civil servants from the Belgian administration. 3imeasure was indeed
executed by order of the German occupier, but séaeiministrations
cooperated only too readily. The case of Antwegypla central role in
the intermediary report. First of all, there was tleportation of the
Antwerp Jews to the province of Limburg at the ehd940, beginning
of 1941. There was subsequently the collaboratidgheoAntwerp police
force in rounding up the Jews in the summer of 1948 the post-war
investigation on this matter. This confirms my oganclusions. My
study became as it were ‘officialised’, after whitkwas no longer
guestioned, remarkably so this was also the cageiAntwerp media.
Very important in the intermediary report is thealosure of the
existence of a much more extensive investigatiter afie war on the
participation of the Antwerp authorities and polfoece in the
persecution of the Jews. This investigation waséwawvdismissed. The
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case was considered too ‘delicate’ by the judigighorities. In Antwerp,
all the official instances had been involved arewar mayor, against
whom an inquiry was started, was very popular antbegopulation of
Antwerp. The judicial authorities did not want topen Pandora’s box.

The intermediary report received quite a lot of rmexdtention, especially
from the Francophone side. The importance of théysivas not
guestioned. A lot of attention was also given ® ¢bnclusions of this
intermediary report about the deplorable conditba lot of official
archives in Belgium, concerning the conservatiowels as the
accessibility or inventorisation. The report stateat this situation had
grown “during many decennia of neglect, unworthyaahodern
democratic constitutional state”. This resultedi@wspaper headlines
such as e massacre de la mémdirgthe slaughter of public memory”).

A positive result of this appeal was that a nunddeuoliticians, at least
momentarily, became conscious of the necessitypoliay with regard
to public archives. On the other hand, some pditie came to the
perhaps hasty conclusion that it was not possibtatry out a balanced
study on the persecution of the Jews. As is oftercase in Belgium, the
‘community card’ was drawn. In Dutch-speaking Flarg] the archives
were much better kept than in bilingual Brussels Erench-speaking
Wallonia. This led some Flemish politicians to mak&tements such as:
“There is a risk that this would be a study ondtigude of the Flemish
magistrates, since, for lack of source materiahing can be said about
the others”. It must however be said that wherfitied report was
published, these critical remarks ceased.

Professional historians know that it is not necesgadispose of all the
archival sources in order to reach an objectivelkemon. Moreover,
secondary sources can sometimes point to certagdeieies. Thus, there
are no traces in the ‘resistance press’ in Brusk&ge and Charleroi that
indicate a participation of the local police fofeBrussels, Liege or
Charleroi in the raids on the Jews. Witness accomnatde in the
aftermath of the war, as drawn up by the Militarggecutors’ Office, do
not give such indications either. Nor do post-wanmoirs. For the casus
Antwerp, such indications are however present,abiwthe resistance
press, as in post-war witness accounts and memaoirs.

D. The Final Report
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On 13 February 2007, the final report was presetatdde Senate. It ran
to no less than 1,500 pages and the title wasa@ixgDocile Belgium.
The Belgian Authorities and the persecution oflées in Belgium
during the Second World War”. At the same time,rq@ort stated very
clearly:

“Those who had hoped to find here a list of Belgraitors who have
thus far escaped the judgment of history will keagpointed. This study
does not wish to judge the persons who workedhiese official
institutions. A historian is not a judge. He does merely wish to
establish a crime but will attempt to describetadl facts. Subsequently,
he will mainly try to explain and contextualise ¢gbdacts.

What then idWilling Belgiumabout? Essentially, this study on the
attitude of the authorities with respect to theidbwragedy during the
Second World War probes the soul of the Belgiamespm the key
period 1930-1950. This was pre-eminently a peribémiiberal
democracy as a system was being questioned byaityajf the elite.
The relation between this central idea and theaudtitowards the Jewish
migrant population, especially during the periodaafical racial
persecution by the foreign occupier, is interwolike® abasso continuo
throughout the 1,500 pages of this text.

The final report is the result of an official miasj but in no way is it the
official history on the possible responsibilitytbe Belgian authorities in
the persecution and deportation of the Jews. Theopal approach of
each historian is clearly apparent in these tdéxisthis has not prevented
this final report to be greatly influenced by onggpdiscussions about
essential parts of it, between the authors asagelith the other
researchers at the Ceges / Soma. It should therafeo be regarded as a
collective scientific project”.

E. Conclusions of the final report

The study on the possible participation of the B&lquthorities to the
identification, the persecution and deportatiothef Jews in Belgium
during the Second World War has not just resulteg $ystematic
research concerning the administrative cooperatitmthe occupier but
also in a broad analysis of some political anduraltcharacteristics of
the Belgian society in the period from 1930 to 195@Would appear that
this study of the Jewish problem has been veryiddtiog, sometimes
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even revealing with regard to these fundamentaéryitig social
evolutions. Already i.’An 40. La Belgique occupéBrussels, 1971),
José Gotovitch and Jules Gérard-Libois underlioeatat extent the war
had brought these social and political phenomenlagsurface.
Phenomena that are equally determining factorssiocaety in peacetime,
but remain hidden because of the complex ensenfilaletars in a
democracy. Thus, war reveals the soul of a socCldtis is what we have
ascertained too as a result of this focus on taish question”.

Authorities function always in a well determinechtext. This is also the
case for the persons that work in these governsemices or are part of
the judicial system. They work in a legal frame amd work ethic. The
freedom to act, or more specifically the individoanoeuvring space of
these persons is limited. This is the case not famlthe ordinary civil
servant, but also for the leading civil servantd aragistrates. This was
not different during the war. Yet, it can be asaied that during the
occupation there remained a possibility for a cer@aount of personal
intervention. This was so for two reasons. Fitst, Belgian politicians
had neglected to establish a clear legal framevarthe authorities left
behind in Belgium as to how they should lead thmiadtrative
apparatus. Second, the power of the occupier priw/bd anything but
absolute. The mutual dependence of occupying asal &mministrations
was a logic result of the “controlling” adminisit that the German
military administration had introduced in Belgiutirhe possibility not to
carry out certain tasks or not to execute cerguests remained. This
was provided by law and equally recognised by ttwipier in their
agreement with the secretaries general. This mamioguspace made it
however necessary that at crucial moments chomesdbe made. Here
and there, a certain unwillingness and delayingaeawres could be
observed among the ordinary civil servants. Amdmegleéading civil
servants and the magistrates, the ‘Jewish questiag’anything but a
central issue during the occupation, but sometimesrucial moments,
they were forced to take a standpoint. Nearly aagdig they do so in
concertation with choices they had made on otlseless that fell under
their responsibilities. It is precisely on theseicks that the conclusion
of the report discusses.

Three events can be defined as key moments.

- Thefirst key moment
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The first key moment was in October/November 19d€oncerned the
decision of the central Belgian government andapeof the judicial
power to obey the instructions of the occupieraeenthe Jewish
populations registered by the local authoritiesvds their opinion that
what was at stake, a flagrant breach of the Belgmanstitution, was not
important enough to end the cooperation with theuper. This
collaboration was indeed imposed by law, withowtrgg them any
specific instructions as to how to deal with thevpothat was given to
them. In this context, the maximal interpretatidhe cooperation with
the occupier (based on the text of the internati@uavention of The
Hague), which made it possible to execute Germareds that had no
legal foundation in Belgian law and that did natveeany interest of the
Belgian population, had been a choice. This cheige undoubtedly
influenced by the belief in a German victory andlg deep crisis of
liberal democracy in the late 1930s. Even conandettie obscure judicial
context in which the administrative civil servafdgand themselves, these
ideological motives have determined the choiceswieae made.

The negation of the Belgian constitution end 1948 wonsidered less
dramatic than to take the defense of the Jewishlptpn that consisted
for nearly 95% of foreigners. The exclusively “roeial” interpretation of
the security policies at the eve of the Second Wdrar, making Jewish
refugees from the Third Reich the victims, musseen along the same
lines.

Every element seems to indicate that a widespretdlken attitude,
mostly linked with latent anti-Semitic feelings, svall but unusual with
an important part of the Belgian establishmentesgkcially in rightwing
catholic and (Belgian as well as Flemish) natigtalircles. At the end of
the 1930s and the beginning of the Second World t&se circles were
clearly influential. There aim was to steer therdoptowards a more
authoritarian antidemocratic position and were sujgal in this by the
King.

- The second key moment

The second key moment situates itself in the sunoh&942, when the
extermination of the Jews was on the agenda dl#ze-police. The
general policy of maximal administrative coopenmatwas then revised in
the two cities with the largest Jewish populatiBryssels and Antwerp.
In Brussels, the local authorities refused to hauncthe Star of David
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and to put their police force at the disposal ef @erman authorities to
carry out a raid. They appealed to humanitarianvestto motivate their
refusal. It must however be underlined that uheirt they had
meticulously pursued the policy of maximal colladtoon. This refusal
must also be seen in the light of the evolutiothefchances of victory on
the battlefield and of the imminent replacemerthefBrussels
administrators by New Order adepts. In fact, theqisc reflex in
Brussels, which had been suppressed for pragnestsons since the
beginning of the occupation, was reactivated.

At the same time, in Antwerp, a unique event inBleggian history of
occupation took place. The local police arrestedraamously 1,243
Jews in the city centre and handed them over tGtrenan authorities.
Even when afterwards the consequences were obvimisilence was
absolute, from the part of the burgomaster as agefrom the public
prosecutor. The motive that was given was thafthigverp authorities,
known to have had New Order sympathies, did notb wageopardise
their cooperation with the German occupier.

The real reduction of the maximal administrativeeration did not
occur till the autumn of 1942 when the occupieradticed its policy of
forced labour of Belgian, non Jewish citizens irmr@any. From then on,
the Belgian administrations could only cooperat#v@erman policies
when there was a clear legal foundation in the iBaltaw. The fortunes
of war had been upturned and the administrativieaaities felt it was
time to change course and to cover themselves stghm postwar
settlement of scores.

It must be stressed that the Belgian governmehondon had, at no time
during the war years, given directions that thalg@olicies needed
adjusting or that the attitude of the leading cdalvants and magistrates
was unlawful and discreditable from a democratinof view.

- Thethird key moment

The final key moment was end 1945, when the dentiogaciety was
put in place again after the liberation. At thatei the military justice
came to the conclusion that the investigation theocollaboration to the
raids on the Jews in Antwerp was far too “delicat@s a result of this,
every responsibility of the Belgian authoritiedhe persecution and
deportation of the Jews was rejected. The poljteaininistrative and
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judicial elite did not wish to bear the responsipibf the consequences
of its lack of trust in democracy. This would hdeen the only option
had it acknowledged its responsibility with regaydhe Jewish
catastrophe.

The responsibility for the Judeocide rests in finstance with the leaders
of the National Socialist regime in Germany anchviftose who had
chosen, also in Belgium, to collaborate with tiegime. Even though in
the final report the main focus was on the attitatithe authorities, this
fundamental historical fact cannot be ignored.

The text of almost 1,500 pages on which the fioalotusion is based
allows however to indicate, with the necessary @ty mechanisms and
political-ideological components that explain whg BBelgian authorities
have participated to the anti-Jewish policies dythre German
occupation.

The lack of judicial and administrative preparationa second
occupation period, but also the xenophobe, sometan&-Semitic
culture of the leading elite and more generallydbmocratic deficit in
the 1930s and 1940s can be considered as detegnf@utors. The result
of this was that the Belgian authorities have aghptwilling attitude by
cooperating, in a manner unworthy of a democracyery diverse and
crucial terrains, to a policy which has proved ¢odisastrous for the
Jewish (foreign) population.

F. Perception of the final report

The final report received a lot of media attentias was the case for the
intermediary report. Even though Dutch-speakingial as French-
speaking newspapers published articles on the dyulijgvas again the
French-speaking press that treated it in mostild&arman, French and
English newspapers also commented on the repagtrddctions were
positive in all Belgian newspapers. Jewish orgditisa praised the
Belgian state for the “courage” it had shown inuesgfing that a study
should be undertaken. There were also suggesbamsike the results of
the study known among young people, for instancetiyding them in
the official school books. Several newspapers pdaike independent
method of working that had been maintained to caatythe project.
Finally, an unequivocal report had been publisfidgndls opinion prevailed
primarily in the Francophone press. Thus, the guphpern_e Soir
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wrote: “On attend un rapport consensuel (...), on découvréagument
a haute valeur historique, tres étayé, et d’'uneégé/ peu courante
contre la ‘Belgique docile’ entre 1930 et 1950A consensual report is
expected, but we find a well-founded document isaf great historical
value, displaying an unusual severity against ‘[zoBelgium’ between
1930 and 19507).

As a new Belgian government has not yet been forsiesk the elections
of June 2007, there has not yet been a discussitimeareport in the
Senate. The mission of the Ceges / Soma was to anakeentific study.
To draw political conclusions from it is not thekaof the historians.

Lieven Saerens, Prague, 3 December 2007



