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Machseh Lajesoumim (Refuge for orphans) was the name shown on the new
building, above the front doors, partly visible on the photograph on the back
cover. Its official name, which adorned the old building on Stille Rijn (Fig. 2.1),
was “Centraal Israélitisch Wees- en Doorgangshuis”, that is, National Jewish

Orphanage and Transit Home.

This book is dedicated to the memory of the children and stafff of the Jewish

Orphanage in Leiden who perished in the Holocaust.

Alleenlijk wacht u, en bewaart uw ziel wel, dat gij niet vergeet de dingen, die uw
ogen gezien hebben; en dat zij niet van uw hart wijken, al de dagen uws levens; en
gij zult ze aan uw kinderen en uw kindskinderen bekend maken.

Only take heed to thyself, and keep thy soul diligently, lest thou forget the things

which thine eyes have seen, and lest they depart from thy heart all the days of thy
life: but teach them thy sons, and thy sons’ sons.”

Deut. 4:9

Statenvertaling.
King James.



Lotte Adler
Frankfurt, 8t February 1925-Sobibor, 26t March 1943
Photograph taken in Frankfurt am Main (Germany) in 1937 when she was
12 years old

Lotte’s father was arrested in 1937 and killed in KL Buchenwald on 3
July 1938. After Kristallnacht (9t"/10t November 1938) her mother sent
Lotte and her younger sister Henny to safety in Holland by train with the
Kindertransport of 22"d November 1938. They were taken in by the orphanage
in Leiden that same night.
But the Germans caught up with them when they invaded Holland in May 1940.
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Foreword

Professor Dan Michman

Head, The International Institute for Holocaust Research; and Incumbent of the John
Najmann Chair of Holocaust Studies, Yad Vashem, Jerusalem

Professor (Emeritus) of Modern Jewish History, The Israel and Golda Koschitzky
Department of Jewish History and Contemporary Jewry; and former (1983-2018)
Chair of The Arnold and Leona Finkler Institute of Holocaust Research and
Incumbent of the Abe and Edita Spiegel Family Chair of Holocaust Research, Bar-
Ilan University

The Nazi German anti-Jewish enterprise, commonly called “the Holocaust” or
“Shoah”, which was aimed at eradicating the jiidischen Geist (“Jewish spirit”) and its
racial carriers “the Jews”, engulfed Europe between 1933 and 1945. It resulted not only
in close to six million murdered Jewish souls but also in the almost total destruction
throughout Europe of Jewish life as it had developed over many centuries.
Jewish society everywhere, including in the Netherlands, changed dramatically
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries due to emancipation, integration, se-
cularization, politicization, economic diversification, and emigration. However,
various Jewish traditional customs and social features which had been central to
Jewish social existence since antiquity, continued — even if in forms adapted to
modern standards. Two of these features were education and caring for the weak,
especially orphans. These features were anchored in biblical teachings: regarding
education — “Hear, my son, the instruction of thy father, and forsake not the teaching
of thy mother”* and “train up a child in the way he should go, and even when he is old,
he will not depart from it”?; and regarding the obligation to care for orphans — the
recurring instruction to not forget and to defend “the stranger, the fatherless, and the

1 Proverbs1:8.
2 Proverbs 22:6.

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_FOREWORD
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widow”3 These teachings were taken care of in Diaspora Jewry in the Middle Ages
and the Early Modern period by what we would call today non-profit organizations
(in traditional terms: Chevrot Kadisha). In the modern period in the Netherlands,
this tradition was integrated into the local system of social organizations that were
run by the various segments (zuilen) of Dutch society, which included orphanages.
This is the general Dutch-Jewish background of the Machseh Lajesoumim orphanage
of Leiden described in this detailed and moving study.

Shortly after the occupation of the Netherlands in May 1940, the persecution of
the Jews started, and it encompassed all levels of Jewish life. The lethal phase of
these persecutions was the so-called “Final Solution of the Jewish Question.” This
phase, which was the ultimate realization of the Nazi enterprise, targeted Jews in
the most remote places (such as the islands of Rhodes and Kos in the Mediterranean)
and all of them — whether old or young. Thus came also the end to the Machseh
Lajesoumim orphanage of Leiden.

To what extent is a detailed study of one, relatively small, institution in a tiny
Jewish community of importance? Due to my position as Head of the Yad Vashem
International Institute for Holocaust Research people often ask me: After so many
years of research — is there still anything new to learn? I respond by saying, that
when I entered the field of Holocaust research in the first half of the 1970s, I never
thought that this field would expand and intensify so much as we experience
today. But it did. And the reason is that the Holocaust was a watershed event in
European and global history. In spite of the fact that the Holocaust was a relatively
short historical event — twelve years and 98 days — it affected many countries and
societies, and had long-term reverberations regarding ideologies, concepts oflife and
morality, academic standards, education and more. In this context, it is important
not to talk about the Holocaust in vague, generalizing terms but to get acquainted
with the specifics, even with minuscule acts. The study presented in this book
contributes precisely to that. Moreover, the acts of memorization of the victims
who perished and the describing of the rehabilitation of the few who survived
are a contribution to the needed rebuilding of the concept of human dignity. The
author, Jaap Focke, took it upon himself to carry out this job and dedicated many
years to painstaking research that would enable him to reconstruct the history of
Machseh Lajesoumim and its orphans, situate the institution’s fate in the proper
context and reconstruct the human image of the orphans. The result is a study that
should be used in Holocaust education; through this one example, the encounter
with the enormity of the Holocaust can be better understood.

Rosh Hodesh Av 5780/22"4 July 2020

3 Deuteronomy 24:21 and many more places.
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[Dan Michman was born in Amsterdam in 1947 and came to Israel as a child
in 1957, when his father, Jozeph Melkman (Michman), was appointed General
Director of Yad Vashem. After his military service, he studied Jewish history and
Hebrew linguistics at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, where he earned his
doctorate in 1978 by writing a dissertation on “Jewish Refugees from Germany in the
Netherlands, 1933-1940”. In 1976 he joined the faculty of the Department of Jewish
History at Bar-Ilan University, teaching and researching in the field of modern
Jewish history in general and in the Shoah in particular. He has been involved
with Yad Vashem’s scholarly and educational activities since the early 1980s and
served as Chief Historian from 2000 till 2011. He has published books and articles
in a variety of languages on the history of Dutch and Belgian Jewry, Israeli society,
and mostly on various aspects of the Shoah — historiography, ghettos, Judenrdte and
Jewish leadership, Jewish religious life, problems of Jewish refugees and migration,
resistance, Western Europe, the survivors, the impact of the Shoah on Israeli society
and religious Jewry, and more.]
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Preface

The presence (1890-1943) of a Jewish orphanage in Leiden, an old city in the western
part of Holland, raises many questions. What kind of institution was this? Why was it
established, given the fact that there were already many Jewish childcare institutions
in the Netherlands, and why in Leiden, which had only a small Jewish community?
What made this institution different from the others? Who were the children, and why
were they brought to an orphanage in the first place since most of them still had one or
even two parents? What kind of life did they have before the war, and what happened
to the children and the staff after the German invasion of Holland in May 1940? Who
survived the war and how did they survive? What happened when the war was over?

This book is chronologically structured. Following the shortest possible intro-
duction (Chapter1), the first period from establishment in 1890 to the inauguration
of a new building in 1929 (shown on the front cover) is covered in Chapters 2 and
3. Information about that period is relatively sparse. But from 1929 the surviving
stories and photographs are so abundant that this book only contains a selection.
The period from 1929 to 1940 (Chapters 4 and 5) was by all accounts the happiest
period in the history of this institution. It is broken into two parts, because events
in Germany began to cast a shadow when Hitler took power in 1933, even as life in
Holland continued much as before.

The focus of this study was strongly on the people and life in the orphanage from
1929 onwards, before the war. But the German invasion in May 1940, the ensuing
occupation (Chapter 6), and the liquidation of the orphanage (the ontruiming")
in March 1943 (Chapter 7), inevitably constitute an important and dominating
part of this book. Chapter 8 is dedicated to those who left the orphanage before
the liquidation in March 1943 and shows how terribly effective the final stages of
the Holocaust were in the Netherlands. Chapter g includes survivor stories and
Chapter 10 covers the period after liberation in 1945.

Because of the lack of data from before the inauguration of the new building,
the book concentrates on the (some 168) children who lived in the orphanage for
at least two to three months from 1929, including those 25 who lived in the old
building and moved to the new one. Establishing the identity of these 168 children

1 For Dutch or German words used in the text, see list and explanation at the back.

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_PREFACE
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and retrieving information about their lives in the orphanage, building on the work
done by my predecessors® and trying to add “a face to each name” was a primary
objective of this study. The list at the end of the book is as accurate and complete as
could be achieved with the available data. Retrieving and preserving testimonial
and documentary evidence became an important secondary objective of this study,
particularly with respect to the period of the German occupation.

Including all the names is a fundamental aspect of this book. I believe it is also
in accordance with the spirit of Yad Vashem? as explained in the Epilogue. But it
presented me with two problems: 1) the reader may be overwhelmed by the large
number of names mentioned in the text, and 2) it proved difficult to reconcile
individual stories with the chronology. For example, the story of Sally Montezinos
(Ch. 2.3) who arrived in 1926 and never really left the orphanage, unfolds gradually
over Chapters 2 to 8.

I have tried to circumvent both problems by introducing a limited number of
children who carry the story of the orphanage through time (see Table of Contents).
Once they are introduced in a first paragraph, like Sally in Chapter 2.3, they will
“return” in subsequent chapters to continue the story. In a similar way the stories of
Lotte Adler, Betsy Wolff, Piet de Vries, Hans Kloosterman and a few others unfold
over several chapters. Other, younger children will be mentioned “on the way” and
they can be found in the text through the Persons Index. This should significantly
reduce the number of names which must be remembered to follow the story of the
orphanage. It should also be possible to read individual stories without reading
the book from cover to cover. The compromise between following the chronology
and the individual stories may lead to some duplication.

Many children and staff could be identified in at least one photograph in this
book, which may therefore also serve as a monument to its inhabitants. Naturally,
alot more is known about some of the older children compared to the very young
ones, those who perished in the Holocaust. The youngest of all was Louis Bobbe,
who entered the orphanage in November 1942 when he was just one year and eight
months old, and who was killed half a year later in Sobibor in German-occupied
Poland together with his four-year-old brother, Benjamin.

Wherever possible, the facts and stories that are presented in this book have
been checked for accuracy. The tremendous proliferation of data available on
the internet, and the increasing occurrence of incorrect statements, often copied
from one website to another without verification, made this more important than
expected. All corroborative evidence, particularly documents retrieved from public

2 See Acknowledgements.
3 Yad vaShem means “a Hand [a ‘monument’] and a Name”.
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and private archives during this study, has been preserved. Documentary evidence
which could not be included in the book, has been placed in individual dossiers.

Foreign readers may not be familiar with the history of the Netherlands before
or during the war. For their benefit, some “historical context” is included, so that
the events may be better understood. Many wartime events raise difficult and
controversial questions which are still hotly debated in the Netherlands today.
Some of these issues are mentioned in the text or in the notes, but only very briefly,
in order not to hinder the primary objectives of this book. References are listed at
the end of each chapter in line with current practice. An extended bibliography
(English texts where possible) is provided at the end of the book to suggest further
reading on these subjects.

Many survivors or their descendants have been of invaluable assistance in
making this book. The survivors are almost always excluded from genealogical
sites and Holocaust websites and monuments, which is unfortunate. Indeed, both
USHMM in Washington, DC, and Yad Vashem in Jerusalem have begun to make
(more) survivor information available to family members and researchers or the
general public. All known survivors are included in the list at the end of the book.
Nine individual survivor stories are included in Chapter 9. They can be read as
stand-alone stories, but the different ways in which they survived may provide
valuable context to the other chapters in this book. For many people, the war did
not end in May 1945, as discussed in Chapter 10.

When I first became involved in these investigations, a long time ago, I may not
have been fully aware of what the Holocaust had done to those who had survived.
I may have confronted them with direct questions without realizing which doors
inside their memory I was trying to open, and the devastating effect that could have.
I have done my best to be much more sensitive in later stages of the investigation
and while preparing this book, and I hope that the stories in the following chapters,
and the way they are told, will be taken in that spirit.

I welcome comments, corrections, or complementary information.

Jaap W. Focke
Leiden, 28" February 2021
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Map of Leiden (1929) showing the medieval city centre with many canals, surrounded by the zigzagging
canals called singels. Until the twelfth century, the Rhine River flowed through Leiden (from right to left on
the map) to Katwijk on the coast. Courtesy Erfgoed Leiden (ELO LEI001019900, detail). Width of the map is
approximately 2 km.

1: The old Jewish orphanage (1891-1929)

2:Langebrug elementary schools

3:The synagogue

4:The new Jewish orphanage (1929-1943)

The Rodenburger Polder (bottom right) was still under development at this time, but the new orphanage
(4), inaugurated in the same year the map was issued (1929), is already shown on this map. This area would
become known as the Professoren- en Burgemeesterswijk (van Duin & van Ommen, 2000).



1 Jewish orphanages in Dutch society

Abstract

There were seven Jewish orphanages in the Netherlands before 1890: two Sephardic
(boys/girls) and two Ashkenazi (boys/girls) homes in Amsterdam, and three
“general” (co-educational) orphanages in The Hague, Rotterdam and in Utrecht.
The Jewish orphanage in Leiden was established in 1890 specifically for children
who were too young to be admitted to any of these pre-existing Jewish orphanages.
Indeed, about half the children who were included in this study entered the
orphanage in Leiden being less than six years old, including 25 two-year-old
children, and seven toddlers who were just one year old.

Keywords: Jewish orphanages, Netherlands, pillarized society, social institutions,
nineteenth century

Although small in size (barely 112,000 in a total population of just under 8 million in
1930; Table 1.1), the pre-war Jewish community in Holland maintained its own social
institutions, including orphanages, hospitals (such as the Joodse Invalide), old-age
homes, and even a mental institution (Het Apeldoornse Bos). This was entirely in
line with the way Dutch society was organized before the Second World War, and
in fact until the 1970s. Protestants and Catholics, making up 81% of the population
in 1930 (Table 1.1), also had their own social institutions, including orphanages.
Between so many Protestant, Catholic, and civil or “public” (i.e. non-religious or non-
denominational) social institutions, the Jewish orphanages did not draw particular
attention. Providing social care was not seen as a government responsibility before
the war. It was very much left to each social group to look after their own.

This “vertical” affiliation was not limited to Protestants and Catholics. Socialists
and Liberals also maintained their own organizations. These covered every aspect of
society: political party, professional societies, trade unions, newspaper, broadcasting
(radio) corporation, social institutions, and so on. The Dutch use the word verzuild for
this organization, a zuil being a pillar supporting a roof or building. Although there was
competition and animosity between the pillars, there was a strong feeling that each of
the pillars had a shared responsibility towards supporting Dutch society as a whole.

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_cho1



MACHSEH LAJESOUMIM

Table 1.1 The very nature of a“verzuilde” (“pillarized”) society: The Netherlands according
to the National Census of 1930 (the last one before the war)

Denomination Netherlands % Amsterdam % Leiden %

Nederduits Hervormd 2.732.333 34,4 160.913 21,2 29.837 421
Waalsch Hervormd 6.358 1.865 249
Remonstrants 29.719 4.004 1.090
Christelijk gereformeerd 50.230 2911 531
Doopsgezind 62.012 9.054 514
Evangelisch Luthers 78.330 24.941 1.050
Hersteld Evangelisch 11.937 8.024 87

Luthers

Gereformeerde Kerken 638.372 30.266 4,568

total Protestant: 3.602.933 45,4 241.978 31,9 37926 53,5
Roomsch Katholiek 2.890.022 166.526 17.625
Oud Roomsch 10.182 621 77

total Roman Catholic 2.900.204 36,5 167.147 22,1 17702 25,0
Nederlands Israélitisch 106.723 60.976 314
Portugeesch Israélitisch 5.194 4.547 5

total Israelite: 111.917 1,4 65.523 8,7 319 0,5

Other denominations 169.575 2,1 18.735 2,5 1.841 2,6

Not religeous (secular) 1.144.393 14,4 263.991 34,9 13.037 18,4

Unknown 185 - 12 - 0 -

Grand total respondents: 7.935.565 100 757.386 100 70.825 100
1930 Netherlands Amsterdam Leiden

With universal suffrage since 1919, general elections based on candidate lists prepared
by political parties, proportional representation in parliament, and a very low electoral
threshold (0.67%), no party can ever hope to gain a ruling majority, and no government
has ever been possible without coalitions, collaboration, and compromises. It gave
rise to the Dutch polder model of politics, whereby, instead of an elected government
deciding solely based on “winner takes all”, parties involved sit around the table until
amutually agreed compromise is reached. This model, based on creating consensus,
outlasted the verzuiling by many decades, but it has become under pressure with the
further political fragmentation® and the rise of populist parties in recent decades.

1 Nolessthan 23 political parties were admitted to the 2017 general elections, thirteen of which achieved
representation in parliament (including, for the first time, an Islamic party). When this book went to
press, 37 parties were admitted to the general election of March 2021.



JEWISH ORPHANAGES IN DUTCH SOCIETY

Protestants, having achieved hard-won independence from Catholic Spain,
dominated the country from the early days of the Dutch Republic and the “Golden
Age” which followed. Holland was considered a Protestant country. Catholics
formed the largest minority, without equal rights until their emancipation during
and after the French occupation (1795-1813).

The Catholic pillar was more homogenous, in line with its more centralist orga-
nization, than the Protestant pillar. The 1930 census recognized no less than eight
different Protestant congregations (Table 1.1), and many more if small church groups
and sects are included. Many of these not only maintained their own church, but
also separate social organizations, schools, and in some cases even a political party.
It was not until 1977 that the Catholic People’s Party (Katholieke Volkspartij) and
the two largest Protestant parties merged into what is now a Christian-democrat
political party, Christian Democratic Appeal (Christen-Democratisch Appél). Some
smaller Christian parties remain independent to this day.

The emancipation of Jews in Holland (not unlike the emancipation of Catholics)
was a gradual process dating back to 1796 during the French period, when their
full civic rights were enshrined by the parliament of the Batavian Republic. The
Jewish clergy and establishment were not altogether happy with the emanci-
pation, because it signified the end of their power to settle legal affairs within
their own community. There is extensive literature on the history of the Jewish
community in the Netherlands. For further reading, see Michman et al., Pinkas
(1999), in Dutch and Hebrew, as well as a host of (English-language) articles in the
published proceedings of the International Symposia on the History of the Jews
in the Netherlands (particularly Brasz & Kaplan, 2001; Kaplan, 2008), and Blom
et al. (2002, 2017, 2021).

Sephardic Jews had come to the Netherlands from Spain and Portugal in the
sixteenth century, either directly, or via other Mediterranean countries, to escape
repression by the Almohad caliphs, or later by the Catholic rulers of the Iberian
Peninsula. When the Sephardic Jews arrived, the Dutch Republic had entered “a
spectacularly creative episode” (Jonathan Israel, 1995; also in Blom et al., 2017) and
they quickly formed a relatively affluent community.

Ashkenazi Jews arrived in the Netherlands much later, particularly during the
last decades of the nineteenth century, fleeing repression and pogroms in Eastern
Europe and Russia, but also from Germany. They arrived generally penniless and
in greater numbers at a time when the Republic had declined and fallen back to a
monarchy. They had a much harder struggle to lift themselves from poverty.

There were some 5000 Sephardim and 106,000 Ashkenazi Jews in the Netherlands
(Table 1.1; Census 1930). Sephardic Jews are usually called “Portugees”, while for
Ashkenazi, most of whom spoke Yiddish when they arrived, the words “Hoogduits” or
“Nederlands Israélitisch” are used. Thus, the two great synagogues of Amsterdam are
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the Portugese and the Hoogduitse synagogues (the latter is now the Joods Historisch
Museum), standing opposite each other on the Jonas Daniél Meijer Square.

The Jewish Quarter in Amsterdam, which was in fact a mixed Jewish/non-Jewish
neighbourhood, harboured an impoverished population. These Jews were in
general far more interested in improving their economic fortunes, if necessary
by adapting to Dutch culture, than in forming an independent Jewish pillar in
society. Their preferred affiliation was politically left, rather than religious. State
and religion were formally separated in Holland in 1848, and gradually many
people became more secular. For Jews as well as for Protestants and (possibly to a
lesser degree) Catholics, it became acceptable to find their own personal balance
between maintaining their religious identity and affiliation, and the wish to
integrate in Dutch society (Blom & Cahen, 2017). The development of the Socialist
pillar was a gradual process during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
coinciding with development of a labour movement. Economic development
accelerated from approximately 1870, and the growing proletariat started to gain
influence. The Liberal pillar developed later and became attractive to the growing
group of Dutch Jews who had outgrown poverty and gained firm positions in
Dutch society.

“Jewish” shops, industries and businesses developed. Jews were also increasingly
achieving positions in academia, finance, law, medicine, and other professions.
Only in agriculture and technical professions did they remain underrepresented
(ibidem). The relatively mild form of anti-Semitism in pre-war Holland, and the
relatively weak attraction of Zionism to Dutch Jews (compared to Eastern Europe)
had much to do with the above-mentioned developments. Salemink (2001) claims
that Dutch Catholics by 1930 still formed a segregated sub-society, more so than the
Dutch Jews, who appeared to be more assimilated than the Catholics (ibid., p. 108)
at the time.” Some Jewish Dutchmen declared that they were hardly conscious of
their Jewish roots until they were brutally confronted with that fact by the Nazis.
But despite significant secularization and acculturation, even assimilation, many
Jews maintained their affiliation with Jewish culture and history, the lasting impact
of 2700 years of repeated expulsions and ever-changing diaspora. Quite different
to Christians or Muslims, who do not share such exclusive history, Jews who gave
up their religion were often still Jews in their own eyes. The Dutch model was
certainly not ideal, or without conflicts and frictions between the various groups.
Anti-Semitism and discrimination also occurred.

2 Clearly in some circles anti-Catholic sentiment was stronger than any such feelings towards the Jews.
No doubt the fact that the Dutch Catholics became politically powerful following their emancipation
played a role. The phrase “Liever Turks dan Paaps” (‘I'd rather suffer Turks [Muslims], than Catholics”)
never entirely lost its bite in the Protestant part of the Netherlands.
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Although the Jewish Dutch maintained their own religious and social institutions,
these are generally not considered to represent a fully-fledged pillar (Blom & Cahen,
2017; Happe, 2017, 2018). It was too small, and some important aspects of a pillar, such
as a Jewish political party, never developed. The great majority of Jewish children
attended common “public” (i.e. non-denominational) Dutch schools. Zionism
exerted great fascination, but until the arrival of refugees from 1933 it had very
few real followers in Holland compared to countries in the East. The vast majority
of Jews in the Netherlands were Dutch citizens, in sharp contrast with Belgium
and France where most were aliens. It is fascinating3 to review the hundreds of
intrinsically Dutch family names which the Ashkenazi Jews adopted when civil
registration was implemented during the French period.

Amongst the many Protestant, Catholic, and non-religious orphanages which
existed between 1850 and 1940, the eight Jewish orphanages (Table 1.2) did not stand
out. Providing social care was largely left to private initiatives. Funding had to come
from within each community, and every denominational group was expected to
look after their own. The increasing need for social care was driven by industrial
development, poverty, and large families.

The first two (Sephardic) orphanages were established in Amsterdam in 1648 (for
boys) and 1734 (for girls), followed by the two Ashkenazi orphanages in 1738 (boys)
and 1761 (girls). Rotterdam and The Hague followed in 1833 and 1849. These two cities
had the largest Jewish communities after Amsterdam, but not large enough to justify
more than one orphanage, so they accepted Sephardic and Ashkenazi children,
and girls as well as boys. The “Central” orphanage in Utrecht was established
in 1871 to cater for children from the — often very small — Jewish communities
outside Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague, and the countryside in general.
The orphanage in Leiden was the last one to open its doors, in 1890 (Ch. 2). Table 1.2
summarizes the basic information about the eight orphanages mainly from Metz
(2005), and from other sources quoted in the text.

Apart from these “regular” eight orphanages, three other Jewish institutions
need to be mentioned (Table 1.3) which also provided dedicated child’s care. The
Bergstichting in Laren took in children who were judicially removed from their
parental home, amongst others. The Rudelsheimstichting in Hilversum took care
of Jewish mentally handicapped children. Paedagogium Achisomov developed as a
stand-alone children’s ward of Het Apeldoornse Bos, a Jewish psychiatric institution.

There were contacts and connections between these eleven institutions, which
were complimentary to each other in more than one way. The Jewish congregation
in Leiden financially supported both the local orphanage, and the Rudelsheim-
stichting, until 1942 when the Jewish institutions were stripped of control over

3 See, for example, www.joods.nl/ or search on: Joodse achternamen.
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Table 1.2 The Jewish orphanages in The Netherlands, summarized from Metz (2005) and
other sources

City & Name Established Capacity Additional information Orphanage No

Denomination (appr. New = new purpose-built liquidated people
Boys/Girls year) home on: depor-
tedincl.
staff
Amsterdam 1648 ?2(1717) 1717 Acquired first 10t February 18 (?)
Aby Sephardic 22(1850)  building? 1943

Yethomiem' Boys fromage 5 18(1943) Year unknown Joden-
breestr. no. 87
Year unknown Plantage
Middenlaan no. 803

Amsterdam 1743 19 (1750) 1741-1787 10t February 14 (?)
Mazon Sephardic 3(1860) Zwanenburgerstraat 19436
Habanoth?* Girls fromage 5 18(1943) 1787-1868 Nieuwe

Herengracht no. 121

1868-1943 N. Prinsen-

grachtno. 17

Gedenkboek 1934°
Amsterdam 1738 25(1836) 1836 Zwanenburgerstraat 10t February >508 (?)
Megadle Ashkenazi 45 (1865) (25 boys) 1943

Jethomim?’ Boys fromage 5 100(1943) 1865-1943 Amstel no. 21
(10?) (new)

Gedenkboek 1938
Amsterdam 1761 14 (1842) Possible precursorin 1734 10t February 70
Mangasiem Ashkenazi 34 (1861) 1861 Rapenburgerstraat 1943
Toviem Girls fromage 5 80 (1915) no. 171
Magadle 103 (1943) 1889 Rapenburgerstr. no.
Jethomiem? 169 (addition)
Rotterdam 1833 30(1889)  1848-1851 Boompjes/ 26 February 55" (?)
Megaddelee® Mixed 50-60 Kwakernaat 1943
Jethomiem From age 5 (1933) 1851-1898 Oppert no. 243

1898-1943 Matenesselaan
no. 208 (new)

Gedenkboek 1933
The Hague 1849 20 (1851) 1849-1880 Stille Veerkade 6t March 5113
Ezer Hathom'? Mixed 35(1889) no.20 1943
From age 5 42 (1932) 1880-1932 Raamstraat
no. 45

1932-1943 Pletterijstraat
no. 66 (new)
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City & Name Established Capacity Additional information Orphanage No

Denomination (appr. New = new purpose-built liquidated people
Boys/Girls year) home on: depor-
ted incl.
staff
Utrecht 1871 45 (1871) 1871-1942 Nieuwegracht 15t October ~ 52'8
Miflat Jatom' Central' 54(1942) 92 1942 >
Mixed (1938-1939 Baarnseweg February
From age Den Dolder'®) 10th, 1943"
5-6 1942-1943 Geld.kade
67-71 (A'dam)
Leiden 1890 30 (1891) 1890 Nieuwsteeg no. 4. 17th March 5920
Machseh Central 58 (1929) 1891-1929 Stille Rijn no. 4 1943
Lajesoumim'  Mixed 1929-1943 Roodenburger-
No lower age str.no. 1a (new)
restriction Gedenkboek 1929

Padre de los Huerfanos (Father of Orphans).

Location unknown.

It had a capacity of sixteen, but there was limited demand from this community, and only ten places
were occupied.

Bringing up Daughters (Opvoeding der Dochteren).

Mendes-da Costa, 1934.

Metz (2005, p. 54): “The building on the Nieuwe Prinsengracht was renovated in 1926, and a memorial book
issued in 1934. We know very little about circumstances during the German occupation. There probably were
fourteen girls living there at the time. The children and their caretakers were all taken away and deported in
February 1943."

Bringing up Orphans (Opvoeding der Wezen).

The Joods Monument lists 68 victims, but some of them left the orphanage before 10th February 1943.
Taking care of orphaned girls is charitable work indeed (Tot goede werken behoort opvoeding van
weesmeisjes).

Bringing up Orphans (Opvoeding van Wezen); Originally Ezrath Jethomiem (Assistance to Orphans).
On the same day the children of the Jewish orphanage, the patients of the Jewish hospital, and those
of the Oudeliedengesticht (the old age home, zoek beter woord) were taken away and deported to
Westerbork, in total some 250 people (Metz, 2005). The Joods Monument lists 55 child victims as wards
of the orphanage.

Assistence to Orphans.

The Joods Monument lists 60 victims; some of them had left the orphanage before 6t March 1943.
Home for Children.

“Central” means that children were accepted from anywhere in the country (and from other countries
during refugee crises), and from both Ashkenazi and Sephardic backgrounds. However, a lower age
limit applied in Utrecht of five to six years, and the need to accept babies when necessary, was the
primary reason to establish the Leiden orphanage.

The summer villa of the Utrecht orphanage was used to house 56 refugee children from Germany
(Crone, 2005) following the Kristallnacht.

The home in Utrecht was liquidated in October 1942, and the children and staff were “evacuated” to
Amsterdam. Most were deported to Westerbork on 10t February 1943.

This is made up of 33 refugees and 22 Dutch children, total 55 of which 8 or 9 survived. Excluding 8 (?)
staff members and the 2 young children of Director Themans. Note: figures may vary depending on
how and on which date a count is made. The Joods Monument lists 56 victims (November 2017).
Machasee la-Jethomiem (Refuge for Orphans).

This is made up of 7 staff and 52 children, including the 2 children of Director Italie; 2 children were
released, and 2 children survived deportation (Table 7.1, pp. 178-179).
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Table 1.3

City Established Capacity Additional information Orphanage No

Name Denomina- (appr. liquidated people
tion year) on: deported
(target (appr.)
group)

Laren 1911 40 (1920) Doodweg no. 2 (Laren) 5t Dec. 1942 36’

Berg Inter alia 80 (1935) -

Stichting Judicial out 104 (1940) 1942 Rapenburg nos. 92-96
of home (A'dam)
placements

Hilversum 1925 30 (1925) 1925 Verdilaan no. 10 16t April 793

Rudelsheim  Mentally 88(1938) 1942 Soestdijkerstraatweg?  1942/7t April

Stichting handicapped no. 151 1943

Apeldoorn 1933 7 (1925) This was initially the child- 229 Jan. 944

Paedagogium Mentally 72(1933)  ren's ward of Apeldoornse 1943

Achisomog handicapped Bos

1 Thedirector saved 70 out of 106 of his children from deportation.

2 The building on Verdilaan was confiscated by the Wehrmacht on 16t April 1942.

3 Ten staff and 69 children were taken to Amsterdam, then to Westerbork before being deported to
Sobibor (Staal, 2008).

4 Alist of the names of 1069 deported patients and staff of Apeldoornse Bos was published in De Stentor
on 21% January 2013; see also Westerbork and the Joods Monument.

Table 1.3. Dedicated institutional childcare was also provided by the Rudelsheim and Berg Foundations, and
by Achisomov, the children’s ward of the Apeldoornse Bos mental institution. They accepted children who
could not be properly cared for by the “regular” Jewish orphanages.

their own finances. On occasion, children were transferred from one institution
to another. Several children from the orphanage in Leiden were transferred to
the Rudelsheimstichting, including Maurits Levie, Barend Ritmeester and Isidoor
Wegloop, or to Achisomov (including Barend Bora Kool, Levie van der Pool, and
Maurits Alvares Vega). Note that the numbers of children quoted in Tables 1.2
and 1.3 cannot be established with accuracy. From 1933, as war was approaching,
the number of residents (including refugees) changed with increasing frequency,
particularly in Utrecht where the Jewish orphanage took in more refugees than
any of the others. The number of children in Achisomov increased from 7 in 1925
to 74 in 1939 and continued to increase during the first years of the occupation.
Presser (1965, p. 322) estimated that by late 1942 there were at least 94 children
in Achisomov (see also Ch. 7.3). The Joods Monument lists* 58 victims from the

4 Asper September 2018. The lists on the Joods Monument may not be inclusive, and they may also
include children who had left before the orphanage in question was liquidated.



JEWISH ORPHANAGES IN DUTCH SOCIETY

Rudelsheimstichting, and 46 victims from the Bergstichting. Both the Berg and
Rudelsheim Foundations served as a home for Jewish war orphans after May 1945
(van der Eerden, 2014; Staal, 2008, 2015).

Because the orphanage in Utrecht was taking care of children outside the reach of
the pre-existing institutions, the establishment of yet another Jewish orphanage was
not a self-evident necessity, nor was Leiden an obvious choice for its location. Leiden
is an old city in the western part of Holland, just 35 km south-west of Amsterdam,
and 15 km north-east of The Hague. It proudly features a grand fair on the 2" and
3" of October every year, to celebrate the delivery from the Spanish army in 1574.
In the whole of the Netherlands, only the schoolchildren in the Leiden region have
that day off. Following a period of economic prosperity, it entered a long period
of decline in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. By the early twentieth
century, the central part of the city, it was said, was even more impoverished than
the centre of Amsterdam.

From the late eighteenth century, Leiden had a small Jewish community within its
walls, which slowly grew to 319 souls in 1930, less than 0.5% of the Leiden population
(Table 1.1). This Jewish community was also relatively affluent compared to the
Jewish population in Amsterdam. Thus, there was no need for a Jewish orphanage
within the city. Instead, the new orphanage was designed for a national function:
to cater for children in need who were too young (less than five to six years) for
the other orphanages, or who did not fulfil other requirements to be admitted.
The initiative to establish this orphanage in Leiden came from A.L Kiek. He was
concerned that, as a result of the above-mentioned restrictions (including those
applicable to his own orphanage, he was director of the Jewish orphanage in Rot-
terdam), too many very young children were left in the country without proper care.

The history of the early years is given by Leman (1929) and is summarized in
the next chapter. The new orphanage was called Machseh Lajesoumim (Refuge
for Orphans). Its official name was Centraal Israélitisch Wees- en Doorgangshuis
(Central [i.e. nation-wide] Jewish Orphanage and Transit Home). It was intended
from the start as a place where any Jewish child, no matter the age or gender,
whether Sephardic or Ashkenazi, or of whatever background, would be catered
for. In addition, it was less strict with respect to Jewish law and tradition when it
came to admitting children (Metz, 2005). Most importantly, children in need, for
whom it was not clear who the father was, were also welcome in Leiden. These
factors probably formed the basis for the rather easy-going and liberal nature of
this — otherwise orthodox — institution, particularly after the move to the new
building in 1929.

Including the words “transit home” in the name reflects the initial idea that
children who were taken in because they were too young, would transfer to the
orphanage in which they “belonged” as soon as they reached the required age. An
Ashkenazi boy from Amsterdam would go the orphanage on the Amstel, upon
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reaching age five or six. A Jewish child from The Hague would move there if he
still had family in The Hague, or, if they were Sephardic, he or she could move
to the Sephardic boys’ or girls’ home in Amsterdam. Indeed, such transfers took
place in the first 39 years of the orphanage (van Zegveld, 1993). Given the difficult
conditions in the Leiden orphanage in that period (next chapter), that was probably
very appropriate. But from 1929 onwards an increasing number of children did
not leave when they could have transferred. The wonderful new building will
certainly have played a role in as far as children themselves preferred to stay in
Leiden. But the orphanages in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague also had
modern, well-equipped buildings, so the building in Leiden in itself does not
explain why children did not transfer when reaching the appropriate age. Several
witness accounts suggest how strong the feeling was among the children in Leiden
of belonging to a family as they grew older. Precisely the fact that many children
arrived at much younger age in Leiden (some under two) meant that they spent
their most formative years in Leiden. Sally Montezinos (Chs. 2.3, 7.2, 8.5) is a good
example. The older children and adolescents also played a role, certainly in a social
sense, in taking care of the young ones. A great number of group photographs,
taken by one of the older children, also include some of the much younger children.
Lastly, but this is speculation, the director and his staff probably had no desire
to encourage children to transfer as long as they could continue to accept new
applications of very young ones. Of course, the war made everything which oc-
curred before the war look more positive than it was in reality. Nevertheless, there
is ample contemporary evidence, some of it included in the following chapters,
to support the idea that the Leiden orphanage, from the summer of 1929, was in
many respects a happy place.

The number of “real” orphans was very small in all these institutions. Most or
even all children still had at least one parent, usually the mother. Fathers were
supposed to support the families, and it was therefore often the death of the father
or his inability to provide support for other reasons, which caused children to
be taken into institutional care. If the mother died, children often stayed with
the father while the older girls in the family took over the role of the mother.
Families were large, poor, and often unstable, parents died, or divorced, remarried
someone who also had children from a previous marriage, and so on. The case
of Barend Bora Kool (Ch. 8.2) provides a good illustration. Contact between the
orphanage children and parents was highly variable. Piet de Vries (Ch. 5.3) spent
many summer holidays with his mother, away from Leiden. Others received
regular visits in Leiden. The mother of Mieke Dagloonder is said to have never
visited her daughter in Leiden.

Several books tell us about life in these Jewish orphanages. Leman (1929) issued
amemorial book for the Leiden orphanage. Daan Choekat (1986) gives us an inside
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view of the Ashkenazi boys’ home in Amsterdam. An official memorial publication
to celebrate the 200" birthday of this orphanage on the Amstel River (Asscher et
al., 1938) contains unique photographs. Lea Appel (1982) provides a rare view of
the Ashkenazi girls’ home on Rapenburgerstraat in Amsterdam, also with many
photographs, but without identifying the children. Other memorial books were
issued for the Jewish orphanage in Rotterdam (Wijsenbeek, 1933) and the Portuguese
Jewish girls’ orphanage in Amsterdam (Mendes da Costa, 1934). Much information
about the orphanage in Utrecht is given by Crone (2005).

The first 39 years of the orphanage in Leiden were difficult in many ways. But
on 18 June 1929, the Jewish orphanage in Leiden moved into a brand-new building
at Roodenburgerstraat no. 1a, in what was planned to become a new, south-east,
extension of the city. The plot to build on was purchased in 1903, but it took a quarter
of a century to raise the funds to start building in 1928. The new building was
inaugurated in 1929. This book focuses on the period from 1929 to 1943, supported
by an overwhelming amount of information, photographs, and surviving stories,
but also because it represents a time of relative happiness and stability, which lasted
not even fourteen years before it came to an unimaginably brutal end.
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2 1890 to 1929: A long and difficult period

Abstract

The 300-year-old building was entirely unsuitable as a children’s care home. It had
no facilities, and it was so dilapidated that it could not be restored. Year by year,
the governors discussed possible solutions. In 1903 they acquired a plot of land on
the outskirts of Leiden, in the Rodenburger Polder. But lack of funds kept building
plans in limbo until a new and expanded board of governors, now also including
women, decided to make a commitment despite the economic uncertainties at
the time. Building started in June 1928, made possible by active fundraising and
supported by Protestant and Catholic organizations, civil authorities, and the
community in Leiden as a whole.

Keywords: Jewish orphanage, 1890-1929

2.1 Making do at Stille Rijn no. 4

The Leiden orphanage was opened on 19'" May 1890 in a temporary building at
Nieuwsteeg no. 4 in Leiden. A year later, on 7" July 1891, it moved into a building at
Nieuwe Rijn no. 4 (Figs. 2.1 and 2.2). The building, a former wool warehouse, was a gift,
and as such it was gratefully accepted by the board of governors, but it was wholly
inadequate as a home for children. It was very old (it had served as a beer brewery
in1578) and badly maintained. Only gas lighting was available. There was constant
fear of a fire in this building with its timber interior. There was no facility to take
care of the sick, no adequate playground, there were holes in the floor, and during
storms pieces of the roof were blown away. Thousands of florins were spent on repairs,
money which the governors would have much preferred to go into the building fund
(Leman, 1929). Yet they managed with what they had (Figs. 2.3 and 2.4) for 39 years'
without a major accident. The two cases of children dying in the orphanage occurred
in the early years: Amalia van den Berg on 8" May 1893 and Rebecca Kades on 31%*
December 1895, both as a result of illness (van Zegveld 1993, p. 170).

1 Including the year at Nieuwe Rijn.

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_CHo02
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Figure 2.1: Stille Rijn no. 4, early twentieth century. The signs left and right of the door, behind the trees,
read: “Centraal Isr. Kinder en Doorgangsweeshuis”; the sign above the first floor: “Toevlucht voor Weezen”
(in Hebrew: Machseh Lajesoumim) (see text).

From the beginning, the governors in Leiden had in mind to build a new home, if
ever the necessary funds could be raised. They will have looked with some envy
at the Ashkenazi boys’home in Amsterdam (Megadle Jethomim, see Table 1.2)
which, 25 years earlier (1865), had moved, with some 45 boys, into a newly built
home, beautiful and well equipped, on the banks of the Amstel River (see Asscher
et al., 1938). That building was demolished after the war, together with almost the
entire Jewish Quarter of Amsterdam, but the outline is marked by granite stones,
partly covered by the Muziektheater.> It was more than double the size, and it had,
within the building, a synagogue, playrooms, sick bay, teaching rooms, and even

2 https://jck.nl/nl/node/1783 and https://www.joodsamsterdam.nl/joods-jongensweeshuis-megadle-
jethomim/.


https://jck.nl/nl/node/1783
https://www.joodsamsterdam.nl/joods-jongensweeshuis-megadle-jethomim/
https://www.joodsamsterdam.nl/joods-jongensweeshuis-megadle-jethomim/
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Figure 2.2: The old orphanage at Stille Rijn no. 4 is the first building on the left. Photo probably taken around
1905, looking east towards the oldest part of the city. “Stille” or “silent” means this body of water is no
longer a flowing river. In Roman times, however, this was an active branch of the Rhine River, and part of the
Limes, the frontier between the Roman Empire (on the right) and the barbarians. A rich collection of Roman
artefacts has been discovered along the Dutch Limes in recent decades.

-

Figure 2.3: One of the bedrooms in the old orphanage.
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Figure 2.4: From 1890 to 1929, this was the only room available for some 30 children for dining, playing and
doing homework. From Leman, 1929.

a sukkah to celebrate the Feast of Tabernacles while being able to look at the sky
(Asscher et al., 1938). It would continue to grow until it housed some 100 boys in
1943. In Rotterdam, a new building was inaugurated in 1898 at Matenesselaan
no. 208 (Wijsenbeek, 1933). The Ashkenazi girls’home in Amsterdam had solved
its most pressing space problems in 1889 (Metz, 2005) by acquiring the building
at Rapenburgerstraat no. 169, adjacent to the existing one at no. 171 (Appel, 1982).
In The Hague they had also decided that a new building was required at the
beginning of the twentieth century, but as was the case in Leiden, it took almost
30 years for the plan to come to fruition. They moved to Pletterijstraat no. 66
in 1932, three years after the new orphanage in Leiden was inaugurated (van
Creveld, 2001, 2004).

Financial realities about building a new home forced the governors in Leiden
to consider other options as well, such as renovating the building on Stille
Rijn, or extending it by buying the adjacent building, or buying an altogether
different pre-existing building and adapting it to the needs of an orphanage. Even
merging with one of the other orphanages was looked at, but without positive
result: the differences in styles, regulations, and philosophy were too great. A
“construction committee” had been convened in 1898 to consider building a new
orphanage. It failed to achieve anything. A second committee in 1902 was more
successful, and in 1903 a plot of land was purchased in what is known today as
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the Profburgwijk,? the Professors’ and Burgomasters’ Quarter, which itself was
also new and still under construction in 1929. It is characterized by rows of
brick townhouses which remain highly in demand to this day (van Duin & van
Ommen, 2000).

In March 1906 the decision to build was reconfirmed; but in January 1907 it
was postponed again. Then the governors tried to sell the building plot, but the
market was not favourable, and architect W.C. Mulder, the erstwhile owner, raised
objections, saying he sold the plot conditionally for the specific purpose of building
anew orphanage. Twenty years later the governors were probably grateful that he
helped to stop the sale of the plot. By that time, the new city quarter had begun
to take shape and the value of the plot, acquired for 3000 florins in 1903, had
significantly increased (Leman, 1929).

But the building plans remained in limbo until 1919, when the board was com-
pletely overhauled. Nine of the sixteen governors resigned. They were replaced
by eighteen new governors, including — for the first time — nine women. The new
chairman was Ernst Loeb, an immigrant from Germany and a prominent member of
the Jewish community in Leiden.5 The new board quickly brought about important
changes in the way the orphanage was run. Children with some income from work
no longer had to give up part of their earnings to the orphanage. Whereas the boys in
the Amsterdam orphanage continued to wear their uniforms until the end in 1943,
uniforms were abolished in Leiden in November 1919, another sign of modernization
as more liberal ideas were gaining ground. Corporal punishment had never been
allowed in the orphanage in Leiden, although surely some of the staff had “loose
hands” according to some witnesses. A yearly holiday was organized on the North
Sea coast for those children who did not spend the holiday with family.

Renewed efforts were made to put the building plans into effect, but economics
after the First World War were difficult. An effective propaganda machine was
created, throughout the Netherlands, to raise funds by means of sponsorships,
donations, lotteries, and so on. Yet it seemed that it would take many more years
to get enough capital to start building. In 1927 another committee, arguing that

3  Streets are named after prominent professors at Leiden University, or burgomasters (mayors) of
the city. It attracted many relatively affluent citizens from other parts of Leiden, as well as quite a few
Jewish families, many of them refugees, if they had been able to bring their previous trade or craft from
Germany.

4 The cost of the new building, without internal outfitting, was estimated at 40,000 florins. Thirty
years later the actual costs would amount to 9o,000 florins.

5 Heran a fashion and furniture shop at Breestraat 161 from 1912. The shop was confiscated by the
Germans in 1942, Loeb was deported, and he died at Auschwitz on 315 August 1942. Four Stolpersteine
were laid for Loeb, his wife, and two of his children in front of Breestraat 161 in 2010 (Siebelt, Onderduikers
website, 2011).
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continuing in the building on Stille Rijn was not an option anymore, gave the
governors three choices: move to Amsterdam or Haarlem, merge with the orphanage
in The Hague, or build a new home in Leiden. Somewhat surprisingly, given that
not enough funds were available, the latter option was chosen. The wish to remain
independent and to stay in Leiden seems to have prevailed.

The feeling was apparently mutual: the municipality of Leiden was keen to keep
the orphanage within the city, even though the Jewish community in the city did
not need it. Once the decision was taken to start building, a pamphlet was issued
“to all citizens of Leiden” expressing satisfaction, and calling for donations with
“the intention to present as a gift of the citizens of Leiden the furniture and internal

fittings, to be made in Leiden workshops, for one or more of the halls and rooms in

the new building, because the orphanage decided to stay here and therefore will
remain a Leiden institution” (bold printed words as shown in the pamphlet). It went
on to state that “as our Israelite countrymen have never failed to answer calls to all
citizens to contribute to good causes of any kind, we should all come to their aid in
allowing the new orphanage to be properly furnished”. The executive committee in
support of the building initiative consisted of prominent Jewish citizens of the city of
Leiden. The honorary committee® supporting the initiative and putting their name
(and social position) to it, was headed by the mayor of Leiden (with the archetypal
Dutch name Adriaan van de Sande Bakhuyzen), and 30 other dignitaries from every
denomination of Leiden society: four aldermen of the municipal government, the
rector of the university, a Catholic dean, a vicar and a minister of the two main
Protestant communities, to name a few. As strong as the verzuiling in Dutch society
may have been, and notwithstanding frequent expressions of mutual antipathy and
interparochial fighting, it did not prevent active cooperation and mutual support
between the various denominations.

The decision in 1927 to commit to building was based on the optimistic perseve-
rance of some of the committee members who simply promised the more sceptical
members that “the money would be there”when needed. And, in the end, it was. The
photograph in Figure 2.5 was included by Leman (1929) evidently in view of the
great significance of what the governors had done. It is the only such photograph
I know of. It shows 21 people, including eleven women.

Suddenly everything moved fast. On 18 June 1928, the four cornerstones were
laid by the children of four members of the building committee (Fig. 2.6). From the
smiles on the faces of Levi Levisson and particularly of Director Italie (first and
second from left in Fig. 2.7) we may read the joy in anticipation of the problems
at the Stille Rijn being almost a thing of the past. Exactly one year later, on 18"

6 Nothing ever happens in Holland without a committee, an indispensable implement of a pillarized
society.
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Figure 2.6: Heskelientje Levisson places the first of the four cornerstones on Monday, 18t June 1928. The
photograph appeared on the front page of the Leidsch Dagblad, 18t June 1928. JHM Photo F431.
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Figure 2.7: Group photo after the cornerstone ceremony, 18 June 1928. Back row from left: Levi Levisson
(head of the building committee, and probably the most influential governor), Nathan Italie (the director of
the orphanage since 1921), Is Leman, E. Viskoper Szn (treasurer), Mr. and Mrs. Heilbut. The children in front
from left: Hetty Hertzberger, Heskeline Levisson, Rudie Viskoper, Harry Heilbut. JHM Photo FO00806.

June 1929, the new orphanage was officially opened, ending 39 relatively difficult
years. The move of 1929 was in many ways a new beginning, and the effect was
enormous, as suggested by the following chapters.

2.2 The children of the Stille Rijn

At the start of the orphanage in 1890, some seven to nine children were cared for;
the youngest, Levie de Jong, was just one and a half years old. Initially, the idea
was to provide childcare free of charge, but financial difficulties made it necessary
to ask for contributions from the families. This was not self-evident: poverty and
family social problems were the main causes for children, being Jewish or of other
denomination, being taken into orphanages in the nineteenth and the first half of
the twentieth centuries. In his memorial book (1929) on the occasion of leaving the
Stille Rijn home, secretary of the orphanage Leman (Fig. 2.7, third from left) proudly
reports that “we never refused to accept a child because the family could not pay the
fee”. At the same time, he rails against “philanthropic parasites and scroungers”
(“klaploopers”, he calls them), families whom he considered quite capable of making
contributions, but who refused to do so. But no child was ever refused for that reason.
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Table 2.1 The 25 children who moved from the old orphanage building to the new one in

June, 1929
Name Arrival date Age at Departure Years in
in orphanage arrival (y) date Orphanage
Muller, Frits 10-2-1917 5,0 14-2-1930 13,0
Muller, Marianne (Jannie) 31-5-1917 3,4 4-9-1930 13,3
Reeder, Hartog Samuel (Harry) de 25-9-1918 41 9-8-1932 13,9
Kloos, Ludwig 16-10-1920 4,3 17-11-1932 12,1
Vries, Harry de 30-3-1921 7,8 9-8-1932 11,4
Vries, Jacob (Jaap) de 30-3-1921 3,9 30-8-1935 14,4
Pool, Mozes (Max) van der 27-9-1922 6,6 13-10-1930 8,0
Worms, Jozeph (Joop) 16-1-1923 2,9 29-4-1940 17,3
Santen, Esther (Esje) van 5-2-1923 2,7 31-3-1939 16,2
Veltein, Hijman 19-5-1923 71 15-7-1930 7,2
Santen, Jansje (Jenny) van 16-6-1924 10,3 25-4-1932 7.9
Pront, Judith (Jupie) 11-9-1924 8,5 11-11-1935 1,2
Leeda, Rachel (Chelly) 25-9-1924 2,7 6-9-1933 8,9
Spiro, Sientje 4-3-1926 9,9 24-9-1935 9,6
Spiro, Abraham (Bram) 4-3-1926 8,8 24-9-1935 9,6
Montezinos, Salomon Levie (Sally) 21-12-1926 2,6 17-3-1943 16,2
Santen, Karel van 21-12-1926 8,3 2-7-1940 13,5
West, Adriana van 28-12-1926 6,0 27-11-1929 2,9
Weiman, Mietje (Mimi) 14-1-1927 9,5 30-4-1935 8,3
Blik, Nathan 12-2-1927 3,0 10-5-1932 5,2
Segal, Reina 28-12-1927 3,0 17-3-1943 15,2
Witteboon, Jaques Maurice 28-12-1927 9,7 10-11-1936 8,9
Bobbe, Jetje (Jetty) 24-5-1928 41 17-3-1943 14,8
Spier, Henry (Harry) 24-5-1928 3,0 17-3-1943 14,8
Weiman, Samuel Salomon (Sal) 11-2-1929 10,0 29-4-1936 7,2

The orphanage had been rather unlucky in the choice of directors (always a married
childless couple) who served as “parents”. Until 1921 their titles were indeed father
and mother. Six couples had come and gone since 1890 before the arrival, in late
1921, of Nathan Italie (Fig. 2.7, second from left) and his wife, Sara Schaap. Nathan
would remain director for almost 22 years, until the end in 1943.

Since establishment in 1890, until the move in 1929, 142 children were cared
for, 91 boys and 51 girls (Leman, 1929; van Zegveld 1993). Not much is known about
the children from the early years of the orphanage, compared to the vast amount
of information about the period from 1929. If photos of the children existed from
before 1929, I have not been able to locate them. But some “Stille Rijn” children,
arriving as they did at a very young age, were still there when the new building was
inaugurated (Table 2.1). Some of them, like Jetty Bobbe, Sally Montezinos and Harry
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Spier, also stayed until the end in 1943. Sally, Harry and Mimi Weiman are the first
to carry the story of this book, reconstructing life at the Roodenburgerstraat, and
helping to preserve the memory of all the children who lived there.

2.3 1926: Sally Montezinos arrives, two and a half years old

Salomon Levie (Sally) Montezinos was born on 6" May 1924 in The Hague into a
family which already had eight children aged fourteen to two (see also Ch. 8.5).

The family (see Ch. 8.5) had moved from Amsterdam to The Hague in 1911.
Upon the death of their father in September 1926, the eldest three, Branca (then
seventeen), Jacob (fifteen) and Grietje (fourteen), stayed at home. Of the other
six, Bilha (ten) and Eva (nine) had been taken in by family some time before
the death of the father. In November both went to the orphanage in The Hague,
together with Anna (twelve) and Abraham (seven). The remaining two, Josefina
(four) and Sally (two), were too young to join them, and they stayed at home
in the care of their older sisters. It was probably a stressful situation, and late
December 1926, Sally was accepted in Leiden, while Josefina was taken in by the
Portuguese-Israelite girls’ home in Amsterdam in early 1927. She was the only
one of this Sephardic family to go to a “Portuguese” Jewish orphanage. For Sally
to go to Leiden was probably the best available option: the Leiden orphanage
was specifically established to cater for Jewish children of either denomination,
and well positioned to deal with the very young. It was also not far from their
hometown The Hague. Six other Sephardic children had
been taken into the Leiden orphanage before him, but
only one was still there when Sally arrived: Jacob Nabarro
(van Zegveld, 1993). When Jacob became six years old, he
transferred to the Sephardic boys’ home in Amsterdam, as
had his brother Salomon some time before. From that time
on, Sally would be the only Sephardic boy in Leiden until
the arrival of the four Alvares Vega children in 1941. The
other children noticed that Sally pronounced his prayers
differently, in the Sephardic tradition.

He was five years old in the summer of 1929 when he
moved with everybody else who lived in the orphanage at
the time to the brand-new building on Roodenburgerstraat.
In1932 Anna, Bilha, Eva and Abraham moved to the equally

Figure 2.8: Probably the oldestextant  impressive new home of the orphanage in The Hague at

picture of Sally; from the group
photograph taken in 1932 in the new

Pletterijstraat 66 (van Creveld, 2001, 2004). In 1930 Sally

building (Figure 4.14). became six years old; theoretically he could have gone to The
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Hague to join his four siblings, or to the Sephardic boys’ orphanage in Amsterdam,
Josephine being in Amsterdam as well. But he stayed in Leiden (Fig. 2.8). Possibly
there was no immediate vacancy in The Hague, but I suspect, in view of what we
know about Sally that his preference to stay in Leiden, which he expressed so
forcefully in later years (Ch. 7.2), may have developed early on.

Sally’s story continues in the following chapters. He never really left the orpha-
nage; when the end came in 1943, he had lived there for more than sixteen years
(Chs. 7.2, 7.8, 8.5).

2.4 1927-1928: Mimi Weiman (nine), Reina Segal (three), and
Harry Spier (three) arrive

About three weeks after Sally’s arrival, on 14" January 1927, Mimi Weiman? arrived
in the orphanage on Stille Rijn. She was, at nine and a half years, old enough to
remember her first two and a halfyears at Stille Rijn. She would spend more than
seven years in the orphanage, witness the move to the new building, and survive
the war. She shared her memories with Leonard Kasteleyn, part of which was passed
on to the present author. She also contributed to the identification of people on
the many extant photographs, and thus became an important contributor to this
book. She remembered the poverty of the Stille Rijn period, and students from
Leiden University occasionally bringing presents for the children to cheer them up.

On 28" December 1927, another young child was registered: Reina Segal,
just a week before her third birthday. Reina was born in Amsterdam on 5
January 1925, the last of seven children. Her father, Abraham, ran a market stall
along the Zwanenburgwal in Amsterdam. Her brother Salomon died in 1916 at
age two, and two other siblings also died at young age, probably before Reina was
born. Her mother, Leentje van Sijs, died on 26" January 1927 at age 38, leaving
Abraham with four® children aged thirteen, ten, five and two. Clearly the family
had been in difficult circumstance for some time. Reina had been lodged in the
non-Jewish “Hulp voor Onbehuisden” care home? for six weeks in the summer of
1926, and — that time with her sister Betje — for another five weeks in November,
before the death of her mother. During the second half of 1927, her uncle, Lion
Winnik, took care of her, before she was brought to the Jewish orphanage in
Leiden on 28" December 1927. Her sister Betje was lodged in the only other
“Central” Jewish orphanage, in Utrecht (see Table 1.1). Five months later, on 23

7  Later Mrs. de Wind; she died in Scheveningen in 2005.
8 Assuming that the many other siblings were old enough to look after themselves.
9 Shelter for the homeless; 24° Constantijn Huygensstraat, Amsterdam.
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May 1928, Abraham married Elisabeth Visser and on 1** May 1929 a daughter was
born: Klaartje, who died in infancy. Reina regularly went to Amsterdam to visit
her father and stepmother.

Harry Spier was almost three years old when he arrived at the Stille Rijn home
on 24" May 1928. Like Sally, Reina and Harry would spend the rest of their lives,
just about fifteen years, in the orphanage. We will hear more about them in the
following chapters. Harry was a funny character. He is the one who unwittingly
provided the title to the first post-war report about the orphanage (Kerkvliet &
Uitvlugt, 1974) by writing to the Stoffels from Westerbork and asking Betsy Wolff,
who had moved in with them the week before the liquidation of the orphanage, to
send him, of all things, a pot piccalilli (Fig. 7.14).

The long period on the Stille Rijn must have been traumatic for staff and gover-
nors, as is evident from the ever-changing, frantic efforts to leave the place: making
building plans, buying land, wanting to sell it again, looking at large vacant buildings
in Leiden as a possible alternative home, looking into buying the building next door
on Stille Rijn, closing down the place altogether and merging with one of the other
orphanages. Every year, the annual report contained a list of problems. They left
the Stille Rijn building with a sigh of relief, not only grateful that no major disaster
had ever happened in the rickety building (Leman, 1929), but also in anticipation
of moving to a brand-new home.
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3 1929: A magnificent new home

Abstract

In June 1928 building started on the plot ofland acquired in 1903. The new orpha-
nage was opened in June 1929. It turned out to be an astounding improvement
with two dormitories for boys, two for girls, two kitchens, offices, washrooms,
private rooms for the director and his wife, rooms for resident staff, a sickbay, a
large playroom which also served as sukkah, and a large playground in the garden.
Little is known about the children who lived in the orphanage in its early years.
But many stories and photographs have survived about the 25 children and the
staff members who moved into the new building in 1929, and the 143 children
who entered the orphanage subsequently.

Keywords: Non-Jewish school, Zionism, Betsalel Youth Weekly, Meyer de Hond

The new building at the corner of Roodenburgerstraat/Cronesteinkade was in
almost every aspect the opposite compared to the building on Stille Rijn. It was
large, stylish, modern, well-built and sturdy; it had central heating, a garden and
playground, four large dormitories, a sickbay for boys, and one for girls, and plenty
of washrooms, rooms for the director and the resident staff, and so on. This was
a watershed in the history of the Leiden orphanage. After 39 years in a makeshift
rickety building, the five permanent staff and 25 children moved into a building
which must have looked to them like a palace from a fairy tale. It was difficult to
construct a coherent story about the years from 1890 to 1929. But from the end of 1929
onwards, so many stories have been found, news items, photographs, documents,
letters to Jewish periodicals, that it was difficult to decide what to include in this
book and what to leave out.

W.C. Mulder, the architect who had sold the building plot to the corporation in
1903, had died in December 1920, after which the governors worked with another
architect, Bernard Buurman. Very appropriately, Buurman, whose name means
“neighbour”, lived on Roodenburgerstraat opposite the reserved building plot,
overlooking the construction of the building he himself designed. Buurman
co-opted another architect, M. Oesterman, who knew how to incorporate Jewish

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_CHO03
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Bij' de opcning van hei lsrallicvische Weeshuls te Lelden nam onze lotograal bovenstaande

wroep ofliciecle personen, waaronder voorkomen de heeren burgemeester v. d, Sande Bakhuyzen

prof. dr. ). L. Palache, L. Levisson, wethouder Ooslinga, architect Buwurman en mr, dr. van
Strijen, gemernie-secretaris.

Figure 3.1: Newspaper coverage (Leidsch Dagblad) of the official opening on 18t June 1929. The guests
are seated in the annex, in the half-circled playroom which also served as a “desert hut” during Sukkot
(Loofhuttenfeest, the Feast of Tabernacles). See Figures 3.3 and 3.7.

religious and cultural constraints into the design of the building. They were
told “to keep the design simple and straightforward”, which they did. Yellow
Frisian brick was used, with modest relief and protrusions built into the walls to
produce a building which despite the simplicity is considered unique in Leiden
up to this day.

Additional funds were raised during building, and gifts were received from
various sources. A lady from Arnhem' donated the beautiful cast-iron double
doors for the front entrance; the doors, with a prominent Star of David, survived
an attempt in the 1970s to replace them with modern doors. The dining hall was
furnished by the above-mentioned committee of Leiden citizens (Ch. 2), and a
similar committee from The Hague furnished another hall. The Leiden branch of
the National Horticulture Society sponsored the development of the garden.

10 Mrs. Hertogs-Hijman, fide PJ.M. de Baar, Leidsch Dagblad, 21°* September 1992.
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Figure 3.2: The front side of the new building, probably 1930-1931 (see text and design drawings).

A year, to the day, after the laying of the cornerstones the building was officially
opened, with the usual presence of dignitaries from the Leiden establishment
(Fig. 3.1), including some who had put their signature to the call for help to the
Leiden citizens. Mimi Weiman, then twelve years old, remembered being in a choir
that sang to them during the opening ceremony.

The exterior of the building today remains almost entirely intact, as it was
designed in 1927. The interior, however, was converted several times after the
war. But the floor plans, as designed in 1928, have been preserved and there are
descriptions from several of the surviving children. Figure 3.2, probably from 1930
or 1931, shows the central three-story block, flanked by two wings. A protrusion
separates the central block from each of the wings: behind each is a staircase.
Above the main entrance, the words: “Machseh Lajesoumim”; directly above the
name, behind three windows, are the private rooms of Director Italie, and on the
third floor of the central block are service rooms.

The design drawing of the ground floor (Fig. 3.3) shows the vestibule (A) with
a small room on either side for tutoring boys (B1) and girls (B2), the central hall
(C), and behind it the huge playroom (D) for the smaller children. It included the
half-round annex which is visible on many photographs. The dignitaries in Figure 3.1
are seated within that half-round annex.

The left (south-east) wing, on the ground floor, housed the kosher kitchens (E1,
E2) and the main dining hall (F), which also was planned to serve as boys’ dayroom.
The right (north-west) wing ground floor of the building had the dayroom for the
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Figure 3.3: Ground floor design plan (1927), signed by Buurman, the architect.

girls (G) on the front side, and the office (H1) and dayroom (Hz2) of the director on
the back side. Jacob Philipson, the administrateur of the orphanage, probably had
his desk (Fig. 6.18) in room Hi or Hz.

Behind the terrace, in the garden at the back, the plan had a boys’ playground
on the left (as seen from the main front entrance), and one for girls on the right.
At least, such was the plan in 1928. In effect, apart from the dormitories and the
washrooms/cloakrooms, the planned separation between boys’ and girls’ rooms
was never implemented. Dining room F was not convenient as a dayroom for
boys, and the planned girls’ dayroom (G) became a living room for both girls
and boys. “There were books, lots of them, behind glass. You had to ask Ms. Klein
to borrow one. There was a radio and a piano. It was always cosy. The room could
be divided into a larger and a smaller room. We [the older children] usually got
together in the smaller room.”"* Some other rooms were also put to different use,
for example, when a bedroom was created on the second floor for the children
of the director (Ch. 5.5).

The building had four entrances. The front entrance served as a nice background
for the photograph of Figure 3.8, but the children usually entered the building from
the terrace through cloakrooms I and I2. Figure 4.1 shows the staff on the back
terrace, in front of the open doors of the director’s office (H). Figure 4.2 shows the

11 Piet de Vries; see interview notes in his dossier.
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Figure 3.4: Design plan (1927) of the second floor (i.e. the first floor above the ground floor).

back terrace on the other side, with the annex and the boys’ back entrance (I1).
The boys’ and girls’ entrances (I and I2) connected directly** to the boys’ and girls’
staircases, and their respective bedrooms.

The second floor (Fig. 3.4) had the bedrooms for older boys (L1) and for older girls
(M1) on the front side of the building, and the bedrooms for the younger boys (L2)
and girls (M2) on the back side. Each wing had a room (L3, M3, more a small suite
with a bedroom, a living room and a balcony) between the two bedrooms. probably
for the senior nannies. The central part shows the bedroom (O) and bathroom
of the director and his wife, a corridor (P) and a room (Q) called isoleerkamer,
presumably intended for cases of contagious illness. This room was later converted
to a bedroom for the children of the director and his wife. Separate washrooms/
wardrobes (R1-4) served the boys’ and girls’ dormitories, respectively. S1 and Sz are
the boys’ and girls’ staircases.

The third floor (Fig. 3.5) had a large room to handle laundry (U) and a small
kitchen (V) on the front side, a sickbay for boys (W1) on the left and for girls (W2)
at the right side, separated by a room for a nanny or nurse (X), and a large attic on
each of the wings of the building (Y1 and Y2). Each attic had two rooms (Z1-4) to
accommodate resident staff. These rooms were under the sloping roof, but they
had dormers to allow for proper windows (see Fig. 3.6; the windows of room Z1 are
open). The dormers may have been a late addition since they are not indicated on
the design plans. There was additional storage space, and the boys used to practice
boxing in the attic (Kerkvliet & Uitvlugt, 1973).

12 Some post-war witness accounts confuse “left” and “right” wing parts of the building (such as the
two staircases), depending on the point of view.

33



34

MACHSEH LAJESOUMIM

'«'.'{:‘.n |'|Ir||[|;":'ri i‘:|'|]'|'!-:-|n|--‘.'1'rl :

i lhikd

Figure 3.5: Design drawing (1927) of the third floor, and the attic of the left and right wing.

It is very unfortunate that two ugly extensions were added to the building by
the municipality after the war, preventing people passing by along the Crone-
steinkade to see the back side of the building as shown on the photograph of
Figure 3.6.

The drawings suggest that 54 children could be accommodated in the four
bedrooms. But it seems the actual capacity was higher. Piet remembered that as
the need arose, additional beds were put in the bedrooms, or wherever space was
available on the second or third floor, but that the rooms were rarely ever fully
occupied. Of course, the numbers of each category did not always match, so the
age border between “older” and “younger” may have varied with time. More of a
nuisance was a mismatch between the total number of boys (often too many) and
the number of girls (not to capacity), and it is possible that on occasion small boys
were placed in the small girls’ bedroom. Over the period 1929-1943, the orphanage
housed 91 boys and 77 girls for any period of at least two months. This is a somewhat
arbitrary cut-off which allows refugee children who were transferred to another
institution after two to three months to be included, but not temporary guests,
who were not genuine residents.

The boys and girls were not supposed to mix during the night. Each dormitory
wing had its own stairwell (S1 and Sz on Fig. 3.4). To get from one dormitory to the
other, they had to pass from their own corridor (T1 or T2) through corridor O in the
director’s wing, or down one staircase, through the central hall, and up the other
stairs; a risky business. The new Jewish orphanage in The Hague, completed in 1932,
also had separate staircases, but in addition the dormitories were on different floors:
the boys’ stairwell led to the second floor, while the stairwell for girls led directly
to the third floor, supposedly creating a more effective separation.

The gender separation was in any case not so strict in Leiden. The division of
the large playground which was planned on the architect’s drawing was never
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Figure 3.6: The backside of the building in 1929; photographed about a week after the inauguration in
June 1929. On the left of the photo what is called the “right wing”, as seen standing in front of the building
in Roodenburgerstraat. On the ground floor, left: the director’s offices under the striped awnings. On the
second floor, left: the four windows of the small girls’ dormitory. On the third floor, centre: the windows of
the two sickbays (with balconies) and in between the room of a nanny or nurse. Under the sloping roof: the
two attics with the rooms for resident staff (with dormers).

implemented. Figure 4.4 shows that the dining room was not well-suited to also
serve as a boys’ living room, and the girls’ dayroom soon became the living room for
boys as well. On each side of the main entrance there was a small study room, one for
boys, the other for girls, with a table and straight chairs. Recalled Piet de Vries: “We
boys could also be found in the girls’ study room”. The elementary (primary) schools
attended by the orphanage children were also co-educational (see Ch. 4.4). However,
secondary schools in Holland, particularly if they had a significant vocational
component, were often gender segregated, which meant that boys and girls in the
orphanage who were used to co-educational circumstances were separated after
completing elementary school, usually at age twelve. Piet found it ridiculous and
annoying. He had a girlfriend in the orphanage: Fanny Giinsberg. He remembered
that there were four large tables in the dining room: two for the smaller children,
mixed, and one each for the older boys and the older girls (see Fig. 4.4). However,
in the few available photographs the older children are mixed, while the small
boys in front are flocked together, evidently because that is what they preferred.
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Note that on Figure 3.6 the left part of the
photo is what is called the “right wing” (or north-
east wing) in this chapter, as seen standing in
front of the building on Roodenburgerstraat. It
shows the two director’s offices under the striped
awnings on the ground floor, and the four win-
dows of the dormitory for the young girls on the
second floor. On the third floor the windows of
the two sickbays (with balconies) and in between
the room for a nanny or nurse. Under the sloping
roof: the two attics with the rooms for resident
staff (with dormers). The Leiden newspapers
published the photo and commented: “Last week
[i.e. 18" June 1929] the new building of the Central

Jewish Orphanage and Transit Homewas officially
inaugurated. This photograph clearly shows how
very pleasant and spacious the new building turns
out to be.” Figure 3.7 also dates from 1929 and

Figure 3.7: The back side, just after completion in shows the two cables by which the roof of the an-

1929, showing the annex and the two cables by which
the roof could be elevated during Sukkot.

nex could be opened, transforming the playroom
into a sukkah from which the sky could be seen,
during Loofhuttenfeest, the Feast of Tabernacles.

Since 1903, when the plot was part of a largely empty polder landscape, the first
streets and rows of houses had appeared, and what is now known as the Profburgwijk
was beginning to take shape (van Duin & van Ommen, 2000), new streets being
named after a mayor of Leiden, or a famous professor at Leiden University, such as
Lorentz, Buys Ballot, Zeeman, Hugo de Vries, van het Hoff, Kamerlingh Onnes and
van der Waals. The district was immediately popular and has remained so to this
day. Like Amsterdam, the medieval inner city of Leiden was very impoverished and
overpopulated at the close of the nineteenth century, and it took the municipality
of Leiden more than half a century to build enough new townships surrounding the
old city, and decades more to restore and upgrade the inner city. The new quarter
attracted many old and new citizens, including well-known Leiden Jewish families
such as Mok, Philipson, Bloemkoper and van Kleef, to name a few (see Siebelt, 2011b).
In this respect the Profburgwijk shows similarity, on a much smaller scale,* to the
Rivierenbuurt (streets named after rivers) in Amsterdam, which attracted people
who could afford to escape the inner city, as well as some of the more affluent
refugees from Germany, such as the family of Anne Frank.

13 By1940, some 17,000 Jews lived in the Rivierenbuurt, i.e. some 40% of Amsterdam’s Jewish population.
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Figure 3.8: Probably early 1930. Children on the way to school, posing at the main entrance, in
front of the cast-iron double doors with the Jewish star. Shown are: Annie Simons (1), Mien Beem
(number on her grey cap) (2), Juul Beem (white cap) (3), Mimi Weiman (black cap) (4), Esther Appel
(5), Harry de Reeder (6), Joop Worms (7), Bram Spiro (8), David Beem (9), Leo Auerhaan(10), and Sal
Weiman (11).

The move to the new building heralded a new period for the orphanage. Figure 3.8
shows a group of smiling children, boys and girls and of various ages, photographed
at the main entrance, apparently on the way to school. The photograph was probably
taken in early 1930, soon after the building was completed. The children only rarely,
if ever, passed through these doors, using instead the entrances on the back of the
building.
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Figure 3.8 is the first extant photograph of its kind. Since Kerkvliet and Uitvlugt
(1973) initiated interest in the history of the orphanage a great number of such
photographs have been uncovered. They form an important part of the following
chapters, making it possible to “put a face to the name” for many of the 168 children
who lived here since the summer of 1929.
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4 1929 to1933: Happy years

Abstract

The inauguration of the new building in June 1929 allowed a significant increase
in activity. By the end of 1929 the number of children had increased from 25 to 40.
The building had a large playground for the younger children, the older children
had aliving room with radio and books, there was room for them to exercise and
they could practice boxing in the attic. Although the institution was religiously
orthodox, the director maintained a remarkably liberal attitude. Children attended
non-religious Dutch schools, friends could visit them in the orphanage, and they
could visit them in their homes in return. Compared to the previous 39 years, this
was a happy period. It was only marred by the death of the director’s wife, and
financial problems caused by malpractice by the treasurer.

Keywords: Langebrug School, Zionism in the Netherlands

4.1 The new building

Apart from Director Italie, his wife, Sara Schaap, and the staff ladies Gobes,
Bierschenk and de Leeuw, 25 children moved to the new building in 1929 after
spending many years in the old building on Stille Rijn (Table 2.1). All testimonies
indicate that they were very pleased with the new building. It is also remarkable
that we have not a single photo of any of the children in the orphanage’ from the 39
years between 1890 and 1929, while the number of photographs from 1929 to 1942
is overwhelming. It has been pointed out that, in the minds of the survivors, and
in the light of the war and the Holocaust, the pre-war years looked much happier
than they were. That will almost certainly also apply to what is described in this
book, and surely there were also less positive experiences in the orphanage. Some
children did not want to leave, while Mimi Weiman declared she would never want
to come back (Ch. 5). But the contrast between the period before and after 1929 was
not affected by later events, and there is convincing contemporaneous evidence to

1 Not counting the picture in Leman (1929) of two anonymous children showing their orphan’s uniform.
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Figure 4.1: The “permanent” staff on the terrace behind the building, 1930. From left: Mien Gobes, Nathan
Italie, his first wife, Sara Italie-Schaap, Rachel Bierschenk, Jet de Leeuw. Left: a dark view into Nathan’s office
(H1 on Figure 3.3), behind Rachel and Jet: the annex. In the corner, hardly visible but the doors are open, the
girls’ entrance.

support the view that this was a relatively happy period for the resident children:
letters to Betsalel, contact with non-Jewish friends (for example, the friends of Lotte
Adler: Jopie Vos and Mien van der Staay, Ch. 5.7), the many photographs, the fact
that children who were supposed to transfer out, often preferred to stay in Leiden,
such as Sally Montezinos, who told his employer (Ch. 7.2) that the orphanage was
both his home and his family. The photographs are probably the most informative.
Many group photos were initiated by the (older) children (Lotte Adler and Mimi
Weiman had their own camera) and they include children from every age group,
apparently keen to be included. The prints were shared between them, and the
same photo may appear in the albums of Lotte Adler, Piet de Vries, Betsy Wolff,
and even the album of Director Nathan Italie.

Staff meetings could now comfortably take place inside in the director’s dayroom,
which also served as his office or on the terrace in front (Fig. 4.1). Social functions,
such as celebrating Nathan's birthday, were held there as well, if the weather allowed
it. In the corner between office and the annex, behind the staff on Figure 4.2 the
open double doors can just be seen. It gave access to the boys™ cloakroom and
lavatories (I1 in Fig. 3.3).

2 Insome reports, the boys’ and girls’ entrances/staircases are mistakenly switched.
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Figure 4.2: Children playing on the terrace behind the building, the other side of the annex compared to
Figure 4.1.In the corner, double doors open, is the boys’ entrance. On the right, the windows of the dining
room.

Nathan and Sarah Italie, seen in Figure 4.1 with three women of the resident staff,
did not have children of their own, and Sara was said to have had a very warm
heart for the children in their care. While the staff was having their meetings
on one side of the annex (as seen from the garden), children might be playing on
the other side (Fig. 4.2). The architect’s drawing had planned separate boys’ and
girls’ playgrounds in front, as well as at the back of the building, but this gender
separation was never implemented.

As explained in Chapter 1, the orphanages were primarily a social institution
to take care of children if the parents were separated, or if the father had died, or
if the parents were sick or otherwise incapacitated and not able to care for their
children. It was a period of great poverty, and the economic crisis of 1929 made it
worse. There was no effective birth control and no comprehensive state-provided
welfare. Consequently, there was no lack of demand for the increased capacity of
the new orphanage and its hugely improved facilities. Among the new arrivals in
the second half of 1929 were Hans Kloosterman, and a little girl who would quickly
become his friend: Mieke Dagloonder.
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4.2  1929: Hans Kloosterman and Mieke Dagloonder arrive, two
years old

Hans was born in Amsterdam on 19'" February 1927 and arrived in Leiden on 2"
December 1929. His mother, Eva Turfkruijer, sent him to foster care when he was
seventeen months old. After living a few months in the Janna Children’s Home,? his
foster mother brought him to Leiden. His father was Catholic and separated from
his mother before Hans was born. Little is known about Hans’ father; but Hijme
Stoffels (the neighbour who played an important role during the war) tracked him
down in October 1943 to tell him, not too gently, to take over responsibility for Hans
(which he did, but it did not work out well: see Dossier Kloosterman).

For Hans, who arrived so young and with preciously few memories of a previous
family life, the orphanage was everything: it was his home and he regarded the
other children as “my brothers and sisters”, much more than for some others who
arrived later in their lives.

The same probably applied to Mieke Dagloonder, who arrived two weeks after
Hans, on 18™ December 1929, also just two years old. On the 1932 photograph (Fig. 4.3)
Mieke stands first from left. Hans told us that Mieke and he became inseparable
very quickly. Mieke’s mother, Esther de Rosa, was only sixteen when Mieke was
born. Mieke’s father Joseph died six weeks later. Her mother never paid her a visit
in Leiden, which was noticed by the other children. Sitting on the bench second
from left is — unmistakably conspicuous — Bram Degen (Chs. 7.4 and g.5). On the
far right (with a toy car) is Harrie Spier (see Ch. 7.8). Two boys in Figure 4.3 remain
unidentified; there were six boys of about the same age (five years) in 1932. The
two unidentified boys could be Hijman Cohen and/or Isidoor Wegloop. The date
is probably around summer 1932; Betsy, the last of the eight identified children to
come to Leiden, arrived on 11' January 1932.

Figure 4.4 shows the dining room from the inside, probably in the winter
of 1929/1930, given the age of the children who have been recognized in this
photo (see caption). The dining room had four big tables, and a table for the
staff, who usually had their meals after the children. Each table was designed
to have fourteen chairs, for 56 children in total. It would have been crowded if
all children and all the staff were there, e.g. during Shabbat or the high religious
days of observance, but normally the small children had their meals separately
from the older ones.

3 TheJannahuis was established on the Middenweg in East Amsterdam in 1923 for children of unmarried

women.
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Figure 4.3: Summer 1932: Sitting in front: unidentified, Bram Degen, Hans Kloosterman, Harry Spier with car;
standing from left: Mieke Dagloonder, Didia Klein, Charles Kirschenbaum, Jopie Beem, unidentified, Betsy
Wolff. Uniforms had been abolished in 1919, but the children often wore dusters when playing.

Director Italie and his first wife, Sara, might have taken their meals privately
or in the dining room. After Sara’s death in 1932 and his second marriage in 1934,
he and his family (his children were born in 1935 and 1937) had their meals in
their private quarters, except on Shabbat, when they joined staff and children to
celebrate the special meal together, staff putting their chairs at the head of each
table. The tables were laid by the children. The tablecloth on weekdays was an
easily washable plastic, removed after dinner. Piet de Vries was expert in rolling
it out on the tables in one smooth movement. On Shabbat a real white cloth was
laid on the tables.

Hans Kloosterman* recalls about his years in the orphanage as a toddler:

The smaller children only got up after the older ones [six years and older] had left
forschool. The nanny handled the small boys. Miss Altenberg or the Jewish teacher

4  Letter to L.P. Kasteleyn, 20" November 2000, translated.
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Figure 4.4: The dining hall, summer 1935. Front row third from left: possibly Max Konijn; fifth (at the corner)
Herman Rozeveld. Middle table, facing us from left Corrie Frenkel, Paula Jacobsohn, Mieke Dagloonder, and
(the small boy) possibly Willem van Weddingen. Back row facing us from left: Lodi Cohen; right behind Mieke:
Jopie Beem; below the large picture (showing the Leiden Community Hall, the sponsor of the room’s furniture)
Jupie Pront. The big boy in front of her on the third table and covering part of Jupie’s face on the photo could
be her friend, Herman Stofkooper. Identifications courtesy Leonard Kasteleyn. Source: Levisson Album.

came to get the small girls out of bed. After washing and dressing, we assembled
in the dining room for breakfast. We all got porridge (oatmeal or semolina, bread
pudding, or — after Pesach — porridge made from matzes), and we could always
come back for a second helping. Prayer, of course, before and after the meal. Then
bathroom visits, and off to the playroom. The playroom was fantastic, with lots of
things to play with. [...] One of my earliest memories of the orphanage is sitting in
the playroom on the lap of a nanny at a hexagonal table with a light-blue linoleum
top. The floor was covered in the same material. [...] Later, I discovered that there
were cupboards all along the outer walls of the playroom. Our nanny stored our
toys in there at the end of the day, to take them out again next morning.

The increased capacity offered by the new building was quickly used: the second
half of 1929 saw the arrival of thirteen children.5

5 Mien Beem and her siblings Juul, David and Josef, Leo Auerhaan, Jacques Overste and his brother
Adolf Maurits, Samuel Engelschman and his brother Barend, Hans Kloosterman, Esther Appel, Herman
Stofkooper, and Mieke Dagloonder.
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Figure 4.5: The large playroom in the annex, probably from the same period ad Fig. 4.4.

In the whole year of 1929, there were seventeen arrivals, compared to only two
departures, a net influx of fifteen children. It is not known how the staff handled
it since the records of the orphanage were lost during the war. Probably one or two
additional nannies were hired.

Figure 4.5 shows the large playroom mentioned by Hans, within the half-round
annex.

4.3 Mimi Weiman and her friends; the “new” orphanage has landed

By 1932, the new home had clearly come into its own. No doubt there will have
been some problems, and quarrels as in any normal family, but the children played
together, boys and girls, old and young, and often made friends. There was strong
familiarity. There are five “hands on shoulders” in Figure 4.6, and Ies Cohen on
the far right is holding the hand of the small boy next to him. That may be Hans
Kloosterman (his friend Mieke is also on the picture). Ies Cohen is twelve years old
on this photograph, if the picture was taken in 1932. He had arrived with his older
brother Lodi (Ch. 9.6) in April 1930. The young women on the left holding Mieke
Dagloonder is a German Christian nanny, probably Hedwig Helman, or otherwise
her sister Elfride.

The photos in Figures 4.6 and 4.7 were taken with the camera of Mimi Wei-
man. Her arrival on 14" January 1927 when she was nine and a half years old was
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Figure 4.6: In the back garden, probably 1932. Front row from left: Didia Klein, Hans Porcelijn, Betsy Wolff,
Chellie Leeda, unknown, Sally Montezinos, David Beem, Hans Kloosterman (?), les Cohen. Back row from left:
a nanny with Mieke Dagloonder on her shoulder, Harry and Jacob de Vries, Mimi Weiman, Sientje Spiro with
hand on les’ shoulder.

mentioned in Chapter 2.3. She left the orphanage on 30" April 1935 when she was
almost18. The camera was a present at her brother Sal’s bar mitzvah in February 1932.
She shared her vivid memories of her eight years in the orphanage and helped
to identify the children on her photographs as well as those from other sources
(Kasteleyn, personal communication, 2012). She often asked someone else to take
the photo, so that she appears in the photos herself. She could develop and print
the photos herselfin a dark room in the orphanage.

4.4  Going to school

The toddlers had more than enough to do inside the new building, and in the large
garden and playground. The small children, from age six, had two major external
activities during the week: attending the two Saturday services in the synagogue,
and going to elementary school at the Langebrug. They walked, under the guidance
of Mien Gobes, along Cronesteinkade, across Singel through the park, to Levendaal/
Garenmarkt. Figure 4.8 shows the Levendaal Canal as it was until 1935, when the
canal on the viewers side of the bridge was filled in. They then walked past the
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Figure 4.7: Another of Mimi’s group photos in the back garden of the orphanage. Probably 1933. Names: see below.
The children on Figure 4.7:

9
1 Mirjam Frenkel 10
2 Mimi Weiman 1
3 Mieke Dagloonder 12
4 Hettie de Jong 13
5 Didia Klein 14
6 Corrie Frenkel 15
7 les Cohen 16
8 Harrie Spier 17

Annie Simons

Sal Porcelijn ()
Louis Limburg
Leo Auerhaan (?)
Jopie Beem
Jettie Bobbe
unidentified
Hans Porcelijn (?)
Sallie Montezinos

Juul Beem (?)

Bram Degen

Barend Ritmeester
Hans Kloosterman
Henny Jansen

Charles Kirschenbaum
Frieda Lichtenbaum
Salomon Ritmeester
unidentified

synagogue (the square grey building behind the right-hand side of the bridge, marked
S) and across Steenschuur to Langebrug. In 1969 the Korte Levendaal (Fig. 4.9), behind
the bridge and in front of the synagogue, was filled in to make way for the ugliest
possible parking lot. Since that time the substructure of the old Barbara Bridge was
buried in the ground under Korevaarstraat. It had to be dug up in 2017 and removed,
as part of the city’s plan to build an underground car park under the Garenmarkt.

The small Jewish community in Leiden — about 125 souls in 1737 (Kasteleyn,
2003) — did not boast its own school, until schoolmaster David Haagens moved into
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Figure 4.8: Leiden, before 1923. View of Levendaal, with Zijdegracht from the left, the Barbara Bridge, and
Jodenkerksteeg (literary: “Jewish Church Alley”) to the right; a tramline was laid across the bridge in 1923.
The Levendaal Canal on the viewer’s side of the bridge was filled in 1935, and Zijdegracht/Jodenkerksteeg
widened and renamed Korevaarstraat. The canal behind the bridge ends in the distance at Rapenburg and
Steenschuur, with the Langebrug schools behind. One can see the Lodewijks Church just above the trees on
the right-hand side. In 1969 this part of the canal was filled in. The squarish building marked S, behind the
bridge, is the synagogue. Figure 4.9 shows the route as seen in the opposite direction, from the Lodewijks
Church. Photo courtesy ELO Leiden.

arented house along Langebrug in 1805 and started teaching at his home. Two years
later, the entire neighbourhood was destroyed when a gunpowder ship exploded
in the Steenschuur, killing ten out of eighteen pupils of the Jewish school.® Master
Haagen, who had lost his wife and four children in the disaster, left the city. This
was during the French occupation (1795-1813), when the “United Provinces” became
amuch more centralized state, governed by national laws, and strongly influenced
by the ideals emanating from the French Revolution and the Enlightenment,
including the strict separation between church and state. No attempt was made
to start a Jewish school again in Leiden.

The French domination had a huge and lasting influence on Dutch society, but
when it was over there was almost immediate resistance against the secularization
of the education system, both in the predominantly Protestant Northern, and the
predominantly Roman Catholic Southern Netherlands. The constitution of 1848
reinstated the freedom to organize schools based on religion, or any other philosophy,

6  Mrs. J.L. Ponsen, Museum Het Wevershuis, Leiden (personal communication, 2016).



1929 TO 1933: HAPPY YEARS

Figure 4.9: The same view as Figure 4.8, but looking in the opposite direction, from the top of the Lodewijks
Church in 1957. It shows the route the children took (towards the photographer) from the orphanage (O) in
the distance, passing the synagogue (the roof marked by an S), along the Kort Levendaal (kLD, the canal with
the sharp bend), over the Groenebrug crossing the Steenschuur, and turning left towards the Langebrug
schools. Photo courtesy ELO Leiden.

realm of thought or educational principles. From this time, there were openbare
(public?) schools, under the aegis of the municipality, and overall quality control by
the national government, and Bijzondere (special, private and/or denominational)
schools, set up by institutions, church organizations, or groups of parents, being
Protestant or Catholic, or believing in a particular education philosophy such
as Montessori or Dalton, and so on. In short, the Dutch school system began to
reflect the verzuiling as described in Chapter 1. But the law of 1848 did not result
in a significant increase in Jewish schools (Braber, 2013). After another 70 years of
“education wars” following the initial victory of 1848, a new law was introduced in
1917 stipulating that all schools, both public and denominational, would be funded
in the same manner by the central government, as is still the situation at present.
But even then, the number of Jewish schools did not dramatically increase. From the

7  Public meaning non-denominational; not to be confused with what is called a “public school” in the UK.
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Figure 4.10: Grade 6 of the bovenschool at Langebrug, probably in school year 1929/1930. Most of the children will have
been eleven or twelve years old. Jan Koolhaas (1) had three Jewish classmates, all three from the orphanage: Herman
Stofkooper (2) (Ch. 9.8), Karel van Santen (3) (Ch. 8.1) and Jacob (Jaap) de Vries (4). Photo courtesy Jan Koolhaas.

1920s some Jewish schools were set up in the urban centres, but by far not enough
to cater for the Jewish community at that time. Even in Amsterdam, which had a
Jewish population of at least 66,000 souls (out of a total Amsterdam population of
766,000 in 1930), only some 8oo pupils attended Jewish schools (see references in
Braber, 2013). The paucity of Jewish schools reflects the secularization of the Jewish
bourgeoisie (Blom & Cahen, 2017) and their wish to integrate or assimilate in Dutch
society.® They chose to send their children to secular, non-denominational schools
with conviction (ibidem). As pointed out before, however, most did not relinquish
their Jewish identity. Jewish religious and cultural education was provided by the
Jewish congregation itself, after school hours.

There is no indication that Director Italie ever desired to have a Jewish school
resurrected in Leiden, and the children of the Leiden orphanage attended non-
Jewish schools, with children from many different backgrounds, for as long as the

8 Itshould be noted that until the influx of refugees from the East from 1933, the vast majority of Jews
in the Netherlands had Dutch citizenship, a situation that was quite different from that in Belgium and
France.
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orphanage existed. He also was keen

to distribute the children over the two
schools at Langebrug (the “upper” and
the “lower” school) to prevent too large
a group from the orphanage from being
in any one class. Children from Jewish
families elsewhere in Leiden also at-
tended the Langebrug school, such as
Meijer and Tobias Mendelson, the sons
of the sexton of the synagogue.
Figure 4.10 shows a class at the
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the orphanage, Jewish religious and
cultural education was provided by
in-house staff, such as Esther Klein

(Fig. 6.17), as well as by the director
himself, supplemented with lessons
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Figure 4.11: Rabbi de Hond replying to letters by Esther Appel

by external teachers, such as Victor and Esther van Santen and using the opportunity to give a

Bloemkoper, who also lived in the  Hebrew reading lesson.

Profburgwijk. From the many, diverse,

pre-war organizations which aimed to complement the general education with
Jewish religious and cultural teachings, Rebbe Meyer de Hond stands out, as founder
(in 1913) and moderator of the Betsalel Youth Organization, and particularly the
establishment of the Betsalel Joodsche Jeugdkrant, a weekly youth journal. Being
aware, of course, that most of his readers did not attend Jewish schools, he made
a strong effort to add educational content to his weekly journal, such as Hebrew
language lessons (Fig. 4.11).

The teenagers in the Leiden orphanage were avid readers, as shown by the
many letters they submitted to Betsale! during the short period (between 1928 and
1935) of its existence. As the chief editor of Betsalel, de Hond discussed the letters
he had received from Jewish children from all over the country, and replied to
them in his peculiar, somewhat childish style, which probably was not regarded as
inappropriate at the time. An example is shown in Figure 4.12, his reply to a letter
which was signed by no less than nineteen children from the orphanage in Leiden.
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LEIDSCHE WEESHIUIS.
De  dames Mirlan Frenkel, Beisie Woalll,
Juultje Beem, Micntje Heem, Esther Appel

('n zoetel). Hemny Behr, Easther van Santen
en de hecren Ies Coben, Sallie Porcelijn, Her-
man Siofkeoper, Bram Spire, Sal {\'tiﬂn.‘t.

Karel van BSanien, David Beem, Sally Mon-
fezinos, Leuwis Limburg, Jopie Wurms, Leo
Auverhaan en Loe Cohen, «
hun hand een moolen wense
stannde jaarwisscling™. Z€ vir
erd filn, het weer Jom
allemanl 7L A 1 14 het wer
I ' %on Ik dnt o van
e hebben heel veel meEn {ee
plukt om de tafel e versleren. Fe ruiken erd
woet. Tal van kinderen hebbhen prachiige ansichi

kaarten felregen. Mije hacfelijkate wenschen,
toekomstige dames en heeren, die allen hand
man hand geteckend hobben. Kon ik moar
in de toekomst kifjken!

Figure 4.12: Example of the editor’s reply to a letter
from the orphanage, 1934. (Henny Behr = Henny
Jansen).

MACHSEH LAJESOUMIM

Freely translated, part of it reads:

LEIDEN ORPHANAGE

The [young] ladies Mirian Frenkel, Betsy Wolff,
Juultje Beem, Mientje Beem, Esther Appel (a
sweet one!), Henny Behr, Esther van Santen,
and the young gentlemen Ies Cohen, Sallie
Porcelijn, Herman Stofkooper, Bram Spiro,
Sal Weiman, Karel van Santen, David Beem,
Sally Montezinos, Louis Limburg, Jopie Wurms
[Worms], Leo Auerhaan and Loe [Lodi] Cohen,
hand-sign their letter with best wishes ‘for the
upcoming turn of the year’. They enjoy (do
they really?) celebrating yet another yom tov.
[-.] They plucked sweet-smelling flowers to

beautify the tables and received many postcards. My heartfelt congratulations,

future ladies and gentlemen. [...] Oh, if only I could see what the future may

bring for you all!

During the summer of 1934 de Hond reports that he has received — for the first

time — a letter from Sally Montezinos:

The brother of Josied [who is] well known to us here. [...] They hey had a nice holiday
together in The Hague, ate grapes and tomatoes in the Westland, went to Kijkduin,
and back to The Hague before going home. |...] He is ten years old, in grade 5. Welcome
new friend, give my regards to the children, the ladies [of the staff], and Mijnheer

en Mevrouw [Mr and Mrs, i.e. Director Italie and his wife].

He hopes that from now on, Sally will write to him every week, just like his sister

in Amsterdam.

The Betsalel Weekly ceased to exist in 1935, hit by financial problems and the dif-
ficult economy, while dark clouds were gathering over Europe (Ch. 5). From his days
as a student de Hond was given a difficult time by some of the religious leadership in
the Netherlands. He had to go into exile to Berlin to obtain his certificate as a rabbi.
When he returned to the Netherlands, his German certificate was not recognized.
But his many contributions to Jewish cultural life, and his deep commitment to the
fate of the Jewish paupers in Amsterdam, are beyond dispute. De Hond was one of
those who — without knowing what was going to happen — had prescience; when

9 That s Josefina, who lived in the Portuguese Girls’ Orphanage in Amsterdam.
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Figure 4.13: April 1933. Far left upright on her knees: Annie Simons. Front row: Mimi Weiman, Jupie Pront,
Hettie de Jong (with glasses), Els van Santen. Back row from left: Eljakim’s mother, Eljakim Schaap (on Jupie's
back), Ms. Mien Gobes.

he boarded the train to Sobibor on 20" July 1943, he reputedly called out “Hineni,
Hineni...””° He was killed three days later.

4.5 A small boy from Palestine

The Zionist movement was by far not as strong in the Netherlands as it was in Ger-
many and Eastern Europe, but it certainly contributed to the self-consciousness of
Dutch Jewry in the twentieth century. No doubt the Pesach prayers in the orphanage
ended with the ever-repeated hopeful wish “Next year in Jerusalem”, like everywhere
else in the diaspora. Even though only a small minority considered themselves true
Zionist, the fascination with the Jewish return to Eretz Yisrael, and rebuilding what
for more than two millennia had been regarded as their homeland, was enormous.
Indeed, the visit of a “small boy from Palestine”in April 1932 caused great excitement
in the orphanage. It was Eljakim Schaap, family of Sara Italie-Schaap, and the senior
girls made sure he was included in Mimi’s photographs (Fig. 4.13). Several of the

10 “lamready, my Lord” (as translated by Leonard Cohen in his last song, “You want it darker”, October 2016).
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girls wrote enthusiastically to Betsalel about the two-year-old visitor, complaining
that they could not talk to him because “de jongen spreekt alleen Joods” (“the boy
only speaks Jewish”).

It is remarkable that Mien Gobes, as senior staff member, appears in photographs
(such as Fig. 4.13). She was 33 at the time and had joined the orphanage in March 1923.
She must have had a good relationship with the older girls. The younger children, of
whom she was formally in charge, regarded her as strict, and having “loose hands”,
the Dutch expression to indicate that if you irritated her, you could expect a box
on the ears.

4.6  1932: A ceremonial photograph

For the group photo of Figure 4.14, taken in November 1932, the orphanage assembled
in the great hall. The photograph shows 44 children and five staff, including a
non-resident nanny (no. 33), who is the only one who could not be identified.

Director Italie and his wife, Sara, are not present on the photograph. Sara was
seriously ill at the time. She died on 7" December 1932, just weeks after this picture
was taken. Also missing is Chellie Leeda, who was ten years at the time. Sara and
Maurits Levie are present on the photo; they had arrived at 24 November, which
helped in dating the picture. Ludwig Kloos is not present; he left on 17" November.
Two years later, another assembly photograph was taken, now with Nathan Italie
present, and sitting proudly in the centre (Fig. 5.4).

Shortly after the funeral of Sara, another disaster struck the orphanage when
it transpired (December 1932) that the treasurer of the board of governors had
embezzled some 110,000 florins from the reserves of the orphanage. Elias Viskoper
Szn (Fig. 2.7; b.1884, not to be confused with his nephew: Elias Viskoper Jzn, b.1878)
was the owner of the renowned Astoria Cinema in Dordrecht, and the Apollo Cinema
in The Hague. It is difficult not to feel sorry for him, as the global economic crisis
took effect, and his financial difficulties became worse during the early 1930s. The
deficit of the Apollo Cinema grew to some f 400,000, and it was later calculated that
he owed f1764,985 to 40 creditors." By December 1932 he had resigned all his public
positions. He was arrested on 27" December 1932 for fraud and embezzlement and
was declared bankrupt on 12" January 1933. Viskoper was sentenced to two years
in prison."” Elias, his wife Rosa and their son Rudi (Fig. 2.7) perished in Auschwitz;
two other children survived the war.

1 Het Vaderland, 20™ October 1933.
12 Leidsche Courant, 21° January 1933. I could not find out how much of the sentence he served.
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Figure 4.14: November 1932. Formal group photo in the great hall of the orphanage. Names: see below.

1 Juultje Beem 18 Hans Porcelijn 35 Louis Limburg

2 Esjevan Santen 19 David Beem 36 Hans Kloosterman

3 Mien Beem 20 les Cohen 37 Salomon Ritmeester
4 Joop Worms 21 Jac. Witteboon 38 Charles Kirschenbaum
5 LodiCohen 22 Leo Auerhaan 39 Betsy Wolff

6 Bram Spiro 23 Jopie Beem 40 Sally Montezinos

7 Mimi Weiman 24 Isidoor Wegloop 41 Mirjam Frenkel

8  Sal Porcelijn 25 Flo Altenberg 42 Barend Ritmeester
9  Karel van Santen 26 DidiaKlein 43 Sientje Spiro

10 Jaap de Vries 27 Rachel Bierschenk 44 Corrie Frenkel

11 Sal Weiman 28 Jetde Leeuw 45 Mieke Dagloonder
12 Esther Appel 29 Mien Gobes 46 Harrie Spier

13 Hetty de Jong 30 Bram Degen 47 Jettie Bobbe

14 Jupie Pront 31 SaraLevie 48 Frieda Lichtenbaum
15 Herman Stofkooper 32 Hijman Cohen 49 Reina Segal

16 Henny Jansen (Behr) 33 unidentified nanny

17 Annie Simons 34 Maurits Levie

In a special meeting of the board of governors on Sunday, 15" January 1933, the
chairman, Professor J.L. Palache, complained about a host of sensational rumours
which was circulating about the situation, and which had led to Viskoper’s arrest.
The board had not intended to involve the judiciary in the case. He stressed that
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Figure 4.15: January 1933. Mien Gobes with Herman Rozeveld, who had arrived on 5th January 1930, just two
years old.

“whatever the implications [...] the beautiful building stands in Leiden, not burdened
by debt or mortgage, and the care for the children had not suffered in any way”’3 He
also mentioned the failure of the external accountant to do his duty, and cautioned
against passing too harsh a judgement on the ex-treasurer.

The Leiden newspapers contain a great number of articles'* and calls for action,
to raise money in support of the Jewish orphanage when it was being built (Ch. 2),
and this continued after its completion. Following the financial disaster of 1932,
support came from all over the country, and from people of different religions and
political denominations. Within a few years the financial health of the orphanage
was restored.

Reaching the end of this chapter does not imply that the relatively happy years
had come to an end after only four years. On the contrary, in many ways, for another
seven years, life in the orphanage continued very much as before. But the outside
world started to change in 1933, and even the Leiden orphanage was confronted with
the growing tensions. With hindsight the changes of 1933 were far more significant
than even pessimistic observers thought at the time, reason to dedicate a separate

13 “de kinderen hebben er tot heden geen boterham minder om gegeten”, Leidsch Dagblad, 16 January 1933.
14 Allarticles concerning the Leiden orphanage which were printed in the Leids Dagblad and the Leidse
Courant between 1880 and 1947 have been collected: see Dossier Leidse Krantenartikelen.
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chapter to the period from 1933 to 1939. But the children, even the older ones, were
apparently hardly touched by political developments.

Most of the surviving photographs were taken according to some plan: usually
the children consciously pose for and look into the camera, even if they were
called together by someone, often one of the older girls, on the spur of the moment.
Figure 4.15 is one of the few pictures with a more impromptu nature. It was taken
in January 1933, when the skies over Germany were rapidly darkening.
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5 1933 to 1939: Clouds over Europe

Abstract

The Nazi takeover in Germany in early 1933 and the ever-worsening anti-Jewish
campaign caused anxiety in Holland. Jewish and other (political) refugees tried to
get asylum in Holland or enter the country illegally. Many assumed that Germany
would not violate Holland’s neutrality. The first Jewish refugee children arrived
at the orphanage in Leiden in April 1933. In total some 30 refugee children were
taken in by the orphanage in Leiden between 1933 and 1940. Those refugees who
were still in Holland on 15" March 1940 found themselves caught under the same

Nazi regime they had tried to escape from.

Keywords: Nazi takeover of Germany, Kristallnacht, refugees, Kindertransport,
Truus Wiijsmuller

5.1 1933: Adolf Hitler becomes Chancellor of Germany

Hitler rose to power on the back of frustration and anger following the German
defeat in the First World War, the intolerable burden of debt and imposed penal-
ties, the economic crisis in 1929, failing democracy of the Weimar Republic, and
the fear of communism as unemployment rose and benefits were cut. The Nazi
Party (National Socialist German Workers’ Party, Nationalsozialistische Deutsche
Arbeiterpartei) grew from 107 seats in parliament to 230 seats (out of 608) in 1932.
Having gained legitimate power in 1933, Hitler quickly converted his position
into a dictatorship, using the various institutions of the Nazi Party built up over
the preceding fourteen years. All the members of his powerful inner circle, such
as Joseph Goebbels, Hermann Goering, and Heinrich Himmler, were already at
his side.

The new regime moved fast. The Dachau and the Oranienburg concentration
camps, the first such camps in Germany, were operational in March 1933, barely
two months after the Nazis took power. Ever larger numbers of real and perceived
opponents were locked up in camps all over Germany, usually without due process.
As early as 1920, the Nazi Party had included in its programme the intention to

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
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isolate and remove the Jews from German society. They set about implementing this
programme without delay or hesitation. On 7" April 1933, a law came into effect
to exclude Jewish and other “politically unreliable” civil servants and employees
from state service. The law had a strong racial basis. For good measure, another
law was issued in Hitler'’s name on 15" September 1933 to “protect German [i.e.
Aryan] blood and German honour”. Jewish enrolment in schools and colleges
was restricted and Jewish participation in the medical and legal professions was
curtailed. More than 400 such laws* were issued between 1933 and the outbreak
of the war in 1939, many of them not issued by Hitler, but by lower level and local
administrations which took their cue from him, without having to be told. The
city of Berlin forbade Jewish lawyers and notaries from working on legal matters,
the mayor of Munich disallowed Jewish doctors from treating non-Jewish patients,
and the Bavarian Interior Ministry denied admission of Jewish students to medical
school. Within a year of Hitler coming to power, it had become virtually impossible
for Jews to earn a living from professional activities in Germany. By the end of
1933, some 40,000 Jews had left Germany, of which some 4000 had emigrated to
the Netherlands.

In 1935 and 1937, German Jews had to declare all assets, at home or abroad:
properties, savings, investments — a clear indication that the government was
planning to expropriate them. Many Jews saw the signs on the wall and left
the country, but at lower levels than in 1933 (on average around 25,000 per year
from 1933 to 1937, with another peak after the introduction of the Nuremberg
racial legislation in September 1935). Life for Jews had become “difficult, but not
impossible” (J. Michman, 1987). But in 1938, after the Anschluss of Austria and the
increasing occurrence of pogroms in Germany, emigration numbers started to
rise again, particularly after Kristallnacht (Ch. 5.6). The cumulative effect was
enormous (USHMM website). The number of Jews in Germany declined from some
523,000 in 1933 to 202,000 in 1939, a decrease of no less than 60%, and to 163,000
by October 1941, when emigration of Jews from Germany was no longer possible.
Those who did not leave Germany may have been too old to do so. Others may
have been reluctant to be uprooted, and leave their relatives or their possessions
behind, believing it could not possibly get much worse, that it would eventually
blow over, or they lacked the money, the knowledge, or the required presence of
mind to emigrate. However, the most important and sinister barrier before one
could leave was the need for an entry permit to another country. Many countries
restricted the number of refugees they allowed in. Even the USA, being a pre-
eminent immigration country, limited access for Jewish refugees from Europe,
against overwhelming demand: in June 1939, 27,000 available places under the US

1 US Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM), Washington, DC.
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quota system attracted 309,000 applications from Jews in Germany, Austria and
(occupied) Czechoslovakia.

In the Netherlands, the government also maintained a restrictive policy, quoting
fears about unemployment and social disturbance as a reason. Nevertheless,
from 1933 onwards a few thousand Jewish refugees had been allowed entry if
they had valid papers and enough means of existence. Others, such as the family
Gottschalk and the parents of Mindel Farber (Chs. 9.1 and 9.2) arrived by illegally
crossing the border between Germany and the Netherlands. Gertrude van Tijn,
who played an active role in assisting the refugees, concluded (Wasserstein, 2014)
that compared to other Western European countries and the USA, the admission
policy in Holland was surprisingly liberal until 1938 (Ch. 5.6). It was the last country
to allow Jewish refugees to enter without visa. Between March 1933 and the end
of 1937 some 22,000 Jews had moved to Holland, out of 127,000 registered Jewish
emigrants (ibidem).

Catering for the needs of refugees, regardless of their denomination or status (legal
or illegal), was not seen at the time as government business, but as the responsibility
of private relief organizations, usually within the framework of the pillarized society.
Several committees and other private initiatives to support Jewish refugees from
Germany were established in the Netherlands as early as March 1933. The most
important were the Comité Bijzondere Joodsche Belangen (Committee for Special
Jewish Interests, CB]B), which was chaired by Abraham Asscher, a well-known
diamond tycoon from Amsterdam,? and the subordinate Comité voor Joodsche
Vluchtelingen (Committee for Jewish Refugees, CJV), which was chaired by David
Cohen, who was professor of classical languages and history first at Leiden and
later at the University of Amsterdam. Both gentlemen were very keen to remain
in good standing with the government and worked strictly within its constraints
and policies, including the condition that the committee would arrange all funding
required to take care of the refugees. Also part of the committee was L.E. Visser, who
had been on the Dutch Supreme Court from 1915, becoming its president in 1939.
During the German occupation, Asscher and Cohen would become co-chairmen
of the Joodse Raad, the Jewish Council, which was established in February 1941 by
order of the German administration. In that capacity they would maintain their
reluctance to do anything which would upset the authorities, whether Dutch or
German. It should be noted that such an attitude was displayed by the Dutch
bourgeoisie in general, regardless of denomination or religion. But Visser took a

2 USHMM, see at https://encyclopedia.ushmm.org the articles “german-jewish-refugees-1933-1939”
and “united-states-immigration-and-refugee-law-1921-1980".

3 Abraham and Joseph Asscher came over to the UK at the behest of King Eward VII to take charge of
the cutting of the 3106 carat Cullinan diamond. Abraham reputedly carried the raw stone in his pocket
when they returned to Holland on the ferry.
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more independent and courageous stand, as is evident from his communications
with David Cohen (J. Melkman, 1974).

5.2  The first refugee children from the East arrive in Leiden

Among the refugees were also unaccompanied children. Many of these children had
family or friends in Holland willing to take children into their homes. The Dutch
government discouraged that, however, preferring the unaccompanied children
to be taken in by institutions such as orphanages and children’s homes in order
to prevent the refugees from integrating into Dutch society, and hoping that most
of the refugees would eventually move on to other countries. Thus, the Jewish
and some non-Jewish orphanages in the Netherlands became involved with these
refugee children. Moreover, the ministry often transferred the children from one
institution to another after just about three months, thus uprooting them before
they would be able to settle down.

The Jewish orphanages in the Netherlands provided care for orphans or half-
orphans, or children in need of care for other reasons, from a socio-economic
perspective. It was not considered self-evident that they would accept children
who were fleeing Germany for political reasons, and who often had relatively
affluent parents. But inevitably, as the persecution of Jews in Germany intensified,
the number of refugee children which were taken into the care of Dutch Jewish
institutions increased. The archives of the Jewish orphanage in The Hague show*
that the CJV was approached by the Jewish orphanage in Frankfurt am Main in
the course 0f 1933, which asked whether the orphanages in the Netherlands would
also accept children who were not orphans but refugees. When the CJV asked the
orphanage in The Hague, it replied positively, and many refugee children arrived
in The Hague for shorter or longer periods from 1933 onwards. Additional beds
were acquired, the attic at the Pletterijstraat was transformed into a hall, and some
children were housed with foster families. The largest number of refugee children
were taken in by the Central Jewish Orphanage in Utrecht. This orphanage did not
have space for so many children, but they had a villa available in nearby Den Dolder,
which was used during the holidays. This villa was converted to accommodate the
refugees (Crone, 2005).

Table 5.1 lists the refugee children who were taken in by the Jewish orphanage
in Leiden.? The children who left Holland before the war were not the focus of this

4 Haags Gemeentearchief, 0194-01; courtesy Miriam Keesing. The archives of the Jewish orphanage in
The Hague were found in Moscow and returned to the Netherlands in 2003 (van Crefeld, 2004).
5  From March 1933; to the best of my knowledge.
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Figure 5.1: April-June 1933. Marga Gurfinkel, the small girl on a tricycle, just three years old, and one of the
first German refugee children to be accommodated by the orphanage in Leiden. From left: Mirjam Frenkel,
Sally Montezinos (with autoped), Chellie Leeda, Corrie Frenkel (behind her), Esje van Santen, David Beem,
unknown, Esther Appel holding Marga Gurfinkel, Annie Simons (back), and Betsy Wolff (front). Someone is
looking out of a dining room window.

study, but information which was available at the time of writing is summarized
below. Scope remains for further research.

The first refugees arrived on 6™ April 1933, a month after the Nazi takeover in
Germany. They were three Gurfinkel children: Rudi, Make and Benjamin, from
Koln (Cologne), fourteen, twelve and eleven years old. They were followed ten
days later by their three sisters, Esther (ten), Ida (eight) and Marga (three), who
was included in a photograph (Fig. 5.1) shortly after arrival. The six Gurfinkels
left again on 23 June 1933 and (officially) became residents of Palestine on 24"
December 1934.

Helga and Kurt Gottschalk were transferred from Leiden to the Burgerweeshuis in
Amsterdam on 10" July 1939. They were still in Amsterdam on the day the Germans
invaded, but they escaped four days later on the SS Bodegraven and survived the
war. Their story is told in Chapter g.1.

Inge Preuss may have survived the war. Ruth Familier had come to Holland from
Spain, which in 1939 was devastated by the Civil War. Her brother Ernst also spent
a short time in the Leiden orphanage. They returned to Spain before the German
invasion of the Netherlands. Egon Lapidas returned to Germany with his family. He
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Table 5.1 Refugee children taken in by the Jewish Orphanage in Leiden, 1933-1943. Listed by date
of arrival in Leiden The list is probably not complete.
Name Date of birth  Place of birth Leiden Orphanage Comments
Arrival years

Gurfinkel, Rudi 04-03-1919 Hanau 06-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Gurfinkel, Make 03-09-1920  Koln 06-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Gurfinkel, Benjamin  26-10-1921 Koln 06-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Schipper, Heinrich 30-03-1921 Ex KoIn 08-04-1933 0.2 15-9-1942, Auschwitz
Schipper, Klara 09-01-1925 Ex KoIn 08-04-1933 0.2 Survived > USA
Schipper, Leon 20-10-1928 Ex KoIn 08-04-1933 0.2 Survived > USA
Gurfinkel, Esther 01-05-1923 Koln 16-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Gurfinkel, Ida 28-08-1925  Koln 16-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Gurfinkel, Marga 28-01-1930 Koln 16-04-1933 0.2 Survived
Preuss, Inge 26-02-1928 Berlin 04-10-1933 0.9 Survived
Lapidas, Egon 13-01-1924  Treuburg 15-11-1933 0.2 5-12-1942,+6dz
Jacobsohn, Paula 03-04-1925 Hamburg 17-05-1934 2.5 28-2-1945, Stutthof
Brink, Inho ten 22-09-1932 Lingen 02-03-1936 6.4 6-10-1944 Auschwitz
Wygoda, Israel 25-10-1922  Fulda 13-09-1936 4.5 Survived > France
Protter, Ralph 10-05-1930  Koln 12-04-1937 5.9 26-03-1943, Sobibor
Glinsberg, Fanny 15-01-1927 Gelsenkirchen 05-01-1938 5.2 26-03-1943, Sobibor
Glnsberg, Lothar 22-04-1928  Gelsenkirchen 24-10-1938 44 26-03-1943, Sobibor
Familier, Ruth 08-12-1929 Koln 01-08-1939 0.5 Survived > Spain 1939

Adler, Lotte
Adler, Henny
Strauss, Edith
Liffmann, Ruth
Gottschalk, Helga

Gottschalk, Kurt

David, Bermann
Schlesinger, Anni
Goldenberg, Greta
Farber, Mindel
Herskovits, Eva
Wahrhaftig, Gusta
Total: 30

Kristallnacht 9th/10th November 1938

08-02-1925
23-07-1930
03-06-1930
16-11-1934
18-11-1932

15-07-1937

09-05-1937
05-02-1934
24-01-1936
05-04-1939
08-03-1928
31-10-1940

Frankfurt a/M
Frankfurt a/M
Buchen
Beckrath?

Geilenkirchen

Geilenkirchen

Koln
Vienna
Amsterdam
Dusseldorf
Hanover

Den Haag

22-11-1938
22-11-1938
22-11-1938
?-04-1939
20-04-1939

20-04-1939

20-04-1939
20-04-1939
04-12-1939

08-01-1941

18-06-1941

12-1-1943

4.3
4.3
0.9

0.2

0.2

0.2
0.2
2.3
2.2

0.4
?

26-03-1943, Sobibor
26-03-1943, Sobibor
Survived > USA 1939
Survived >Belgium

Escaped SS
Bodegraven

Escaped SS
Bodegraven

17-09-1943, Auschwitz
06-10-1944, Auschwitz
05-03-1943, Sobibor
Survived Palestine
Survived > USA
30-3-1943 Sobibor
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was deported on 24" October 1941 from Berlin
to £6dz (Litzmannstadt), where he was killed,
probably on or around 5" December 1942.

On 6 April 1933, three Schipper children
arrived: Heinrich (twelve), Klara (eight), and
Leon (four). They left Leiden after three months.
They were stateless. At some stage, the family
moved to Belgium. Heinrich was registered
in the Jodenregister of Antwerp on 19" De-
cember 1940, the day after a German decree
ordered Jews to register themselves. Contrary
to Dutch Civil Registry, recording faith was
unconstitutional in Belgium. Heinrich (Fig.

5.2) was caught in a razzia and incarcerated in

Figure 5.2: Heinrich Schipper in Belgium, c. . .
1940? Courtesy Alg. Rijksarchief Brussels/ Kazerne Dossin (see Ch. 8.4), his parents were

Dienst Archief Oorlogsslachtoffers. arrested one and two weeks later. They were
deported from Kazerne Dossin and killed in
Auschwitz on 14th and 28th September®. Klara (Claire) survived in onderduik.

Leon was arrested but released from Dossin together with the other arrested
children from the Wezembeek Orphanage near Brussels, following intervention
by the Queen Mother Elizabeth?. Leon passed away on 16th January 2015, Claire
on 3rd January 2018.

Bermann David (David is his family name), Anni Schlesinger, and Ruth Liff-
mann, had come from the Jewish orphanage in Rotterdam, and were transferred
together to the orphanage in Leiden. Bermann and Anni spent the months of April
to July 1939 in Leiden, just as Helga and Kurt Gottschalk, before being transferred
to the Burgerweeshuis in Amsterdam.® Anni and Bermann were transferred to
Westerbork, respectively a month and just a week before the escape of so many
Burgerweeshuis children on the SS Bodegraven, mentioned above and described
in Chapter 9.1. Ruth Liffman joined her father in Brussels on 13" June 1939. Being
four years old, she had to be accompanied on the train. Following some discussion
with the Interior Ministry about who should pay the costs, the Vereeniging Centraal
Israélitisch Wees- en Doorgangshuis “Machseh Lajesoumiem” (the foundation
behind the Jewish Ophanage in Leiden) covered the expense. The father came to
Essen on the Dutch-Belgian border to collect his daughter.

6  Courtesy Mr. Gunter Vandeplas, Algemeen Rijksarchief Brussels.

7  Courtesy Mrs. B. Bikker. On Wezembeek: see Jacques Wynants in: Revue belge de philologie et
d’histoire, tome 77, fasc. 4,1999, and Schram & Styvel (www.vrt.be 25-8-2019).

8 SeeDokin.nl.
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Figure 5.3: Ruth (left) and Eva (right) Herskovits with parents and older sister Grete in Hanover, on 3"
January 1939, the day before the two girls were sent to Holland. Photo enhanced by K.J. Dijkstra; private
collection Herskovits family, by permission.

Some others, like Ralph Protter and Fanny and Lothar Giinsberg, remained in
Leiden until the liquidation of the orphanage on 17t" March 1943 (Ch. 7). It is
not clear at this time why some refugees were kept on the move, while others
were not.

The family of Eva Herskovits and her twin sister, Ruth, lived in Hanover, Germany.
Ruth published an extensive biography of the family in German (2003) and English:
“A final reckoning: A Hannover family’s life and death in the Shoah” (Herskovits, 2002;
Gutmann, 2013°). The parents, Samuel Herskovits and Helene Kiss, hoped to move
to Britain. Leaving Germany became urgent after Kristallnacht (9"/10™" Novem-
ber 1938). They decided to send the two girls to Holland on the Kindertransport of
4t January 1939, much against Eva’s wish. A family photograph was taken (Fig. 5.3)
the day before departure.

9 Tamgrateful to Mrs. B. Bikker Stichting Herdenking Jodenvervolging Leiden, who drew my attention to
this book, shortly before the manuscript was finalized. It was too late to move this text to Chapter 9, where
it would be better positioned. A Dutch summary of Ruth’s book is available on www.herdenkingleiden.
nl/.More information about the children mentioned in this chapter will be included in this website.
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Ruth (Gutmann, 2013) recalled:

On january 3, 1939, our parents took Grete, Eva, and me to the photographer on
Goethestrasse to document what would be our final day together. The next day we
assembled with the other children at the railroad station. We joined a transport from
Berlin. This was nothing like the vacation trips we used to take with our parents.
The railroad station had lost its air of pleasurable anticipation. It was merely grimy
and deserted that morning. Eva’s protests had been to no avail. She and I were
setting out alone. [...] I can still see their faces, especially my mother’s. Her tears
streamed down her face, but she made no effort to stop crying and to wipe them
away. [...] Within days [after arrival in Holland] the first letter from our parents
arrived. They sent us the photograph of our family taken the last day we were
together. Eva’s unhappiness, much more vocal than mine, was somewhat assuaged
when she held the picture in her hands. It hurt me to see the grave expression in
the eyes of Father and Grete. Our mother even sadder and resigned looked into
the camera. Eva insisted that the picture be kept under her pillow, and she was
relieved when I agreed to her demand. All1 had to do to remember their faces was
to close my eyes. Every night before I went to sleep, I saw them as clearly as if they
were standing before me.

After quarantine they were initially placed in the Emmahuis in Beverwijk (on the
coast), then in the Burgerweeshuis in Amsterdam.

Mid-May their sister Grete, then seventeen years old, passed by on her way to
Britain with bad news. Ruth recalled:

Mrs. Wijsmuller, a senior official of the Refugee Committee who with her husband’s
occasional assistance supervised our group home, had arranged to give us a few
hours of complete privacy for our reunion with Grete. We went to her home, located
in a beautiful old house on Nassaugracht, one of the streets bordering on a canal.
Her housekeeper, whom we also knew from her visits to the Burgerweeshuis, showed
us into a dark, though highly polished, dining room. Lunch, set on a table by the
window overlooking the water, consisted of white bread with chocolate spread,
a favourite treat in Holland. As soon as we were alone, we began to question
Grete about our mother. Haltingly she told us what had actually happened at
home in Hannover. Our mother had died, [...] probably of pneumonia. The notes
Father sent us from her were written in preparation for her stay in the hospital.
By the time Father finally told us that she had undergone an operation, she was
no longer alive.
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Figure 5.4: From CBJB to Interior Ministry, 3 November 1939, confirming that Mr. Herman Meyer is prepared
to accept Eva Herskovits in foster care for the coming two years, and that Eva can therefore be released by
the Burgerweeshuis in Amsterdam as per 8t" November 1939. Source: Dokin.nl, courtesy M. Keesing, 2016.

The preference of the Dutch government to place refugee children in institutions
rather than with families was not an ironclad policy. Where possible the CBJB
arranged for refugee children to transfer to foster families. They kept lists of families
willing to accept refugee children throughout the country but needed to obtain
permission from the Interior Ministry to place them. The CBJB tried to place Eva
and Ruth as closely together as possible. In July 1939 they had found two foster
families living close to each other in The Hague. But when one of these addresses,
originally intended for Ruth, had to be allocated to another child, the CBJB cancelled
the placement of Eva to prevent the girls being separated. Three months later, two
new addresses were found, in Leiden, in the same street.

In November 1939 Eva was transferred (Fig. 5.4) from the Burgerweeshuis to the
family of Herman Meijer, Thorbeckestraat no. 37, who had committed himself to take


http://Dokin.nl
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care of her for two years. At the same time Ruth was going to the family of Victor
Bloemkoper, Thorbeckestraat no. 17, no more than 200 metres away. There were other
Jewish families living in this neighbourhood, and the Jewish orphanage was just
another 170 metres away, around the corner. Everybody knew each other, playing
in the streets, attending the same elementary school, going to the synagogue. But
Eva was not happy with her foster family.’® The family Meijer had a very different
background" compared with Ruth’s foster family (Bloemkoper). They were above-
average wary and assertive, and not easily intimidated by the German oppression.
Daughter Gerda was active in the resistance (Meijer-Wijler, 1993), together with
Emilie and Hijme Stoffels, who came to live in same neighbourhood in early 1942
(Ch. 6.5). The entire Meijer family survived the war in onderduik.

Eva left the Meijer family and was registered as resident of the Jewish orphanage
on 18" June 1941.** Ruth stayed with the family Bloemkoper during this time. In
late October 1941 the girls were unexpectedly ordered by their father to return to
Hanover, and they joined their family again on 7' November 1941. His original idea
had been that in Holland the girls would be “closer to England”, and Grete had in
fact emigrated to Britain just weeks after Ruth and Eva went Holland, as mentioned
above. But from September 1939 England had been at war with Germany and moving
to the UK was no longer feasible. Instead, Samuel had been working on going to
Cuba. But he was obviously not aware that the Nazis had decided, just about the
time he recalled the girls to disallow Jews from leaving the Reich altogether (RSHA
decree of 23" October 1941), and they found themselves stuck in Hanover.

In 1944 the family was deported to Theresienstadt, and from there to Auschwitz
where Eva and Ruth escaped death when they were selected by Joseph Mengele for
his so called “twin research”. They were liberated in May 1945 after going through
several other concentration camps and emigrated to the USA. But the war traumas
did not leave Eva; she took her own life on 12" July 1973. Eva’s daughter to Barbera
Bikker, personal communication, 2020):

On the anniversary of her father’s death at the hands of the Nazis in Auschwitz, I
think it is important to tell the truth, even when it is sad. So many survivors were

10 There is no suggestion that the family Meijer was to blame for this.

11 There were many families Meijer in Leiden, three of which had been cattle dealers in Vlagtwedde in
the far north-eastern part of the Netherlands. This may lead to confusion.

12 Ruth writes that Eva had moved to the orphanage before May 1940, but the move was only registered
on 18" June 1941. It is highly unlikely that the orphanage would have failed to register her (with the town
hall and the alien police) within a few days of her moving in.

13 Stichting Herdenking Jodenvervolging Leiden.
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sowounded by the traumas they lived through that they eventually took their own
lives. Unfortunately, my mother was one of those people.

The last pre-war national census (1930) registered 111,917 Jewish Dutchmen. The
vast majority was born in the Netherlands, and practically all of them were Dutch
citizens. By 1940, their number had increased by some 20,000 Jewish refugees from
the East (de Jong, 1969-1994, vol. 5, p. 496; Presser, 1965, p. 418). Since the number of
refugees which were allowed entry is estimated at approximately 40,000,'* it implies
that about half of the immigrants moved on to other countries before the war, as
the Dutch government had hoped. The attitude's of the Dutch government may
unwittingly have saved the lives of an unknown number of them, if they succeeded
in leaving continental Europe in time. The refugees in Table 5.1 who were allowed
to stay in Holland, such as Lotte and Henny Adler (Ch. 5.7), were overtaken by the
German onslaught and found themselves caught again under the same Nazi regime
which they tried to escape from when coming to Holland.

As mentioned above, Truus Wijsmuller facilitated the meeting of Ruth and Eva
Herskovits with their sister Grete. Among the non-Jewish people who supported
the refugees seeking to enter Holland, Truus (née Meijers, 1896-1978) stands out.
She came from a liberal Protestant family in Alkmaar and became involved in
refugee work soon after the First World War. After first engaging herself with aid
for children in need in defeated Austria, she realized the growing predicament
of Jews in Germany as early as 1933, becoming active in the relief activities for
Jewish refugees. She made several trips to Germany to collect relatives of Jews in
Holland and bring them safely across the border. She became well known to the
members of the above-mentioned Jewish relief committees (particularly Gertrude
van Tijn of the CJV), and their counterparts in the UK. When the British government
agreed, after Kristallnacht (Ch. 5.6), to waive the most restrictive visa requirements
for an unspecified number of Jewish children seeking asylum, the British relief
organizations were at a loss how to put it into effect, and Truus was asked to assist
in organizing an emigration programme. She travelled to Vienna in December 1938
to facilitate the release of children who could qualify for these special UK entry
papers (Keesing, 2013). She managed to talk directly to Adolf Eichmann,'® who was

14 Andere Tijden, 7" October 2015; it is not clear if all illegal immigrants are included in this figure.

15 Itshould be noted that by 1939 there were also some 25,000 non-Jewish refugees in Holland, resulting
from Nazi persecution of communists and other unwanted political movements (http://www.volkstellingen.
nl). The Dutch government was not particularly happy to harbour too many of these refugees either.

16 Eichmann joined the SD HQ in Berlin in 1934, and played a role chasing many Jews out of Germany,
and out of Austria after 1938 (where Truus met him). He became head of Section IVB4 in the RSHA in
Berlin, where he was responsible for the efficient technical and logistical implementation of the “Final
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stationed in Vienna at that time and was in charge of “Jewish Affairs” (Austria had
become part of the German Reich due to the Anschluss in March 1938). Eichmann
told her that she could take away 600 Jewish children if she could do that within
five days. Reputedly, he did not expect her to achieve that. But she did, and on
10" December 1938 a train left Vienna with 600 children to Holland. Most of the
children proceeded to the UK via Hoek van Holland, while some 100 remained
in the Netherlands (ibidem). It was not the first, nor the last of her exceptional
achievements. Her successful attempt to let some 74 refugee children (including
Kurt and Helga Gottschalk) escape to the UK on the last day of the German invasion,
one hour before the Dutch army capitulated on 14" May 1940 and while Rotterdam
was burning, stands out as much as the deal she made with Eichmann. This part
of the story is told in Chapter g.1.

5.3 1934: Life goes on; another ceremonial photograph

Life in the orphanage in Leiden continued after 1933 much as before. More pho-
tographs were taken (Fig. 5.5). Most of the refugees (nine out of eleven) who had
arrived in Leiden in 1933 had been transferred out again by the end of that year.
After the initial peak in 1933, the number of Jewish refugees arriving in Holland
from Germany remained relatively stable until 1938. In that same period seven new
refugees were accepted by the orphanage in Leiden (Table 5.1). Five of those would
become “permanent” residents in the orphanage: Inho ten Brink, Israel Wygoda,
Ralph Protter, and Fanny and Lothar Giinsberg.

Paula Jacobsohn (Fig. 5.5, no. 11) stayed in Leiden for two and a half years and
moved to the orphanage in Utrecht in November 1936 (Crone, 2005). In February 1942
the refugee children in Utrecht were deported to Westerbork (see Ch. 7.2). She was
deported to Theresienstadt on 18t January 1944, and from there to Auschwitz and
Stutthof (near Danzig). She did not survive.

Herman Stofkooper and Lodi Cohen, also in Figure 5.5 (nos. 2 and 3), were related:
Herman’s mother was Sophia Cohen, family of Lodi as well as Lies Cohen, the
second wife of Director Italie.

In April 1934 another assembly photograph of all the orphanage inhabitants
was taken (Fig. 5.6) just like the one from 1932 (Fig. 4.14). These two pictures are
the only such photos known to date. No fewer than 49 people (out of 53) could be
identified with confidence.

Solution” throughout occupied Europe. His capture and subsequent trial in Jerusalem (1960-1962) opened
the eyes of the world to the immensity of the Holocaust.
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Figure 5.5: Summer 1934. Photo taken by Mimi Weiman at the back of the building, in front of the half-round annex.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Sientje Spiro 8  Annie Simons ? 15 Reina Segal
Herman Stofkooper 9  Mirjam Frenkel 16 Jetvanden Berg
Lodi Cohen 10 Sal Porcelijn 17 Corrie Frenkel
les Cohen 11 PaulaJacobsohn 18 Jetty Bobbe
Esther Appel 12 Leo Auerhaan 19 Louis Limburg
Joop Worms 13 Marie van den Berg 20 Harry Spier
Henny Jansen (Behr) 14 Didia Klein 21 unidentified

It may have irked Nathan Italie that he was not present for the first photo, due to
his wife, Sara Schaap, being ill and her death just a few weeks later. That may have
prompted him to order another one to be taken so soon after the first one. Nathan,
now 44, had decided to marry again: with Lies Cohen (Ch. 5.5). The marriage took
place on 23 July 1934, three months after this photograph was taken. Two people
(no. 12 and no. 40) remain unidentified, while no. 31 is probably Maurits Levie, and
no. 46 may be Victor Wittenburg, but their identification could not be independently
confirmed.

The orphanage in Leiden was a “transit institution”, and indeed from time to
time children who reached age five or six were transferred to another orphanage.
Some children were transferred to one of the institutions for special care (Table 1.3):
Bergstichting in Laren, Rudelsheim in Hilversum, or Achisomov in Apeldoorn. Some
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Figure 5.6: Assembly photograph, April 1934, photo taken by Mimi Weiman at the back of the building, in front of the
half-round annex.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Bram Spiro

Jacg. Witteboom
Karel van Santen
Jaap de Vries
Mimi Weiman
Herman Stofkooper
Mien Beem
Esther van Santen
Floor Altenberg
10  Lodie Cohen

11 Sal Porcelijn

12 ?

13 Sal Weiman

14  HettydeJong

les Cohen
Henny Jansen
David Beem
Esther Appel
Joop Worms
Judith Pront
Leo Auerhaan
Sientje Spiro
Betsie Wolff
Mien Gobes
Didia Klein
Jet de Leeuw
Nathan Italie
Jet van den Berg

Rachel Bierschenk
Henriette van Pels
Maurits Levie (?)
Louis Limburg

Inge Preuss
Charles Kirchenbaum
Mirjam Frenkel
Jettie Bobbe

Bram Degen

Marie van den Berg
Jopie Beem
unidentified nanny
Corrie Frenkel
Hijman Cohen

43
44
45
46
a7
48
49
50
51

52
53

Mieke Dagloonder
Sally Montezinos
Reina Segal

Victor Wittenburg (?)
Frieda Lichtenbaum
Herman Rozeveld
Barend Ritmeester
Salomon Ritmeester
Harry Spier

Hans Porcelijn

Hans Kloosterman

witness accounts suggest that one or two children were expelled for misconduct.
But a surprising number of children never left the orphanage until they reached
the regulatory maximum age of eighteen years. During the German occupation the
rule became meaningless because Jews were not allowed to change their residence.

Mimi Weiman (Fig. 5.7) left the orphanage on 30" April 1935, two months be-
fore her eighteenth birthday. In her extensive interviews with L.P. Kasteleyn she
tempered the rosy view one may have had about the orphanage. Her grandmother
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had brought her in January 1927 when she
was nine years old. Upon arrival she had to
relinquish her personal possessions: an ear-
ring and a gold watch which her grandmother
had given her. She only got them back upon
departure eight years later. After elementary
school, she attended the Auishoudschool, the
standard vocational school for girls who were
regarded as “future wives”. Ms. Bierschenk
assisted her in using a sewing machine, Ms.
de Leeuw with learning how to cook. For
years Mimi did duty in the linen room on
the top floor.

We lived in a straitjacket, had no say in

: anything. Degrading punishments were
Fig 5.7: Mimi Weiman, April 1935. meted out, and — worse — often without any
reasonable justification. Cancelling the
holiday in case progress at schoolwas deemed insufficient; being locked up alone

in a smallroom, physical punishment.

Upon leaving, she received an outfit: underwear, two dresses, aprons, and a nurse’s
uniform because she was going to work at a convalescence home on the coast
(JoZeBeKo"). But she was not happy there and soon left. Returning to the orphanage
was apparently a possibility, but she found the idea to go back “abhorrent”.

Schooling in this period also continued as before. Most children from age six
attended one of the two Langebrug elementary schools (Fig. 5.8). From age twelve
(if they had not repeated classes) they attended an intermediate-level secondary
school, or a vocational training institute. Herman Stofkooper and Lodi Cohen
were, by exception, attending higher secondary education. That privilege was not
granted to Fanny Giinsberg, Piet de Vries’ girlfriend, although Piet was certain that
she would have done well. There may have been more pupils who would have done
well in higher education, if they had been given the opportunity.

17 Joodsche Zee en Bosch Kolonie.
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Figure 5.8: April 1936, grade 5, Langebrug bovenschool. Jan Voogt (1) had three Jewish classmates, all three
from the orphanage: Jettie Bobbe (2), Jet van den Berg (3), and Louis Limburg (4, at the back). Photograph
provided by Jan Voogt.

5.4  1935: Piet de Vries arrives, ten years old

Piet was born on 12" March 1925 in the Nederlands Israélitisch Ziekenhuis, a Jewish
hospital on the Nieuwe Keizersgracht 100-114 in Amsterdam. He was the son of
a Jewish mother, Rebecca Franschman. His non-Jewish father, Wouter de Vries,
was a “bierbottelaars knecht”, a worker in a beer bottling factory, who died on 21%
February 1934, at age 33.

For Hans Kloosterman, who arrived at age two, the orphanage was everything,
his home and his family; he had little else. He described his years in the orphanage
as “the best of my life”. He emigrated to Australia after the war. Once contact with
“Holland” was established in 2000 (arranged by L.P. Kasteleyn), he was very keen
to also contact Piet de Vries and Bram Degen.

Piet (Fig. 5.9), who arrived in Leiden at age ten, and who maintained close
contact with his mother, had a more distant view with respect to the orphanage.
Nevertheless, even he, who had lived in Amsterdam under dreadful circumstances
before coming to Leiden, concluded that: “going home to our families, we fell from
heaven to earth. Everything we needed was provided for [in Leiden] and we were free
as birds in the sky.” At the same time, the regime was not soft: “If one the children
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Figure 5.9: November 1937. Piet de Vries (12) in front with the ball; his soccer
friends behind him from left: Hans Porcelijn (12), Leo Auerhaan (15), Bram van
Stratum (13) and Louis Limburg (14). Behind them the windows of the dining hall.

Figure 5.10: Hans Kloosterman, summer holiday, 1937. Behind him from left: Cor-
rie Frenkel, Esther Appel, and Frieda Lichtenbaum. Esther had left the orphanage
in 1936 when she was eighteen.

in the room began to cry at night, before you could do anything, half of them were
crying as well. No staff came to have a look.”

Children who still had family (most of them had one or even both parents) spent
two weeks of the summer holiday with them, although in some cases the parent
did not maintain contact with their child. Piet usually spent the summer holiday
with his mother in Amsterdam. Having lived much of his early years in Amsterdam,
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Figure 5.11: This photograph, taken in the early summer of 1936, only came to light in 2020. We could identify 18
(out of 25) people with certainty (courtesy Leonard and Martine Kasteleyn); the identity of 5 others is qualified
by “probably” or “possibly”. These relaxed, impromptu group photographs tell us something about the special
character of the Leiden orphanage: the mixture of children of all ages, the laughing faces, the many “hands-
on-shoulders” (as noticed already in Ch. 4.3). Some children were barely two years old when they arrived, and
many children spent an extraordinary long time together in the orphanage. As Hans Kloosterman wrote, “they
were my brothers and sisters”. Photograph JHM F1635-6, courtesy Jewish Historical Museum, Amsterdam.

1. Jettie Bobbe 10. Hans Porcelijn 19. Rita Arndt

2. Louis Limburg 11. Lenie (nanny) 20. Betsy Wolff

3. Mirjam Frenkel 12. probably Willem v. Weddingen (Semmie) 21. Piet de Vries

4. probably Mary Konijn 13. Esther Appel 22. Corrie Frenkel

5. Sally Montezinos 14. probably Francina van Weddingen 23. Paula Jacobsohn
6. Frieda Lichtenbaum 15. Herman Rozeveld (Dikkie) 24. Hennie Feniger
7. possibly Max Konijn 16. unidentified 25. unidentified

8. possibly Willy Blog 17. Juul Beem

9. Joop de Vries 18. Reina Segal

he was a “native” of the city. His girlfriend in the orphanage during his final years
there, Fanny Giinsberg (she arrived in January 1938), usually spent the summer
with her father in Weert (Limburg).

Children who had no family to go to, like Hans Kloosterman (Fig. 5.10; but his
mother visited him in Leiden every few weeks), were entertained in Katwijk, or
elsewhere on the North Sea coast not far from Leiden, for a summer holiday. The
picture was probably taken at “JoZeBoKo”, a Jewish convalescence and holiday
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Figure 5.12: Ms. Rachel Bierschenk in the dunes with some members of her “young ladies” social club. From left: Sientje
Spiro, an unidentified nanny, behind her Jupie Pront, Mimi Weiman, Rachel Bierschenk, Esther van Santen, unidentified
lady, Annie Simons (?).

institute in Wijk aan Zee. Esther Appel, in uniform, worked there. She had left the
orphanage in September 1936 when she was eighteen years old. The four knew each
other well; they had spent many years together in the orphanage in Leiden. Hans
had been there for a week when Esther arrived on 10" December 1929.

Upon his arrival in Leiden, Ms. de Leeuw decided to give Piet a more Jewish-
sounding name and called him Daniel. But he himselfreverted to his original name
soon after he was taken from Leiden to Westerbork in March 1943.

Director Italie maintained the basic orthodox religious rules and regulations. But
he was remarkably liberal in many other aspects. The children, from age thirteen,
were allowed to visit friends elsewhere in Leiden in the evening; friends were also
welcome in the orphanage, which must have been a nice place to visit after 1929.
Leiden before the war was not an affluent city,® and for some visiting children the
new orphanage was probably a place of unparalleled luxury. The liberty to make
gentile friends suited some of the older children very well, such as Lotte Adler (Ch. 5.6).

Piet remembers the evenings in the orphanage as almost always enjoyable and
cosy. That is to say: until Friday afternoon, when it was all over, and the religious

18 On the contrary, Leiden was reputed to be the second most impoverished city in Holland after
Amsterdam.
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norms were strictly imposed. Saturday morning the entire orphanage attended
Sabbath service from 7:30 to 9:30 am, before taking breakfast. Another service was
attended, by all, in the afternoon, and yet another in the evening. Two more visits
to the synagogue had to be made during weekdays. Years later, Piet provoked the
director’s ire by shaving on sabbath. Perhaps surprisingly given his background,
he was a member of a Zionist youth organization.'

Piet had arrived in Leiden with his brother Joop, who was two years younger
(Fig. 5.11). He also had a sister, Marietje, who was born 2" January 1924 and thus a
year older than Piet. She was placed in the Ashkenazi girls’ orphanage in Amsterdam.
After leaving the orphanage she went to work at Het Apeldoornse Bos, a Jewish
psychiatric institution. She wrote to Piet in Leiden; two important letters from
1943, the last ones she wrote, have been preserved (Ch. 7.3).

The photo in Figure 5.12 dates from 1934. All these years, Ms. Rachel Bierschenk
(Fig. 6.16) ran a small social club in the orphanage. Members were asked to pay a
minimal contribution. Her central position at the back and her smile seem to reflect
her sense of proud ownership of the little club. The woman in the dark dress second
from right may be the mother of the unidentified nanny, who probably was German.

In the previous chapter (Fig. 4.13) it was noted that the women of the “permanent
staff”, in this case Ms. Mien Gobes, appear on some of the photographs taken by
(and with) the older girls. Ms. Gobes also appears in Figure 5.15.

5.5 The family of Director Italie

Nathan Italie became director of the Jewish orphanage in Leiden in 1922. He and Sara
Schaap had no children of their own, which was in accordance with the regulations
of the orphanage, which stipulated that the “father and mother of the house, must be
a properly married man and wife, without children of their own, of upright religious
standing, and wellversed in the demands of a strict Jewish orthodox household and the
education of Israelite children”. Sara’s family had a butcher’s shop in Rotterdam; when
during the war, some ten years after Sara’s death, it became virtually impossible
to obtain kosher meat in Leiden, the orphanage was provisioned by Sara’s family.

Nathan came from an orthodox family; he was the eldest of four boys and one
girl. His brother Gabriel was teaching classical languages at the Tweede Stedelijk
Gymnasium (later Maerlant Lyceum) in The Hague. He survived the war, the only
one of the five siblings, in Theresienstadt, and left us a valuable daily journal
covering his entire war period experiences (published by W.M. de Lang, 2009).
Their brother Arthur had a son, Elchanan, who also survived the war, with the
help of Hijme Stoffels (Ch. 9.9).

19 They had an assembly place behind Breestraat, along or close to Mosterdsteeg.
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Figure 5.13: Nathan and Lies Italie-Cohen with Hanna and Elchanan, c. 1938, in the director’s living quarters, also his
office, on the ground floor.

Nathan had been in charge of a deaf-mute institution, before joining the or-
phanage in Leiden, and he could read lips. The children were aware of that, and
watched their words, even if they were outside and the director was looking at them
through the windows. He had a natural authority, without being an authoritarian:
“he was much too cultured to ever raise his voice”. He also had a particular, solemn
style in addressing the older children; letters arriving in Leiden from Piet’s mother
were handed down to him by the director with the words: “Mister de Vries, here is
a letter from Madame your Mother.”

After Sara had died in late 1932, aged 35, Nathan married again, on 23" July 1934,
with Elizabeth (“Lies”) Cohen, the daughter of Hartog Cohen, who had been chazzan
in Leiden until his death in 1930*° and who lived on Wasstraat, just a few blocks away
from the orphanage. On 11" May 1935, a daughter was born, Hanna Sara, and on 8"
February 1937, a son, Elchanan Tsewie (Fig. 5.13). This event was of course not foreseen
in the 1927 building plans, but a room on the first floor, above the large extension
and playroom, was converted into a bedroom for the two children. The governors
were very satisfied with Nathan being director and if they had any objection to
the director having his own children in the orphanage, they were apparently not

20 His death probably caused Lodi and Izak (Ies) Cohen to end up in the orphanage in April 1930; see
Chapter 9.6.
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prepared to lose him for such a reason. Many photographs have survived showing
one or both children together with other orphanage children. Clearly, they were
accepted by them as part of the “family”, even though they had their own bedroom
and took their meals in the director’s quarters (except on special occasions).

These years, 1935 to 1939, despite the ever-darkening clouds over Europe, may
have been the happiest in Nathan’s life, not in the least because of the blessing of
having his own children. He was equally dedicated to his wards in the orphanage,
he had a strong staff team at his disposal, and a modern, well-equipped, building.
With the memories of Stille Rijn behind him, he was probably well aware of his
good fortune (Fig. 5.13).

5.6  1938: Kristallnacht (9'"/10™" November) and the
Kindertransports

In early 1938 the refugee admission policy in the Netherlands (with respect to Jewish
and other refugees) had become more restrictive. Carel Goseling, minister of justice
(1937-1939) and a member of the Catholic State Party (Roomsch-Katholieke Staatspartij),
purportedly concerned that immigrants would compete on the labour market, kept
the border practically closed to refugees, unless they could prove that they would move
on to another country. But moving on was very difficult because all other obvious
countries to go to were also restricting immigration, even the USA. It should be noted
that by 1939 there were also some 25,000 non-Jewish refugees in Holland, resulting from
Nazi persecution of communists and members of other unwanted political movements.
In one of his memos, Goseling described refugees from Germany as potentially
“undesirable elements”. On 17 October 1938, his ministry issued instructions to the
border police that refugees without valid papers should not be permitted to enter at
all. This was a very cynical decision since it was known that many Jews in Germany
were stateless or had lost their German citizenship and thus their papers. As a result,
people smugglers were active getting refugees across the border illegally, and the
border police did their best to catch them. Interestingly, however, as the situation in
Germany worsened, Dutch public opinion became more sympathetic to the plight
of the refugees, putting the government under pressure to relent.

Just before the border became practically closed to refugees, two more children
were taken in by the orphanage in Leiden: Fanny (15" January 1927) and Lothar
Giinsberg (22"¢ April 1928); they were born in Gelsenkirchen (Germany). Fanny
arrived in Leiden on 5% January, and Lothar on 24" October 1938.

A few weeks after Lothar’s arrival, on the night 9™ to 10™ November 1938, Jews and
Jewish shops were attacked by organized mobs throughout Germany and Austria.
Some go Jews were murdered and more than 200 synagogues went up in flames
throughout the German Reich. Countless Jewish-owned shops had their windows
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smashed and their interiors looted. In Vienna alone, some 4000 Jewish shops were
destroyed. The many smashed shop windows gave rise to the name: Kristallnacht,
the night of the [shattered] glass. Even the most optimistic person must have realized
that there was no future for Jews in Germany, to say the least. Following 5 five years
of relatively modest Jewish emigration from Germany, many more people tried to
escape, if they had the necessary funds, contacts, entry visa to another country,
family abroad, or the ability to illegally cross the border to a neighbouring country.

Under growing public pressure* after Kristallnacht, the Dutch government relaxed
its asylum policy. Between November 1938 and March 1939, some 8000 Jewish refugees
from Germany were admitted into the country. A special category of immigrants were
children who arrived in Holland by train, without their parents, by Kindertransport.
Not much is known about these transports since few documents exist. Both Gertude
van Tijn of the CJV and Truus Wijsmuller were involved in these transports. They
predated the Kindertransports to the UK, which have been much better documented,
and which were made possible when the UK government, provided between gooo
and 10,000 special entry visas (for the children, not for their parents). The earlier
transports to Holland seem to have been mostly private initiatives, such as the
one of 22”4 November (Crone, 2005; Stam-van der Staay, 2003) which carried Lotte
and Henny Adler and Edith Strauss from Frankfurt am Main to Amsterdam, and
from there to the Leiden orphanage. In the UK as well as in the Netherlands, the
government yielded to pressure from public opinion, but without much goodwill. In
the UK, after September 1939, many refugee children of fifteen years and above were
interned as enemy aliens. Some of them were deported (the term was actually used
at the time) to Australia (papers in Hammel & Lewkowicz, 2012), where many were
again interned as enemy aliens, even after the British government had realized the
injustice of their deportation and asked the Australian government to release them.

The history of the Frankfurt Kindertransport of 227 November goes back to early
1938, when the Jewish orphanage in Frankfurt discussed with the CJV the possibility
of sending a number of its children to Holland. The exchanges between German
and Dutch orphanages and/or the CJV illustrates how desperate the situation had
become. The minutes of a meeting, on 17" November 1938, in the N.I. Boys’ Orphanage
in Amsterdam, has been preserved in the Rotterdam Municipal Archives (courtesy
Miriam Keesing, 2016). All the eight Jewish orphanages and the Bergstichting (Tables 1.1
and 1.2) had sent a representative. After lobbying, Minister of Justice C. Goseling agreed
to allow 24 (sic!) children to enter the country on 2”4 November. Despite his consent,

21 The Dutch daily Het Volksdagblad argued on 17" November 1938 that the Dutch government should
allow many more refugees from Germany entry into the Netherlands. It printed “De grens moet open”
(“Open the border”). On 3™ December 1938 a national collection was held in aid of refugees. The prime
minister publicly contributed but he did not change his mind.
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his department staff** raised further objections, and demanded that for each individual
child an admission request would be submitted. In the meantime, Kristallnacht had
changed the situation, and the orphanage in Frankfurt reported that the number of
children in their care had increased almost overnight from 70 to 135. On 15" November,
the Dutch orphanages considered taking more than the requested 24 children from
Frankfurt, but after contact with David Cohen (chairman of the CJV) this proposal
did not come to fruition. On 15™ November lists of names were received, while the
orphanage in Frankfurt reported that they were in serious difficulty because all the
male personnel had been arrested and taken away. The Amsterdam meeting wanted
to speed up the evacuation of the selected children, but they failed to reach the
relevant civil servant to authorize their crossing the Dutch border. They considered
requesting an audience with Justice Minister Goseling, by telegram to indicate the
urgency of the matter. Other delegates were in favour of leaving it to the CJV, whose
member R. Eitje was going to visit The Hague the following day. Most, but not all, of
the delegates were aware that many children up for transport to Holland were not so
much orphans but rather political refugees, from families which would not normally
rely on social institutions for assistance. The delegates continued to deliberate over
how to get the transport on the rails as quickly as possible. However, being aware
of David Cohen’s attitude, they were keen to prevent upsetting the government, a
recurring theme in this book before the war, as well as during the occupation. Even a
proposal to publish the proceedings of this meeting in the newspapers was rejected,
because doing that could be regarded as an attempt to “effect [...] pressure on the
government”, something to be prevented at all costs.

Unfortunately, many archives have been lost, and no lists with names have been
found of these early transports to Holland. But they can be partly reconstructed
(Keesing, 2013; Keesing et al., 2019) from data in the Netherlands, such as card
indexes at the Civil Registry, or the records of the Dutch alien police where all
refugees had to report within 24 hours of arrival.

More transports took place from Berlin and other German cities in the week of 23"
November 1938 (Crone, 2005). The Kindertransports to the UK also began around that
time (Harris & Oppenheimer, 2000; Fast, 2011; Hodge, 2011); the first arrived in Harwich
on 2" December 1938 with 196 children. Some of the children on these transports stayed
in the Netherlands. Estimates of the number of unaccompanied refugee children who
received asylum in Holland after Kristallnacht vary from 1500 (Crone, 2005) to 2000.?3

In Berlin, at Friedrichstrasse railway station, a monument (Ziige in das Leben; Ziige
in den Tod) commemorates the Kindertransports.># It is hard to fathom the tragedy of

22 The head of the border police and alien registration.

23 H. Goekoop, “De vlucht na Kristallnacht”, Andere Tijden, 24th April 2014.

24 “Trains to life; trains to death”. Similar monuments exist in Hoek van Holland and Harwich, and
some other cities.
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Figure 5.14: Lotte and Henny Adler in Frankfurt am ] ) 5
Main, Germany, 1935. was, with reasonable certainty,* the transport
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parents who had the foresight and the courage to send away their children in those
circumstances, or the loneliness of the children who may not have understood why
they were abandoned by their own parents. It is estimated (Hammel & Lewkowicz,
2012) that more than half the number of children who survived the war thanks to
a Kindertransport never saw their parents again.

However important the Kindertransports may have been, probably no more than
some 12,000 children were able to escape continental Europe in this manner, less
than 1% of the number of children who were murdered in the Holocaust. Crone
(2005) provides a sad review of the unwillingness of governments to reach out to
them, not to speak of the moral implications of helping the children to escape, but
not allowing their parents to join them.?

5.7 1938: Henny and Lotte Adler arrive, eight and thirteen years old

In the year 1938 Lotte (8" February 1925; see frontispiece) and Henny (23" July 1930)
Adler lived with their mother, Clara Braun, at Dominikanerplatz 12 in Frankfurt am
Main (Fig. 5.14). Elsa Strauss and her daughter Edith were living in with them. Henny
and Edith were about the same age. Before 1937, the two mothers and three girls at
least once spent a summer holiday in Holland, on the beach at Zandvoort, while Her-
man Adler stayed behind in Frankfurt. When
the situation for Jews deteriorated, the Adler’s
considered emigrating to America, where they
had family, but Herman was arrested in 1937 on
some pretext and incarcerated in Buchenwald
concentration camp, near Weimar, where he
perished on 3™ July 1938.

Lotte remembered Kristallnacht very well,
she often talked about the frightening noises
from marching and singing men in the street,
and the sound of shattering glass (Stam-van
der Staay, 2003).

On 20" November, their Uncle Louis came by
to tell them that he had managed to include the
three girls in a Kindertransport to Holland. This

25 See the website of the Kindertransports: http://www.kindertransport.org/history.htm.
26 Both Mien van der Staay and Jopie Vos related in great detail what Lotte told them about the train
journey, and Lotte was their only source of information on this subject.
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Figure 5.15: Older and younger girls, and staff members, join for a photograph, first half of 1939. Front row
from left: Henny Adler, Edith Strauss, Henny Feniger, unknown; middle row: Frieda Lichtenbaum (arms
aside) and Mieke Dagloonder; back row from left: Reina Segal, Betsy Wolff, unidentified nanny, Didia Klein,
chief nanny Mien Gobes, Corrie Frenkel, Jettie Bobbe. Photo from Lotte’s own photo album, courtesy Mrs.
Schroder-Vos.

of children from the Frankfurt orphanage described above. The mothers promised
the girls they would collect them in Holland as soon as they received entry visas to
the USA for the girls. Lotte’s story of the train journey is identical to what survivors
who were on this transport remembered. Mozes Frank, who was, like Lotte, thirteen
years old, was also on that train. He remembered (Crone, 2005, p. 63) how the train
was held up for hours at the German-Dutch border by German police and military:
“They were clearly trying to scare us, stamping through the train with their heavy
boots. Most children, ten to fourteen years old, were crying.”

Lotte told her friend Mien that there were also dogs, and that they had to wait
endlessly at the border, before the train moved on to Amsterdam. The children
were distributed over several orphanages. Mozes went to Utrecht. Lotte, Henny
and Edith to Leiden. They arrived at night and were received by Nathan Italie (who
spoke to them in fluent German), and Jet de Leeuw. Once in bed in the dormitory,
Lotte became acutely aware that from now on she was responsible for Henny, as
she had promised her mother before leaving Frankfurt.
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Figure 5.16: From left: Jopie Vos (later Mrs. Schroder), Mien van der Staay (later Mrs. Stam), and Israel Wy-
goda. Photos of Lotte’s three best friends from her own photo album. Jopie and Mien were her classmates at
the Haanstra school. Israel Wygoda lived with her in the orphanage. Photo’s courtesy Mrs. Schroder-Vos.

A few weeks later, mothers Adler and Strauss received their papers and travelled
to the USA, leaving the girls in the Leiden orphanage with a view to get them
over to the USA as quickly as possible. Edith Strauss received her papers on 19'"
December 1938; she left the orphanage on her way to America on 27" October 1939.
The papers for Lotte and Henny were not yet forthcoming (Ch. 10.1).

Lotte had to get used to sleeping in a dormitory, but she was happy with the
positive atmosphere in the orphanage. It was “gezellig”, another archetypal Dutch
word combining cosy, pleasant, relaxed, easy going (Fig. 5.15). When walking with
Ms. Gobes to the alien police in Leiden the next day, Lotte realized they could walk
through the Plantsoen (a city park) without being stopped by signs prohibiting
Jews to enter. Little did she realize that these same signs would appear in occupied
Holland just two years later.

Lotte entered the Haanstra Kweekschool (a teacher training college) on the
Rapenburg/Vliet in November 1938. She became friends with Mien van der Staay
(later Stam) and Jopie Vos (later Schroder), who both lived in Leiden (Fig. 5.16).
Mien published a memorial booklet for Lotte (Stam-van der Staay, 2003), while
Jopie shared her memories of Lotte when the documentary “Bagage van Leiden”
was made (NMG Productions, 2010). Most importantly, Jopie preserved the photo
album which Lotte left with her for safekeeping in March 1943. Lotte had a natural
affinity for small children and loved the practical lessons (Fig. 5.17) which were
part of the curriculum. Many photos in this book came from her own photo album,
which now resides at the Westerbork Memorial site.

Many questions remain unanswered. How did Uncle Louis manage to get
the three girls on this train, while there were so many children in the Frankfurt
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Figure 5.17: Lotte (left-centre) during her period at the Haanstra vocational institute in Leiden.

orphanage who were not allowed to join this transport? Why were the mothers
granted entry visas to the USA without simultaneously receiving visas for their
children? Why did Else Strauss obtain a visa for Edith so much earlier (late 1938)
than Clara Adler, who obtained visas for Lotte and Henny only in 1941? Why were
the three children allowed to settle in the orphanage, while other refugee minors
(such as Kurt and Helga Gottschalk) were moved around?

In the archives of the (USA-based) German-Jewish Children’s Aid Foundation, now
included in the archives of the Joint Distribution Committee,*” are the letters sent by
Gertrude van Tijn of the Committee for Jewish Refugees®® (CJV) in November 1940
(i.e. well into the German occupation of Holland) with lists of German refugee
children in Holland with US family connections. The CJV urged them to expedite
the paperwork necessary to send the children to the USA (which was still a neutral
country at that time). The lists contain the names of 272 children, divided in six
categories. Lotte and Henny are not included in these lists, although both would
have been in the first category, with the best chances of gaining entry to the USA
because their mother was already there.

27 Search https://archives.jdc.org/.

28 Gertrude van Tijn-Cohn played a key role in the committee as well as in the Joodse Raad (Wasserstein,
2014). She escaped in 1944 to Palestine via Bergen-Belsen on the same train as Mindel Firber (Ch. 9.3),
and Serina de Paauw, the mother of Aron Wolff (Ch. g.4).
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Figure 5.18: Probably 1940; back row from left to right: Benno Redish held by Mieke Dagloonder, Hanna and
Elchanan Italie, and Lotte Adler. In front: the Fleurima twins. Note the sticky tape on the windows. From
Lotte Adler’s album, 1940. Courtesy Mrs. Schréder-Vos, 2009.

I do not know why they were not included in this list. The attempt was in any
case not successful. The bureaucracy took too long, it rapidly became more difficult
and then impossible for Jews to leave occupied Holland, and in December 1941
the USA was drawn into the war, losing its status as a neutral country. For many
children who escaped from Germany by Kindertransport, applications for a US
visa had been made prior to their departure from Germany. Some had to wait for
ten years before such a visa was approved (Hammel & Lewkowicz, 2012). Probably
(subject to further research) very few of the children (if any) on van Tijn’s list did
indeed escape to the USA.

5.8 1938: A photo album for Governor Levisson

On the occasion of the 60" birthday of L. Levisson, the prominent administrator in
the “1919” board of governors (Fig. 2.7) of the orphanage, an album was prepared for
him with photographs and personal messages from the staff and those children who
could write. Most if not all of the photos were taken specifically for this album and
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Figure 5.19: Selected photographs from the Levisson Album, 1938. Names: see next page.
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Names by row, from top-left to lowest-right:

Rita Arndt Leo Auerhaan Juul Beem Jettie Bobbe Frieda Lichtenbaum
les Cohen Hans Porcelijn Bram Degen Sam. Engelschman  Ch. Kirschenbaum
Herman Rozeveld Reina Segal Harry Spier Joop Worms Didia Klein

Louis Limburg Sally Montezinos Ralph Protter Salomon Ritmeester Fanny Glinsberg

Betsy Wolff Israel Wygoda Hans Kloosterman Mieke Dagloonder  Corrie & Mirjam Frenkel
Piet & Joop de Vries Max & Bram v Stratum Joop & David Beem Harry & Henny Feniger

have the same style and background, so that both the identity of the children and
the date of the photograph is beyond doubt. Thus, the photographs in the album
helped to confirm the identity of children in the many other photographs that have
survived. The photos in Figure 5.19 are a selection; for some (such as Rita Arndt),
the photograph in the album is the only one of reasonable quality that exists. For
others, it fills an age gap — for example, in 1938 Herman Rozeveld was five years
older than he was in his other photograph, from 1933 (Fig. 4.15). Brothers and sisters
posed together for this occasion. All the children who could write added a note to
congratulate Levisson. Fanny Giinsberg apologized that she could not write it in
Dutch yet; she had arrived just three months before. Many wished him a long and
happy life and health. Rita Arndt, Bram Degen, Joop de Vries, and Mieke Dagloonder
wished him above all “/ots of presents”.

Figure 5.20: Ms. Broeksema with six unidentified children. Levisson album, 1938.
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Ms. B. Broeksema, who worked as a nanny in the orphanage in 1938, wrote a
congratulatory note on behalf of six small children who could not yet write. She
probably was not Jewish (van Zegveld, 1993). She added a photograph (Fig. 5.20),
but unfortunately without mentioning the names of the children, who could not
be identified. It was also not possible to select a group of children who could be in
this photograph on the basis of their age in 1938 (by selecting children born after
1932 who were in the orphanage during 1937-1938). It is therefore possible that the
list (at the end of the book) is not complete.

The tableau of children and staff as contained in the Levisson album serves as
alandmark before we turn to the next chapter. Not long after Levisson celebrated
his 60" birthday, the political situation in Europe became worse. German military
power was growing for everybody to see. In September 1938 the Sudetenland was
given to Hitler, who soon thereafter proceeded to annex the rest of Czechoslovakia
against the agreement he made with the UK and France; attacks against the Jews
culminated in Kristallnacht; German rhetoric against Poland forbode a future attack.

Holland mobilized at the end of August 1939, a week before the German invasion
of Poland. Some of the older boys from the orphanage, such as Karel van Santen (Ch.
8.1) and Herman Stofkooper (Ch. 9.7), appeared in Leiden in uniform as tensions
increased. Figure 5.18 shows the windows of the dining room being taped, to
prevent the glass from shattering during a possible bombardment, either during
the German invasion in May 1940, or more likely during the Blitz on London later
that year.

More than once, the Dutch government was warned that a German invasion
was imminent in late 1939 and early 1940. But each time it did not happen, as we
now know because Hitler decided to postpone the attack. As a result, some people
assumed that the warnings were not based on a real threat.

On 8% April 1940, Germany invaded Denmark and Norway; in Holland, people
were holding their breath.
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6 1940 to1942: Occupation, oppression,
persecution

Abstract

Germany invaded the Netherlands on 10" May 1940. The queen and the government
ministers escaped to Great Britain. Hitler appointed a civi/ (rather than a military)
occupation government dominated by Austrian Nazis. They exerted direct control
over the Dutch civil service. The anti-Jewish campaign started early, and was
executed with exceptional sense of purpose, vigour, and tenacity. Terror increased
and mass deportations of Jews to Buchenwald and Mauthausen took place in early
1941, before the plans to deport all Jews from Western Europe to death camps
had taken shape. Jews were systematically identified, registered, separated from
the other Dutch, marked by wearing a star, sequestered in their homes, robbed
of their possessions, and brought to Camp Westerbork, from where deportations
to Auschwitz started on 14“‘July 1942. By end December 1942 some 38,000 Dutch
Jews had been deported and murdered.

Keywords: Persecution of Jews, segregation of schools, February Strike, deporta-
tions, Buchenwald, Westerbork, Mauthausen

6.1 10" May 1940: Germany invades the Netherlands

The German army invaded the Netherlands in the early morning of 10! May 1940;
it was all over on the 14" when the main defence positions had collapsed and after
the air raid and bombardment of Rotterdam.

As opposed to France and Belgium, or Eastern European countries, there was no
living memory of war and occupation in the Netherlands in 1940: it had been one and
a half centuries since the French occupation (1795-1813), and the Spanish occupation,
which gave rise to the independent Dutch Republic, was a full three centuries in
the past. Colonial wars such as in Atjeh (Aceh, North Sumatera), 1873-1914, were
gruesome but far removed from daily life in Holland. Following neutrality in the
First World War, hope had turned into illusionary belief that Holland would not

Focke, Jaap W., Machseh Lajesoumim: A Jewish Orphanage in the City of Leiden, 1890-1943. Amsterdam,
Amsterdam University Press 2021
DOI: 10.5117/9789463726955_CH06
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be drawn into a new European war. Country and people were very unprepared for
what was to come. The state of the armed forces was affected by years of spending
cuts, an unwillingness to find budget for improvements, pacifist beliefs, and endless
political debates. Although defence spending increased in the early 1930s, it was
too late. Most of Europe was frantically engaged with rearmament, and the Dutch
government found itself at the back of the queue. The situation with the navy and
its capacity to withstand a Japanese attack on the Dutch East Indies was arguably
even more dramatic.' This notwithstanding, the poorly equipped army put up a
brave resistance, along the “Grebbelinie”, but also in the “Battle for The Hague”, a
German attempt — which largely failed — to capture the three military airports
around The Hague (the seat of government) by large-scale air landings (see Herman
Stofkooper’s exploits, Ch. 9.8, and Truus Wijsmuller’s travels, Ch. 9.1).

Responses to the German occupation were varied. Some Dutchmen had sympathy
for the invaders or the Nazi ideology, expecting the country to do well as part of
the German Reich. Some accepted the new political reality because they thought
that German domination was unstoppable and was here to stay for more than a
lifetime. It is disconcerting to ponder how accurate their prediction could have been,
if Hitler had not attacked Russia, if Japan had not attacked the USA, if the British had
not stood their ground in 1940, if... Some were shocked but had no clue how to react
to the new situation. Others responded more dramatically — 388 people, about half
of them Jewish, perceived the evil which had come to the Netherlands to such an
extent that they committed suicide in the days following the invasion of 10" May
(Ligtenberg, 2017). Still others tried desperately, in most cases too late, to escape
overland to France, or over the sea to England. A few exceptional people put up
resistance at an early stage of the occupation. But most people did not respond at
all, waiting to see how the occupation would develop, and focusing on the survival
of themselves and their families.

The Germans had originally planned to install a military government in Hol-
land, as they actually did in Belgium, and France. Hitler had issued instructions
that the population should be spared unnecessary violence, and that disruption
of the economies should be prevented as much as possible. But just before the
formal capitulation, the Dutch queen and the ministers had fled to England.” The
Germans quickly (Fiihrer’s decree of 18" May) filled the gap by putting their own

1 Thegrowing threat of Japan to the Netherlands East Indies was perceived from the early 1900’s, following
Japanese victories against China in 1894-1895 and Russia in 1904-1905. The almost total annihilation of
the Russian fleet in 1904 sent a clear message to Western colonial powers. But plans to effectively upgrade
the navy were crippled or delayed by parliament. Several warships were still under construction at Dutch
wharves in May 1940.

2 The departure of the government shocked many at the time. With hindsight, and by comparing it with
what happened in Belgium and France, it seems that it was a wise decision. The army had capitulated, but
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civil government in place. Hitler appointed the Austrian Arthur Seyss-Inquart
as Reichskommissar of the occupied Dutch territories. Four Generalkommissars,
three of them also Austrians, reported to Seyss-Inquart. Together, they effectively
replaced the Dutch government, which put the country under direct Nazi-civil
control. The situation in Belgium, which capitulated on 28" May 1940, was much
more complex,3 and developments in France were very different (Chs. 9.7 and 9.8)
compared to the fall of the Netherlands.

The departure of the Dutch government had immediate and far-reaching effects.
It left the civil service in administrative charge of the country, without day-to-day
political guidance from the Dutch ministers, now in London. The most senior
Dutch civil servants were the secretaries (or directors) general (SGs or DGs), two of
which need to be mentioned: KJ. Frederiks at the Interior Affairs Department (the
“Home Office”), and J. van Dam at the Ministry of Education. Before they left for
England, the government had instructed the SGs to collaborate with the occupying
authority in order to protect the population as best as they could. As a result, the
Generalkommissars were able to give direct instructions to the SGs. The civil servants
in the various government departments, including local government agencies such
as the police, were expected to take their cue from the SGs and collaborate with
the civil German officials. As a result, direct instructions began to flow from the
German to the Dutch authorities at several lower levels. The German police (SiPo/
SD) in The Hague simply called the Dutch police station in Leiden if they wanted
someone to be arrested.

6.2  1940: The anti-Jewish campaign starts early

From early on, and in fact well into the occupation, the Germans attempted to
conciliate the population. Prisoners of war were released; German soldiers were
instructed to behave properly and with decorum. Pictures appeared of soldiers
strolling the beach and paying for their ice cream, visiting Artis Zoo in Amsterdam.
At the same time the Germans made it clear that normal freedoms no longer
applied, and repression started long before the conciliation attempts were given
up. All newspapers, already in May 1940, had to print a statement of “loyalty” with
respect to the German occupation. Criticism was not tolerated. Only a few people

not the government, allowing the country to continue the struggle, while maintaining (for the moment)
the control over the colonies, including the resource-rich Dutch East Indies (Indonesia).

3 Thesituation in Belgium was more complex. King Leopold, as commander-in-chief, remained in the
country as a prisoner of the Germans, leading to conflicts and making it difficult for the “Free Belgians”
to form an effective government in exile in London. It led to a deep constitutional crisis in Belgium after
the war.
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had the courage (and the foresight about what the Germans had in store) to put
up resistance. Truus Wijsmuller did not hesitate for a moment when she heard, in
Paris, about the German invasion. She returned to Amsterdam as quickly as possible
to rescue as many refugee children as possible from “her own” Kindertransport in
1938 (Ch. 5.2), those who had stayed in Holland, as well as other refugee children,
such as Helga and Kurt Gottschalk. Their story will follow in Chapter g.1.

On18th May 1940 Bernard IJzerdraat distributed his first anti-German pamphlet,
calling for resistance. He was betrayed, arrested on 25" November 1940, and executed
by the Germans on 13" March 1941 with fourteen other dissenters and three men who
had been part of the February Strike (see below). The trial was widely publicized,
as was the execution of the verdict. The message was clear.

The first specific anti-Jewish measure was introduced as early as 1°* July 1940,
removing Jewish citizens from the air-defence roll. It may have looked rather
harmless to many people. The Germans wanted, in the first instance, to drive a
wedge between Jewish and non-Jewish Dutchmen, or, in Nazi terminology, between
the “Jews” and the “Dutch”. Their expectation was that the latter would be willing,
as fellow Aryans, to become part of the German Reich just as many Austrians had
welcomed the Anschluss in 1938.

Many more anti-Jewish measures, far less innocuous, followed in quick succession
during the second half of 1940. To name only a few: 6" September: Jews were no
longer accepted into government employment; 5 October: All staff in government
employment must declare whether they were of Aryan descent or not; 22™! October:
Jewish-owned businesses must be registered, a clear step towards expropriation.
On 4" November Jewish government staff was suspended (they were dismissed as
per 21° February 1941). Some other anti-Jewish decrees issued by the occupation
administration in Holland looked like childish harassment, such as the one of gt"
January 1941, denying Jews access to cinemas, or 15" September 1941: banning
Jews from public parks, zoos, cafés, restaurants, hotels, theatres, and museums.
But they were deadly serious, and, with hindsight, the pattern in a great number
of measures following each other in quick succession, is unmistakable: identify
the Jewish Dutchmen and isolate them from the rest of the population, rob them of
all their possessions, concentrate them as much as possible in one place, and then
remove them from Dutch society altogether. How that was to be done may not
have been clear in 1940; the consensus is that the “Final Solution” as the last phase
of the Holocaust only gradually developed into genocide during 1941 and 1942. But
one can make a cogent case (J. Michman, 1987) that Hitler knew exactly what he
wanted long before his own Nazi organization was ready for it (Ch. 7.6).

In Belgium, where religious denomination was not recorded by the Civil Registry
(Ch. 8.4), it required two countrywide surveys which “requested” people to declare
any Jewish ancestry. If they refused, and if their Jewish identity was not obvious from
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their family name, appearance or behaviour, there was no easy data source to identify
them as Jews (Schram, 2018; Kazerne Dossin Museum). In the Netherlands, however,
the Civil Registry had kept record of the religious congregation everybody belonged to,
lately based on the 1930 census. During that census, some 112,000 people had responded
as belonging to the “Israelite congregation” and were duly recorded as Israelites in
the Civil Registry, just as Catholics and Protestants were registered (Table 1.1). The
Germans were fully aware of that, but the Nazi definition of who was Jewish was based
on race, more than on faith, and was defined as anybody being “of Jewish blood”. In
the German view a Jew was a Jew, irrespective of whether they had chosen to leave
the Jewish faith. Some 14% of all Dutch respondents in 1930 had indicated that they
did not belong to any religious congregation. Conceivably, this group harboured Jews
who had relinquished their religious identity as part of an assimilation process. The
Nazis solved this by stepping up two generations and looking for anybody with “Jewish
blood” irrespective if it came from only one Jewish grandparent, or two, three or four.
A grandparent was Jewish if he or she belonged to the Israelite congregation. This
definition ensured that Jews could not escape being classified as such by claiming
that they, or their parents, had given up belonging to the congregation. When this was
settled, what followed may be considered the most infamous preparatory measure
of the Holocaust in the Netherlands: Decree 6/1941, issued on 10" January 1941. Every
citizen or resident with one or more Jewish grandparents had to go to the authorities
and fill in a form, declaring any Jewish grandparent they had.

Only very few people refused to have themselves registered, and many of those,
as far as cases have been documented, were registered nevertheless, based on
other sources of information available to the Germans, such as the Civil Registry.
They had to pay one florin (guilder) for the privilege and carry the proof of their
registration (Bewijs van aanmelding, Fig. 6.1) with them when out of their house.
The declaration was issued by or on behalf of the mayor of the town of residence,
but in Amsterdam it was stamped (in blue) by the Jewish star and the signature
of A. Asscher, the co-chairman (with D. Cohen) of the Joodse Raad of Amsterdam,
which had been established* in early February 1941 by German instruction to
provide a liaison (rather, a one-way communication channel) between the Nazi
authorities and the Jewish community. The card also included a statement about
previous location of residence (“Laatste woonplaats”) if this had been in the German
Reich or the occupied parts of Poland, so that Jewish refugees were included in this
registration. Anybody with three or four Jewish grandparents was considered a
Jew. Ifyou had “only” two Jewish grandparents, you were classified as a “half-Jew”,
with one Jewish grandparent: “quarter-Jew”, and deportation might be avoided.
But to avert deportation, it was not enough to have two non-Jewish grandparents:

4 initially for Amsterdam, but soon for the entire country.

99



100

MACHSEH LAJESOUMIM

- -
Ne._Vroldketr 280 1
VAN £ ING i « Pranachman SXETL
il ' ¢ s.pebhecoa
als: Bedoeld i ikel 5 lid, van de i
Verordaning N den Rirki- = ;
commistary Syerlandsche sl gany—— - —
gebied, bet c‘fn:v\-l:: manmeldingsplicht :
wan  perionen van pefeel of gedeeltelijk % - &mtﬁrﬂm = —
joodichen bloed fard — =
J00DSCHE MAD}{M AMSTERDAM Lutite_woonsiuss n tot
Groot-L P b — -

[ arpet wa Ehaar

et bezmite Pootche i

de

aafimelgiriy, = S5
zijde Aangeduide persoon, n,...'erc"nen in Mslian. s |1_E_'{i_
het volkingsregister  deler ghmeents,
Wi lon.i —
heetd i o /th-ﬂr tot ”-""‘1;“"‘-“ -
nnrr'eldﬂ__l;.nlgc-i‘ de’ bowengencemie .‘:::m,.'h,m I =
Merordening. e
352 - -
Algepeven op 1 535 S e
in Gemeente __ AMSTERDAM }. de Vries,Wouter
§ Tk
== [

voor den Burgemevines,
e Admimiaracser
afd. Beviagriter @A Yirkinzagen,

Brrtal jsediche proctaaden n den
A v Wt 3 der Visrerdening! Ay -

Figure 6.1: This “proof” that Rebecca Franschman, the mother of Piet de Vries, had “presented herself for
registration” was found in the archive of H. and E. Stoffels (see Ch. 7.4). The last entry, “vier”, registers her
four Jewish grandparents, which made her “fully Jewish” in German eyes. But her husband, Wouter de Vries,
was not Jewish. This enabled Hijme Stoffels to save Piet de Vries from deportation two years later, just in
time (see Ch. 7.4). Rebecca survived the war. The presence of this card in his archive suggests that Stoffels
provided her with false papers (see Ch. 10.3). Private collection

half-Jews such as Hans Kloosterman, Piet de Vries and his sister Marietje, who
had incontestably a non-Jewish father and two non-Jewish grandparents, were
classified as J2: “unsafe half-Jew” by the Civil Registry office (van den Boomgaard,
2019), probably because they were living in a Jewish orphanage, where they were
considered to be a member of the Israelite congregation. To be reclassified from J2
to G1 (“safe half-Jew”) they needed to submit a “change request”to the Civil Registry,
to be approved by the German Entscheidungsstelle (headed by Hans Calmeyer) or
they would be deported with everybody else. It is one of the many shocking facts
about the collaboration of the Dutch civil service that they initially classified these
youngsters as J2, while their German overlords later accepted their request to be
reclassified as G1 without raising the issue that they were firmly embedded in the
Jewish community. It seems curious that the Nazis were so finicky about these
issues in Holland, compared to the indiscriminate mass murder which took place
in Eastern Europe. Without (as yet) finding an answer in the literature, I would
surmise that in essence “half-Jew” in Holland implied “half-Aryan”in the eyes of
the Nazis; and that presented them with a problem.
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Figure 6.2: The front and back side of the pb of Sara Bromet, with the third page (with the photograph

and the second J) torn off. It was found in the private archive of Hijme and Emilie Stoffels (Chs. 6.5 and

10.3). Stoffels provided Sara with a false pb, no. 069051 (van Wijk, 1946). The two stamps in the left corner
provided the bearer with temporary exemption from deportation. The significance of these stamps (Sperre)
is discussed in Chapter 6.6. Private collection.

Some 160,000 declarations were submitted. Presser (1965, p. 418) lists the official
figures, provided by the Dutch Civil Registry office, based on the analysis of these
declarations. On 1°* October 1941, the Civil Registry reported that there were 117,999
Dutch Jews in the Netherlands, 14,381 German Jews, and 7621 Jews from other
countries. Total: 140,001 Jews by the German definition (three or four Jewish
grandparents). In addition, 15,000 half-Jews, and 5000 quarter-Jews were registered.

By October 1941 the Germans, using the staff of the Dutch Civil Registry, had
effectively updated the 1930 database, which now included those of Jewish ancestry
who had not declared themselves as belonging to the Jewish faith in 1930, as well
as the c. 22,000 Jewish refugees from the East who were still in the country. Now
the Germans knew who was Jewish by their definition, and they knew everybody’s
address. In that same period (early 1941) a new identity card, the “persoonsbewijs”,
colloquially called the pb, was issued to all citizens from age fourteen. It was in-
stantly connected to the results of the registration: the pbs of Jews were stamped
with two big black Js (Fig. 6.2).

The new pb was a personal project of Jacob L. Lentz, the head of the Dutch Civil
Registry. It contained a multitude of security features in addition to the special paper
with fine multicolour print: a special ink which was not visible under a quartz lamp,
a watermark which could only be poorly reproduced, fingerprint, special stamps,
and so on. The photograph of the holder could not be removed without destroying
a specially printed half-transparent seal with another fingerprint. It was arguably
the “best” identity card in occupied Europe. Lentz was very proud of his product,
and the Germans were pleased: the pb was more difficult to counterfeit than even
the German identity card. The identity cards used in Belgium (see Figs. 8.10 and
8.11, the counterfeit cards for Alexander Lipschits and his father) were “a joke” by
comparison. A good counterfeit pb which could survive technical scrutiny was
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only possible if one could obtain blank originals. And even a technically perfect
pb could be exposed as a forgery by comparing the personal data with the data in
the Civil Registry. And if the data in the Civil Registry had been “adapted”, such
as was done by Stoffels and van Wijk, there still was a central record stored in the
Villa Kleykamp in The Hague, which the police could consult (Ch. 10.3 for details).

A mere twelve to fifteen months into the occupation, they were ready for the
next step — segregation: isolation from all other Dutchmen, their removal from all
branches of society, from professional and vocational occupation, from government
employment, from business ownership. It was a complicated process which was
executed by the Nazi administrators in Holland with stunning speed and efficiency.
But first, another event would drastically change the attitude of the Nazi authorities
in occupied Holland.

6.3 1941: The first razzias, the February Strike, and deportations
to Mauthausen

The Dutch Nazi Party (Nationaal-Socialistische Beweging, NSB) had gained a one-time
high of 7.9% of the popular vote as a populist party in 1935. Just two years later, the
NSB fell back to 4.2% of the vote, and in 1939 to 3.9%. The NSB was and remained
a marginal party, the more so as people became aware of the growing danger of
fascist and Nazi movements elsewhere in Europe. The Dutch government prohibited
its employees from being members of the NSB as early as 1933, the Catholic Church
banned membership in 1935, and the Protestant “Gereformeerde Synode” followed in
1936. Following the German invasion, the NSB saw the opportunity to gain influence
or even power. Its leader, Anton Mussert, hoped to be elevated to leader of the Dutch
population under German tutelage, but Hitler eventually only gave him the title,
without any authority. Seyss-Inquart and his four Generalkommissars remained
fully in charge. After the war, Mussert was convicted of treason and executed.
Notwithstanding Hitler’s snub, the NSB gained influence during the occupation
because officials who were not loyal enough in the eyes of the Nazis were often
replaced by more “reliable” NSB members or sympathizers, such as R.N. de Ruyter
van Steveninck, who became mayor of Leiden in April 1941, UK.L. Hoffmann, who
became chief of police in Leiden in June 1942, and Steven van Musscher (Fig. 10.12),
who joined the Leiden police force in 1941 to head the Documentatiedienst, a special
unit to hunt down Jews and other people hiding from the Germans.

In February 1941, members of the WA (Weerbaarheidsafdeling, the paramilitary
arm of the NSB) and other Dutch Nazis went into the Amsterdam Jewish Quarter
to make trouble. The regular police were incapable (or unwilling) to deal with it.
There was resistance by Jewish fighting groups armed with sticks and staves, and
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Figure 6.3: The call to strike (Staakt!!), Amsterdam, February 1941.

one NSB man was killed. The actions of the WA were not orchestrated or supported
by the Germans, who were keen to maintain order so that they could progress the
anti-Jewish campaign without disturbances. They considered sealing off the Jewish
Quarter and transforming it into a ghetto, but soon realized that would create more
serious unrest, since thousands of non-Jews living there would have to be uprooted
and relocated elsewhere in Amsterdam. The first barbed wire fences were erected,
but the plan was abandoned after a few days. To suppress any further resistance,
razzias were held in Amsterdam on 22"¢ and 23" February. Some 400 Jewish men
were arrested and taken to the Schoorl concentration camp, near Alkmaar. Among
them were Karel van Santen, who had left the Leiden orphanage in 1940 after more
than thirteen years, and his brother Philip. They happened to be in Amsterdam
that day to visit a friend and were caught by sheer bad luck (Ch. 8.1).

Two days later, on 25" February 1941, a strike broke out in Amsterdam. The
initiators, mostly from Communist backgrounds, issued a pamphlet (Fig. 6.3)
demanding “the immediate release of the arrested Jews, [...] the disbanding of the WA
terror groups |...] [and that people] show solidarity with the badly hit Jewish part of
the population”. Interestingly it also said that people should “shield Jewish children

from Naziviolence, [and] take them into your own family”.

By implication it urged Jews to start putting their children into hiding (“onder-
duik”), a totally unnerving idea at this time (early 1941), when only few Dutch Jews
perceived that they would soon be in mortal danger. Initially, the Germans were
taken aback. Strikes were unheard of in the Third Reich, and it took them a day to
respond, which they did with a vengeance. Seven strike leaders were executed. On
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27" February 389 young men from the original group of people arrested during
the razzias of 22"4 and 23" February, including Karel and Philip, were deported
from Camp Schoorl to Buchenwald, where they received “special treatment” with
the intention of having them die from “natural causes” as soon as possible. Within
three months some 20 of them had died. But it was not enough, and in May 1941 it
was ordered to transfer the survivors to the Mauthausen concentration camp in
Austria. It is clear from documentary evidence that there was close contact about
the entire operation between Himmler, Seyss-Inquart and Rauter, the chief of
all German police forces in the Netherlands (de Vries, 2011; de Vries et al., 2000).
Within just a few months, most of the people deported on 22"-23" February,
mostly young and healthy men, had died from exhaustion, mistreatment, illness,
or starvation, if they were not killed outright (see the story of Karel and Philip van
Santen, Ch. 8.1). By the end of the year only one of those arrested in Amsterdam
was still alive. The Germans allowed death notifications from Mauthausen to be
published in the Dutch papers. The underground paper Het Parool wrote on 11}
September 1941:

According to official German death notifications (as many as 38 last week), 232
people have died for unknown causes, [...] more than a third of the Amsterdam
Jews who were taken from their homes or off the streets and brought to Buchenwald
and then to Mauthausen. Despite many rumours we do not know for sure how
these young men, not accused of any wrongdoing, were murdered by these bestial
Germans.

It was clear that the deportees were brought to Mauthausen with the premeditated
purpose of having them die as quickly as possible. The fear of being sent to Mau-
thausen played an important role in the “Great Deception” when the deportations
to the death camps began in July 1942. Contrary to Mauthausen, the true nature
of these death camps was kept secret: Auschwitz was supposed to be a labour
camp, and nobody had heard about Sobibor until after the war. Many would
prefer to take the train to “labour camps” in Poland, rather than risk being sent
to Mauthausen and what they considered certain death. Even if rumours went
around about the death camps, they were difficult to believe for most people.
At the same time, the brutality of the German response had a lasting impact on
the Dutch population at large. The February Strike as a public protest against
German oppression and the persecution of Jews was unique in occupied Europe;
but it was also the last.

New decrees followed each other in quick succession. Jews were no longer allowed
to give blood (27" February 1941), to possess a radio (15" April), to visit a market (1t
May) or swimming pools and beaches (31° May) or enter any public park or sports
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Figure 6.4: From left: Louis Fleurima (4), Elchanan Italie (3), Melna Fleurima (4). May 1940. The Fleurima twins
had Haitian nationality; they were deported with parents and a younger sister from Westerbork to the
Liebenau internment camp for enemy nationals on 9% March 1943. They survived the war.

field (15" September). It probably affected the older children from the orphanage
more than the younger ones (Fig. 6.4) for whom the building and the vast playground
in the garden was most important.

Another round of razzias was held in Amsterdam on 11" June 1941, and some
300 Jewish citizens were deported. On 8" August 1941 Jews were instructed to
transfer all money in bank accounts above 1000 florins to a formerly Jewish Bank
(Lippmann, Rosenthal & Co., colloquially called Liro) which the Germans had
taken over. The great theft had begun. It is only in the last 30 years that complicity
in this process by “ordinary” Dutchmen such as civil servants and registry officials,
real estate agents, notaries, art dealers, bank officials, tax consultants, and others
has reached public discussion and scientific research (e.g. Aalders, 1999; Schiitz,
2016).

Camp Schoorl is not well known in the international literature, nor the fact that
mass deportation of Dutch Jews started from Schoorl one and a half years before
deportations started from Westerbork, Mechelen (Malines, Kazerne Dossin, Belgium)
or Drancy (France). On 27" February, 22" May, and 22! June, three transports
from Schoorl carried 1009 Jews to Buchenwald/Mauthausen. In total, some 2000
Dutch prisoners were deported to Mauthausen during the war, of which more than
1600 were killed (de Vries, 2000, 2011). It has been argued that the context of these
early transports was different in that they were of a penal nature, and not part of
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Y
Figure 6.5: Henny and Lotte Adler, photographed by Foto Bonte in Leiden, 15t August 1941. From Nathan
Italie’s personal photo album. Private collection.

the well-planned and centrally organized mass deportations from Westerbork.
But the purpose of the transports was the same: to kill the deportees as quickly
as possible. The early deportations illustrate the exceptional speed, the sense of
purpose and urgency, and the tenacity of the Nazi administration in Holland, much
more than the Nazis achieved under the military governments in Belgium and
France, or in the area controlled by the anti-Semitic government in Vichy France
(Chs. 8.3,8.4,9.6 and 9.7).

The orphanage had remained a relatively safe haven in turbulent times, and
until the summer of 1941 life in the eyes of the children was not so badly affected.
Lotte and Henny Adler were pictured (Fig. 6.5) by a professional photographer?
on 1°' August 1941. They had received Red Cross letters from their mother in
New York (Ch. 10.1), who had been trying to obtain immigration certificates
for them. Nathan Italie put a print of this photo in his album after writing the
date on the back. Presumably the picture was taken to be sent to their mother
in New York.

Four weeks later, at the close of the summer holiday of 1941, the next step in the
persecution process would drastically change life for the children in the orphanage,
as well as for all other Jewish children in the Netherlands.

5 Foto Bonte, Korevaarstraat 2a-b, Leiden.
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Figure 6.6: Announcement in national newspapers of enforced segregation of Jewish and non-Jewish
children and teachers. Source: Delpher.nl.

6.4 Schools are closed for Jewish children

On Friday evening, 29 August 1941, a notification appeared in the national pa-
pers. In the Algemeen Handelsblad it appeared on page 9, next to an article on the
rationing of dog and cat food (Fig. 6.6). The article was printed again the next day,
more prominently on page 2 of the morning edition of the newspaper.

It announced that the Secretary General of Education, Science and Culture
(J. van Dam) had received instruction from Reichskommissar Seyss-Inquart, the
highest-ranking German authority in the occupied Netherlands, that Jewish children
and Jewish teachers would be separated from non-Jewish children and teachers.
Schools which could not be classified as a purely Jewish school, were instructed
not to allow access to any child “of Jewish blood” as per 1 September. Non-Jewish
teachers were no longer allowed to teach Jewish children.

The implementation had been meticulously prepared. Based on the above-
mentioned directive from Seyss-Inquart, van Dam’s department sent letters on
16" August 1941 to all municipal authorities in the Netherlands instructing them
to obtain and return to the department a precise inventory, by individual names
and by individual schools, of all Jewish children enrolled in schools within their
township. On 21 August the city authority in Leiden sent instructions to that
effect to all schools in Leiden.

Four days later, headmaster D. Bosma of the openbare ULO school at Langebrug
provided the information. He listed eight of his pupils, six from the orphanage, and
two (of the four) sons of the “sexton” of the synagogue at the Levendaal: Meijer
and Tobias Mendelson. Upon receipt on 26" August, the letter was duly logged
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Figure 6.7: Letter by Headmaster Bosma reporting eight Jewish pupils in his school to the authorities,
six from the orphanage (Roodenburgerstraat 1a), Meijer and Tobias are sons of the sexton of the Leiden
synagogue. Courtesy L.P. Kasteleyn, 2003.

and stamped by the Leiden City Council. Someone at the City Hall ticked off each
of the eight children, no doubt against some list with names from other sources.
Bosma signed his handwritten letter (Fig. 6.7) with “Hoogachtend, Uw dw. dnr’,
which stands for “your faithful servant”. A similar letter from the head of the ULO
Rijnsburgersingel, in which he informs the authorities of one Jewish pupil, Anna
Vreeland, enrolled in his school, is even more submissive. It reads:

Honourable Gentlemen, In response to your request [...] the undersigned politely
takes the liberty to report one Jewish pupil in our school, Anna Vreeland, DOB
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28th December 1929, Janvossensteeg 52. With the highest esteem, he has the honour
to be your obedient servant.

Hundreds of such letters were submitted to city councils throughout the country.
Although writing in this subservient style may have been normal at the time in
a society which was generally much more deferential and respectful to authority
than today, the letters are disquieting to say the least. Even without knowing what
exactly was going to happen to the children (all nine children named in these two
letters were murdered in Sobibor between 26" March and 2" July 1943), by mid-1941
everybody knew that the Nazi plans were foreboding a very bad future for the Dutch
Jews. In addition, the segregation, and the discrimination based on race or religion,
however many ordinances the Nazis issued to give it all a pseudo-legal basis, was
in flagrant conflict with the constitution and any ethical standard which Dutch
society had adhered to for a long time.

Notwithstanding the above, some school boards did realize the immorality
at the time. There were about 8o schools in Leiden in 1941: about 40 public (i.e.
non-denominational) schools, 20 Protestant schools, and 20 Catholic schools. In
contrast to the public schools mentioned above, the Protestant schools did not
reply to the letter asking for information. When prompted, and following mutual
consultation, they informed the City Council that they would not provide the
requested information. The secretary of the Protestant Teacher Training College
replied (Fig. 6.8), without salutation and without a polite sign-off, that the governors
of the schools had decided that “they could not, for reasons of principle, comply with
the request”.

As far as it is known, the refusal to comply had no consequences. Thanks to the
near-perfect Dutch registration systems, updated by the registration exercise of
Decree 6/1941, the Germans knew with extraordinary precision who was Jewish in
the Netherlands, who their ancestors and their family members were, where they
came from, and where they resided. The refusal to comply may seem somewhat
gratuitous, since no Jewish children were enrolled in these schools. But that does
not make their reply meaningless, not least because the tone of the letters and
the refusal to say if any of their students were Jewish carries an unmistakable
message of resistance. By summer 1941 expressing anti-German sentiments, even
without any active resistance, was dangerous. After the first executions on 13
March 1941 more executions of people who had produced or distributed anti-
German pamphlets or papers (Het Parool, Vrij Nederland and others) followed
later in the year.

The impact of the measure was enormous; it enforced total segregation of all
Jewish children in the Netherlands with immediate effect. On that weekend of
Saturday, 30" August 1941, Dutch school-going children, including of course those
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Figure 6.8: Letter from a Protestant school in Leiden, refusing to comply with the instruction to report
Jewish children “as a matter of principle”. Courtesy L.P. Kasteleyn, 2003.

in the Leiden orphanage, were preparing to start a new school year the following
Monday, 1*' September. Most of the Dutch Jewish children attended ordinary non-
Jewish schools, and they were all told two days before the start of the school year
that they were no longer allowed to attend classes. At short notice they had to find
a Jewish school, but there was not any in Leiden. Frantic efforts followed to find
a solution, but it took three months before a Jewish elementary school could be
opened on 27" November 1941, on Pieterskerkhof 4, right in the medieval centre
of the city (Fig. 6.9). The building, a vacated ULO school of Catholic denomination,
still stands in its original condition.

Only two classrooms were required to accommodate them, an “upper” class
in front on the right, behind the three gentlemen on the photo, for the combined
levels 4, 5 and 6, and a “lower” class right behind it on the backside for levels 1,
2 and 3. The photograph in Figure 6.10 was taken in the lower class and comes
from the photo album of Donald de Marcas (1). Level 1 sits in front, level 2 in the
middle, level 3 in the back. Rita Klein (2) lived in the Mariénpoelstraat, next door
to the family of Emilie van Brussel, who would play an important role in the dark
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Figure 6.9: The former Catholic ULO school for boys at Pieterskerkhof 4A served as a temporary Jewish
school in 1941-1942.

days to come. The father of Ineke David (3) was professor at the university; Hanna
Italie (4), the daughter of Nathan, and Willy Blog (5) were from the orphanage, Eli
Bloemkoper (6) lived close to the orphanage; his father was a hazzan in Leiden
(Ruth Herskovits lived with the Bloemkoper family until her and Eva’s return to
Germany in 1941, see Chapter 5.2). With six more in the upper class, the school
harboured eight children from the orphanage. Probably also on this photo (L.P.
Kasteleyn, personal communication), but not positively identified, are Jacob
Bloemkoper, Eli’s brother, and at least one son of the sexton of the synagogue,
Mendelson.

For the children attending secondary education a solution was found in The
Hague. Fanny Giinsberg was fourteen and attended the ULO for girls in Leiden.
She had not been allowed to go to the “HBS”, which would have given her access
to an academic education, although she had passed the entry exam (Kasteleyn,
2003). She had to wait until January 1942 before she could attend the Jewish ULO
in The Hague on the Waalstraat, near the Hollands Spoor railway station. Her
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Figure 6.10: The lower class of the Jewish school at Pieterskerkhof, early 1942. Donald de Marcas (1), Rita
Klein (2), Ineke David (3), Hanna Italie (4), Willy Blog (5) and Eli Bloemkoper (6). Photo courtesy Donald de
Marcas.

boyfriend Piet (“Daniel”) de Vries was sixteen at the time and found himself going
to the same school in The Hague. Piet and Fanny enjoyed the fact that they were
no longer separated, after attending separate boys’ and girls’ schools in Leiden.
They travelled daily from Leiden to The Hague by the Blue Tram, until the summer
of 1942, when Piet received his diploma. They stood together on the rear platform
since Jews were not allowed to enter the tram itself.

School life for the Jewish children continued as before, or so it was made to
appear. Even the traditional school photos were taken, as in every year in Dutch
schools (Fig. 6.11). But of course, it was all an illusion.

For the youngest children, of kindergarten age and not yet under compulsory
education, the orphanage could probably have made in-house makeshift arran-
gements for their own resident children. But for the other young Jewish children
of Leiden there was no immediate solution. However, the parents asked Lotte
Adler to run a kindergarten in one of the rooms of the synagogue complex. This
would help the preschoolers and their parents, but also Lotte herself. She had not
been allowed to continue her teacher education on 1 September 1941, after her
headmaster had reported his five Jewish students to the City Council: Lotte, Inge
Salm, Eva Herskovits (also from the orphanage; see Fig. 5.3), Lili Braun, and Meta
Labotto. Lotte and Inge had been enrolled since 1937 and 1938, respectively; the
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Figure 6.11: Piet de Vries and his girlfriend, Fanny Glinsberg, at the same Jewish ULO school in The Hague,
spring 1942. Photo courtesy Piet de Vries.

other three were new enrolments in 1941. On 34 September, the chairman and the
secretary of the school’s governing board requested an interview with the mayor
of Leiden, to obtain an exemption from the segregation measure for their Jewish
students. They made the case that there was no Jewish alternative vocational
school available anywhere, nor could one be created. Somewhat surprisingly, the
mayor, Mr. R.N. de Ruyter van Steveninck, whom the Germans had put in place
because he was considered to be “more loyal” than his predecessor, acted on the
request, telephoned the Department of Secretary General van Dam, and sent an
appeal letter to the department on 15" September with a supporting letter from
the school as an attachment. The mayor urged van Dam to make an exception at
least for Inge and Lotte, who had all but completed their education. It took three
months before the department replied, and of course the appeal was denied. The
letters and the hand-scribbled comments, based in part on telephone conversations
between the mayor and the department, suggest that even someone like de Ruyter
van Steveninck, had not yet, at that stage, perceived that it was all a charade, that
the physical segregation of the Jews was all that mattered, and that the whole
exercise of providing alternative Jewish schooling had no other purpose than to
keep them busy and quiet until they could be deported to Westerbork and the
death camps.

In this period, autumn 1941, following the German invasion of the Soviet Union
in June, several of these camps, purely for extermination purposes, were in the
planning and construction phase. Camp Kulmhof (Chelmno) became operational
as an experimental killing factory in early December 1941, while Sobibor (as well
as Belzec and Treblinka II) became operational between March and July 1942.5
It is unnerving and horrifying to observe how it all fitted together, in time and
space, step by step, highly coordinated and executed with industrial efficiency. In
Holland, another ordinance was issued on 7" November 1941: Jews were no longer

6 https://encyclopedia.ushmm.org.
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Figure 6.12: Hijme Stoffels and Emilie Stoffels - van Brussel. From their wartime persoonsbe-
wijs. Some of the many security features of the Dutch pb can be seen on Emilie’s pb: photo
glued within the special paper, Stamp of the Leiden registry, part of on of special stickers
(upper right corner), sophisticated microscopic print in complex patterns. Photo's private
collection.

allowed to change their residence address without permission. This ensured that
the database would remain up to date, and that they could be picked up from home
when the time came. Between mid-1942 and 17" March 1943 one after the other of
the children in the Jewish classes began to drop out, without notification. Some
went into hiding like Donald de Marcas and Ingrid Klein. Most of the others were
sent to Westerbork: they were duly written out of the Civil Registry in Leiden and
entered in the Civil Registry of Hooghalen, the municipality of Camp Westerbork.
Decades later, the Dutch Civil Registry would maintain that Westerbork was their
last place of residence before “emigration”, a very painful situation for survivors who
did not return to Holland after the war, for example, if they required documents
from the Civil Registry.

6.5 1942: The arrival of Hijme and Emilie Stoffels-van Brussel
Hijme Stoffels (12" September 1907) was gereformeerd (a relatively strict branch

of Dutch Protestantism), while Emilie van Brussel (4" August 118) was rooms
katholiek (Roman Catholic). They had to postpone getting married from 9" April
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to 31° July 1942 in order to get permission from
their respective church authorities for their
inter-faith marriage.”

They moved? into a townhouse at Cronestei-
nkade no. 20, on the corner with Roodenburger-
straat 1a, where they became neighbours of the
orphanage. From their back garden, they looked
directly upon the playground and the rear of the
orphanage. Today the view is blocked by two
ugly post-war extensions to the building, but
in 1942 the mutual view was unimpeded across
the large playground of the orphanage. Hijme
and Emilie (Fig. 6.12) could not walk the narrow
path behind the wire fence in the back (Fig. 6.13)  Figure 6.13: Hanna Italie in the garden of the
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without seeing the children p]ay in their own orphanage, 1938. Behind her is Cronesteinkade no. 20,

. . . the future home of the Stoffels.
garden. They quickly made acquaintance with

the staff, particularly with Director Italie, and

some of the children, and soon began to perform small services, such as opening
mail on Shabbat. By early 1942, following an orthodox lifestyle had become difficult
as the Germans increased the harassment of the Jewish community. Mail delivered
on Shabbat could be too important to be left unopened.

Stoffels, who held a senior position at the Wijtenburg cigar factory in Leiden
(known as “De Edelachtbare”), possessed a car long before the war, when the number
of private cars was still very low in the Netherlands. He frequently toured Germany
in the 1930s, and often visited his nephew E. Jan Stoffels, who had lived in Germany
since 1919. Jan was very conscious of the chaos and dreadful poverty in Germany
after the defeat 0f1918, and the political implications thereof. After working for De
Standaard, Jan became correspondent in Berlin in 1933 for the Dutch newspaper
De Telegraaf. He was a good friend of H.J. Noordewier, who was correspondent in
Berlin for the Nieuwe Rotterdamse Courant. Noordewier frequently sent critical
reports back to his editors. Criticism of Germany was generally not appreciated;
the Dutch government was very anxious to preserve Holland’s neutrality, and
Germany used this effectively to suppress critical stories in the Dutch press (Stoop,
1988). Noordewier therefore put his real opinion in secret reports which landed on
the desk of only a few senior civil servants in The Hague. These reports have been
preserved and published (ibidem). As early as 1933-1935 Noordewier warned about
Germany’s rearmament, the growing repression of the opposition, the increasing

7  Archive Frits Stoffels, https://sites.google.com/site/stoffelswereldweb/.
8 Hijme left notes indicating that they effectively moved into the house as early as January 1942.
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persecution of Jews in Germany, the inevitability of another war, and the plan to
defeat Belgium and France in a next war by passing through the Netherlands, a
much easier route than going through the mountainous Ardennes, which were
heavily fortified by the Belgians.?

Hijme, from his own observations and from regularly talking to these two cor-
respondents, had a good idea of what was going on, including the likelihood that
Germany would not bypass Holland during a next war. Moreover, he had no illusions
about what the Germans would do with respect to the Dutch Jews in case of a
military occupation. Even he could not foresee or imagine what exactly was going
to happen, but the significance of the German anti-Jewish measures, as described
above, was unmistakable to him. Once they had moved to their new house and
become neighbours of the orphanage, he started talking to Director Italie, trying
to convince him that he should become more proactive and prepare for the worst.

Emilie van Brussel, eleven years younger than Hijme, came from her parental
home at Mariénpoelstraat no. 13. It so happened that the family van Brussel had
Jewish neighbours on both sides before the war: family Meijer at no. 11, and family
Klein at no. 15 (Fig. 7.20). Emilie was well acquainted with the Meijer and Klein
children and maintained contact after moving with Hijme to the Cronesteinkade.
Just around this time, on 6" March 1942, Jozua Klein, the father, was arrested
by the Leiden police. The police archives' explicitly report, amongst the other
“normal” cases of theft and violence, that Jozua’s arrest was made “on behalfi.e. by
instruction] of the German police”. Jozua was put on a transport the next day, and
was deported to Mauthausen, where he died on 6" July 1942, four months after
his arrest. No doubt the Stoffels heard about Jozua’s death, and it only confirmed
Hijme’s belief that the Dutch Jews were in mortal danger, and that they should
not allow themselves to be deported. When the situation became critical on 17"
March 1943, Emilie took very assertive action to get Rosi Klein and her children
into hiding (Ch. 7.12).

Stoffels escalated his warnings to Nathan Italie that he should take the threats
to their lives more seriously. Specifically, he told Nathan to start making his child-
ren disappear, and that he, Stoffels and his wife, Emilie, could assist him finding
onderduik addresses. But these warnings fell mostly upon deaf ears, which upset

9 The original German plan for the First World War had included an attack through Holland. But
after the death of Von Schlieffen in 1913 the plan was changed, leaving Holland’s neutrality intact. The
German advance through Belgium in 1914 was significantly delayed by the exceptionally fierce Belgian
resistance. Some German analysts had predicted that such a delay would cause Germany to face war on
two fronts, which they were likely to lose, as indeed they did. They were not going to make this mistake
again in 1940.

10 ELO Dossiers 627 and 571, daily/nightly operations reports, and Dossier 1003 Arrestantenregister.
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Hijme at the time, and saddened him after the war," when they found out what
had happened to the children and the staff.

6.6  Camp Westerbork and the deportations to Auschwitz

When the number of (illegal) immigrants increased in 1938 and 1939, the Dutch
government set up a number of temporary holding camps (such as Camp Reuver,
which held the father of Kurt and Helga Gottschalk, Ch. 9.1). But they became
difficult to manage and creating a purpose-built larger refugee camp near Apeldoorn
was considered. That plan was cancelled following resistance from various sides,
including the queen (who lived in Apeldoorn) and the national touring organization
ANWSB. It was then decided to build a camp near Hooghalen in the province of
Drenthe. Refugee Camp Westerbork was opened in October 1939. By the time of
the German invasion the camp held some 750 Jewish refugees. The camp was not
a prison, but freedom of movement was limited: for each excursion the refugees
had to ask permission of the Dutch commandant. There was a plan to evacuate the
Jewish refugees in case of a German invasion, but it was doomed from conception,
given the location of the camp in the far eastern part of the country. As anybody
could have predicted, in the time it would take to move the refugees to the west,
the German army would have overtaken them two times over. And that is what
happened six months later.

Following the German invasion, the responsibility for the camp was transferred
from the Interior Ministry to the Justice Department (now under German control,
since the ministers had gone to London), with a new commandant, Jacob Schol,
and stricter rules. Although the Germans left him in place during the first two
years of occupation, they were clearly interested in the camp: Westerbork was
a desolate place, far removed from everything else in the Netherlands, close to
the German border and to a major railway line between the cities of Zwolle and
Groningen. The decision to use Camp Westerbork as the last holding and collection
camp from where the Jews (and Roma and Sinti) of the Netherlands could be
efficiently deported to the East was probably taken before the end of 1941 (van
Liempt, 2019). In early 1942, the Germans ordered the construction of 24 more
barracks to accommodate an additional 5000 to 7000 people. Schol, who was denied
additional resources to handle such large numbers, decided to install a form of
limited self-government amongst the internees, with departments to handle the
provision of food and health, a fire brigade, work, an internal police force (the
OD, Ordedienst), and the like. Inevitably these departments were run by German

11 The Stoffels’ own write-up from 1967 and the interview by Kerkvliet and Uitvlugt (1973).

17



118

MACHSEH LAJESOUMIM

Jews'> who had been in Westerbork from its early days. When by mid-1942 the
first Dutch Jews were arriving in large numbers, they discovered that all senior
and influential jobs in the camp, including the most lethal one — registration and
preparing the weekly or twice weekly transport list — were in the hands of these
“Alte Insassen” (“old hands”). They spoke fluent German, knew their master’s mindset
from before coming to Holland, and therefore knew how best to interact with them.
Not surprisingly, many of the Alte Insassen managed to survive the war by not
being deported.’s Dutch Jews who understood the system realized that in order to
avoid or postpone deportation, they should get a job, if possible an important job,
within that organization as soon as possible after registration in Westerbork, just
as a job with the Joodse Raad of Amsterdam could arrange a — temporary — stay
of deportation to Westerbork. Most of those who were put on the first transport
following their arrival never had the time to make arrangements for themselves.
Obviously, the staff of the orphanage and the older children were not particularly
astute in these matters, to say the least, when they arrived in Westerbork on 18th
March 1943 (Ch. 7.6).

On 1*'July 1942, when they were ready to start the systematic removal of the Jews
from the Netherlands, the Germans formally took over the camp and renamed it
Durggangslager (transit camp). The first two German commandants, Erich Deppner
and (from 1°* September 1942) Joseph Dischner, were both brutal SS officers,
whose personal behaviour created serious unrest amongst the prisoners. On 12"
October Albert Gemmeker who was shrewder (and arguably more dangerous)
than his two predecessors, became the new commandant of Camp Westerbork.
He behaved ostensibly like a gentleman and did everything possible to maintain
a “human” regime and to create the illusion that the future of the deportees would
possibly be not as bad as feared. He made sure all possible aspects of normal life
continued in the camp — healthcare (Abuys & Mulder, 2006), including dental
services, workshops, schools, kindergarten, and so on. A small child with an illness
which could not be treated in the camp’s clinic was sent to a hospital in the city of
Groningen. When she had recovered and returned to Westerbork, she was put on
the train to Sobibor and killed three days later: such was the cynicism of the Great
Deception. Jewish festive days were celebrated in the camp, and entertainment
was arranged by the prisoners. Gemmeker liked to attend the cabaret staged by
the prisoners (better called a “revue”) which was of usually high quality given
the many professional artists and musicians which passed through the camp.

12 The behaviour of some of these officials, such as the head of the OD Arthur Pisk, has been alongstanding
controversial issue within the Jewish community.

13 Researchers at Westerbork discovered that the Alte Insassen managed to remove their own names
from the card system which was used to put together the weekly transport lists.
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He also personally attended the loading of
the deportation trains and signalled the
departure with a wave of the hand. He was
also very clever in making sure that no paper
trail existed to link him directly with what
happened with the deportees after they left
Westerbork. These actions, along with a fair
degree of luck, allowed him to escape justice
after the war (van Liempt, 2019).

On 3" May 1942, all Jews in the Netherlands

from age six were instructed to wear the yel-
low jodenster (Fig. 6.14) on their outer clothing
when appearing in public. Like Decree 6/1941 Figure 6.14: The Jewish star, to be visibly
introduced the year before, this was a signi- ~ worn atall times in public.
ficant decree. It emphasized the separation
which the Germans wanted to create between Jewish and non-Jewish Dutchmen,
or, in Nazi terminology, between the “Jews” and the “Dutch”. It was part of another
flood of anti-Jewish decrees, issued in rapid succession: Jews were not allowed
to marry gentiles (25" March 1942), remove any furniture from their homes (26"
March), have money in a bank account other than with Liro (12" May). A week
later, Jews had to relinquish jewellery, silverware, even teaspoons, to Liro (21°
May), they were not allowed to go fishing (29" May), or travel (5" June), or visit
non-Jewish vegetable shops or partake in any sports activities (12" June). Organi-
zing the capture of tens of thousands of Jews within a short period and sending
them to Westerbork in time to ensure the deportations trains were full and the
target number set by Berlin could be met by the commandant in Westerbork was
arguably the most complex and sensitive part of the whole operation. It was done
with exceptional efficiency.

On 26" June 1942, SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer (Captain) Ferdinand aus der Fiinten,
a prominent executive at the Zentralstelle in Amsterdam (Ch. 10.4), informed the
Joodse Raad that the deportations to “labour camps” in Germany (which included
the annexed Polish territories) were imminent. The Joodse Raad obediently
passed on the news through the only Jewish newspaper still allowed, and for
good measure the chairmen (Asscher and Cohen) added a stiff warning that all
Jews should strictly adhere to the regulations “in the interest of everybody else”.
The Zentralstelle had instructed each local (municipal) government to provide
updated address lists of all Jews in their municipality; the vast majority obliged
without protest. The lists for Leiden and neighbouring villages have been preserved
(Kasteleyn, 2003).
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The Joodse Raad was instructed to send call-up papers to all men between 16 and
40 to report for transport to Camp Westerbork. When not enough people showed up
to meet the target numbers, Jews were picked up from the streets during a razzia
in Amsterdam on 14" July, which was easy since they were wearing the yellow
star, or from their homes, which was also easy because from 30" June all Jews were
placed under curfew, in their own home, between 8 pm and 6 am. With only few
exceptions, the Dutch police force faithfully executed the German orders to pick
up people from their homes.

From 12" July, trains ran from Amsterdam to Hooghalen, from where they
had to walk about 5 km to Camp Westerbork. Within a few days, the camp
housed thousands of Jews. The Dutch National Railway Company (Nederlandse
Spoorwegen, NS) duly sent invoices to the Zentralstelle: one-way Amsterdam
to Hooghalen, f1 4.85 per person.'* The Nazis were ready to start the actual
deportations. On 15" July 1942, the first train left Westerbork for Auschwitz with
1135 persons. Six weeks later, by the end of August, fifteen trains had delivered
12,243 Jews from Holland to Auschwitz, where most deportees were killed upon
arrival.

It was all done in an exceedingly clever way, to cause minimal disturbance, with
cooperation by the Dutch police and the civil service and using the Joodse Raad to
create a smooth process. The illusion that the deportees would go to labour camps
was successfully maintained. Camp Westerbork was only lightly guarded, but only
few inmates decided to escape. People who were still young and in good health did
not give up hope that they would manage, even under difficult circumstances. As
long as they had a glimmer of hope, they could not believe rumours that death was
awaiting them. Therefore, the fear that not complying could mean being deported
to Mauthausen, and certain death, was effectively suppressing notions of resisting
the deportation. Nobody knew at the time that the people who boarded the train
in Westerbork were effectively already dead (van der Boom, 2012). Nevertheless,
some people “knew”, or at least felt instinctively, that they were in mortal danger
(see the Epilogue).

There is extensive literature on Westerbork, mostly in Dutch. A “professional”
account of life in Westerbork is found in the diaries of journalist Philip Mechanicus
(1964), while the letters of Etty Hillesum (2002) and the book by Willy Lindwer (1990)
have become landmark witness accounts. Paul Siegel (2001) provides a fascinating
account of why, like almost all inmates, he was very hesitant to resist, or walk away

14 J. Houwink ten Cate, on Dutch television, 27 January 2015, calculated the total charge of the NS at
almost 0.5 million guilders, approximately 2.5 million euros in 2015. The NS knew it was transporting Jews
for a one-way journey. They apologized in 2005 and decided to make payments to victims or descendants
in 2019.
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from the camp, and how he finally, after many months in Westerbork, decided to
escape after all. Paul (who eventually reached Palestine with Lodi Cohen, Ch. 9.7)
was lucky: thanks to being protected (as a member of the Palestine Pioneers) he
was given enough time to decide and execute his plan. Most inmates of Westerbork
were put on a train too soon to do the same.

Most people could not believe that the Germans would deport the sick or the
very young or very old to labour camps in Eastern Europe. Indeed, during the
second half of 1942, with deportations to Auschwitz in full swing, the Jewish
institutions: orphanages, hospitals, old age homes, mental hospitals, were mostly
left alone. The fact that the German or Polish refugee children from the orphanage
in Utrecht had already been removed to Westerbork by February 1942 must have
been known to the staff in Leiden, but these were refugees, and Westerbork was a
refugee camp. Surely the Germans would not treat the Dutch orphans in the same
way, they thought, although the dark fate of the refugees had come very close to
the orphanage in Leiden in March 1942 (van Zegveld, 1993, p. 168, based on his
interviews of Geertje Gebert):

Friday evening, 6th March 1942, Shabbat evening. Around 9:30 pm the doorbell rings.
The older children in the orphanage are alarmed. Ringing the doorbell [in wartime]
on Shabbat did not forebode well. Geertje Gebert, a non-Jewish intern not bound by
the Shabbat rules, went to the door with trepidation. It is not a German, but a Dutch
policeman. He comes to take away Greta Goldenberg, the cute six-year-old German
refugee girl. But she has gone to bed hours ago. And it is Shabbat. The policeman
does not care, he is unrelenting. [...] The child must be woken up and is taken away
by the policeman into the night.

The arrest of Greta hit Geertje and the children who were still awake like a
bombshell. Only years after the war, Geertje (then Mrs. Bekooy) found out that
Greta was murdered in Sobibor on 5t" March 1943.

The Germans allowed the Joodse Raad to issue “temporary exemptions” to being
deported. If approved, the holder received a stamp in his or her persoonsbewijs
called a Sperre, the German word for “embargo”, or “stoppage”. The stamp (Fig. 6.2)
stated that the “holder of the identity card is, until further notice, exempted from
being sent to a labour camp”, the German euphemism for deportation. It was is-
sued to people who were doing “essentialwork”. The Joodse Raad submitted more
than 32,000 requests for Sperre to be allocated, more than half of those to its
own employees. The possibility of getting a Sperre became a major incentive for
people to try and get a job, any job, at the Joodse Raad, which quickly became an
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inflated organization. The Joodse Raad even issued a 35-page booklet,'s basically
an organigram, explaining the huge structure of departments, sections, offices,
and providing lists of (only the more senior) officials showing who was who and
who was doing what. The booklet was issued on 15" March 1943, when almost
half the total Jewish population of the country had already been deported and
killed. In Leiden, all the permanent staff members had a Sperre, based on their
position and function in the orphanage. But the protection of these jobs, and the
temporary exemption they provided, was all an illusion, albeit an effective part
of the deception. When the Nazis ran out of non-exempted victims to send to
Westerbork and on to occupied Poland, they simply cancelled another batch of
Sperre to make up the shortfall. By that time, it was too late for many to go into
hiding. By September 1943, when more than 80,000 Jews had been deported to the
East, the Joodse Raad became defunct and its last remaining members, including
the two chairmen, were sent to Westerbork.

From 15" July 1942 mass deportations of Jews from the Netherlands took place in
a shockingly high tempo. Instructions as to how many people should be deported
were sent from the office of Adolf Eichmann at the RSHA in Berlin to the SiPo/
SD office of Wilhelm Harster and Willy Z6pf in The Hague, and then passed on to
the German commandant at Westerbork.

In the beginning, trains left for Auschwitz twice a week. The efficiency of the
logistics, both before and after Westerbork, was key to the whole operation, which
was essentially organized backwards. Trains had to arrive at Auschwitz, and later
Sobibor, on specified days or nights. If they arrived too late, or too early, the killing
facilities were underutilized on one day, while on the other day too many trains
would create chaos. Eichmann’s office coordinated the required train schedules
for the whole of occupied Europe such that the death camps could be operated
without being disturbed or interrupted, like any large-scale cross-border industrial
operation. Thus, the trains had to leave Westerbork on exactly specified dates.
The train schedule had top priority throughout German-occupied Europe, even
over troop and ammunitions transport, and the trains continued to run on time
for the entire war period. Only in December 1942 and 1943 were the deportations
stalled to give transport priority to soldiers on leave from the front for Christmas.

15 “Gids van den Joodschen Raad voor Amsterdam”. Westerbork Memorial, G. Abuys, personal
communication.

16  The Reichssicherheitshauptamt (Reich Main Security Office) was created by Himmler in September 1939
to combine all German police, intelligence and security forces under his own control. Being at the core
of the SS state (Kogon, 1974), the RSHA was a huge bureaucratic organization which included Adolf
Eichmann’s Referat IV B4, which coordinated the logistics of the deportations across occupied Europe.
See Stiftung Topographie des Terrors, 2018, for a comprehensive and richly documented description of
the SS, Gestapo and the RSHA organization. For Wilhelm Z6pf: op. cit., p. 145.
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The Nazi organization in Holland had to make sure that there were enough victims
ready for transport in Westerbork. Jews were picked up from their homes, or the
streets during razzias, and brought to temporary holding pens, such as the Hol-
landsche Schouwburg, the main Umschlagplatz in Amsterdam, which from time
to time harboured a few hundred people. From there they were usually brought
by tram to the Muiderpoort railway station, and then to Westerbork. If a shortage
threatened in Westerbork of Jews who were “transportfihig”, that is “available” to
be put on the list of the next transport to the East, the effort to round up people
was increased, or people were put on the transport list who had been protected
until that moment.

In the area of The Hague and Leiden, Franz Fischer (Fig. 10.11) was the prominent
hands-on executor of this process. In Amsterdam, Aus der Fiinten and Lages
kept in touch with Gemmeker, and all three were on Eichmann’s radar screen
(van Liempt, 2019). Each of the major “compartments” of this final stage of the
Holocaust: identifying and arresting all Jews in the country, collecting them in a
transit camp and smoothly putting them on a train, the railway logistics inside
the German Reich and coordinating the transports from so many countries, and
finally the smooth running of the death camps, had to be organized efficiently,
and they had to be geared to each other. This is the context for the change of
destination of the trains from Westerbork, from Auschwitz to Sobibor (Ch. 7.6),
in March 1943.

6.7  The staff in 1942

Early in 1942, all residents of the orphanage over a certain age (probably sixteen)
had passport photos made. Several copies have survived through various photo
albums, and because Mary de Raay preserved her copies in onderduik and when
moving to Israel. For many, these are the last photographs we have. Nathan and
Lies Italie were also photographed (Fig. 6.15). Compared to the photograph taken in
his office just three to four years before, Nathan appears to have aged significantly.
One can surmise that the stress from the increasing oppression and persecution
of Jews, and the uncertainty about the future had taken its toll. It is also clear that
during the second half of 1942, with deportations in full swing, the staff began to
realize that the orphanage would not be safe after all.

The four women shown in Figure 6.16 were effectively part of the “permanent”
staff. They were resident in the building, and they stood out, in more than one aspect.
As opposed to many of the temporary staff, they were Jewish; they were responsible
for the “parental” guardianship of the children, including physical, spiritual, and
cultural-religious aspects. Like Nathan Italie, they were already there before 1929,
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Figure 6.15: Nathan Italie and Lies Cohen, 1942.

Figure 6.16: From left to right: Mien Gobes, Rachel Bierschenk, Jet de Leeuw and Floortje Altenberg.

at the Stille Rijn home. They were still there in 1942 when the photographs were
taken; and all four stayed with their children until the very end.

Mien Gobes (21 December 1899) had arrived in 1923. She was in charge of the
small (school-going) children. She brought the children to school every morning
and was a stern disciplinarian. Although the governors, by instructions to the
director (or “father”, as he was called between 1890 and 1919), had strictly banned
corporal punishment, it did not stop Ms. Gobes from using her hands to discipline
the children when required, as both Mimi Weiman and Piet de Vries remembered.
With some of the older girls she had a more informal, friendly relationship, as seems
to be suggested by surviving photographs.

Rachel Bierschenk (1 November 1898) had arrived in 1924. She was chief seam-
stress, in charge of the sewing room. She also ran a club for the older girls who



1940 TO 1942: OCCUPATION, OPPRESSION, PERSECUTION

Figure 6.17 : Esther Klein, 1942 Figure 6.18: Jacob Philipson at his desk, c. 1938.

attended secondary school. They could become a member by paying a small weekly
subscription: one, two or three cents, depending on age and pocket money. She
obviously enjoyed organizing outings with the girls (Fig. 5.12).

Jet de Leeuw (29" December 1888) was under-director and head housekeeper.
She had a similar function in Het Apeldoornse Bos, a Jewish psychiatric institution,
before she came to Leiden in 1925,

Floortje Altenberg (23" April 1904) arrived on 7" February 1929 during the last
months at Stille Rijn no. 4. She was nanny and seamstress.

Esther Klein (17" August 1909) arrived in Leiden, 14" September 1939. Her
photograph (Fig. 6.17) is signed and dated “-9-42”. She lived at Roodenburgerstraat
13, some 40 metres away from the orphanage. She taught Jewish religion and
culture, including Hebrew, to the younger children. Since all children attended
regular Dutch schools, such teaching had to be done after school hours when
the children got home. Hans Kloosterman told us that the secondary school
children (from age twelve) were taught by Director Italie himself. Hans considered
him a good teacher: half a century later he could still read Hebrew (letter to L.P.
Kasteleyn, 19'" December 2000). Esther also stayed with the children until the
end in March 1943.

Jacob Philipson (24" June 1903) (Fig. 6.18) was the “administrateur” of the
orphanage, a modest title for a function which is crucial to the administrative
“health” of an institution. He was responsible for the proper management of its
finances, personnel issues and contracts, legal issues, etc. He lived with his wife,
Jet Philipson-Simons, and his five children (Fig. 10.6) at Van der Waalsstraat 34, just
600 metres from the orphanage. He had an office, or at least a desk in the orpha-
nage, on the ground floor of the right (north-western) wing. He was also warned
by Stoffels about the growing dangers, and he was more receptive to the idea to
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prepare for onderduik. But he did not abandon
the orphanage and waited to the last moment
before taking action (Ch. 7.12).

Barend de Vries (20" June 1922) was a sales-
man, but also worked as physical education
teacher in the orphanage. He moved in with
the orphanage on 7" December 1942, possibly
because he hoped to be safe there, and stayed
to the end. Very little is known about him.

Geertje Gebert (Emmen, 7" July 1918), who
answered the door when the police came for
Greta Goldenberg (above), was a non-Jewish
resident dienstbode for a salary of 27.50 guilders
a month plus board and lodging. She occupied

one of the two rooms for dienstbodes in the
Figure 6.19: Mr. van Ee, the janitor, in front attic of the building (Z in Fig. 3.5), from Sep-
of the main entrance, c. 1938. tember 1939 until 15t April 1942, when she was
dismissed because non-Jewish staff was no
longer allowed to work in Jewish institutions. Her tasks were taken over by Betsy
Wolff (who was seventeen at the time) and Corry Frenkel (almost eighteen). Geertje
had a collection of photographs from her time in the orphanage, which were passed
on via W.F. van Zegveld. One of her photographs is included in this book (Fig. 9.16).
Geertje married Dirk Bekooy on 6" May 1942. Jopie Beem, Hans Kloosterman,
and a third — unidentified — boy attended their marriage reception, Jopie gave
her a wooden serving tray, which he had made as a carpentry “masterpiece” at
the technical school. Jopie was fifteen at that time. The tray is on display in the
recently established Holocaust Museum in Amsterdam. Hans said that Geertje
was concerned about the safety of the boys, showing up in a public place, and that
he assured her they had carefully hidden their star when entering the building.
Van Zegveld (1993) lists a total number of 116 non-permanent domestic staff,
most of them “dienstbodes”, between 1890 and 1943, broken down into 54 Jewish,
42 Protestant, 13 Catholic, and 7 of unknown denomination. More than 35 of these
girls and women came from Germany (ibidem). The number of dienstbodes at any
one time varied from none to eight, but most of the time there were five or six.
Some worked in the orphanage for only short periods, others for many years, such
as the Protestant Louisa Johanna Helmens (or Helmans, 2" February 1880), who
was there from 1910 to 1918.
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When Mr. F. van Ee, the non-Jewish janitor (Fig. 6.19), was dismissed, Piet de Vries
took over maintaining the fire of the central heating system. His job as stoker
(fireman) was duly noted on his Joodse Raad card.

6.8  Late arrivals, late departures

At least seventeen children were placed in the Leiden orphanage after the depor-
tations from Westerbork to Auschwitz had begun on 15" July 1942. Presumably,
the idea that Jewish institutions like orphanages and hospitals would be safe from
deportation will have played a role in many cases.

Etty Heerma van Voss arrived on 28th August1942. Etty was born on 16" June 1930
in Amsterdam, the daughter of Theodora Noach (Krefeld, Germany, 9" Octo-
ber 1904-Sobibor, 16" April 1943). Her mother legalized her daughter as Etty Noach on
8th July 1931. She was adopted in 1932 by the family Heerma van Voss in Haarlem. They
had no children of their own, but on 22" April 1933 a daughter, Ingeborg, was born
(Fig. 6.20). Around this time, Theodora married Samuel Vischschraper (Amsterdam,
30" March 1911-Sobibor, 9t July 1943), but there is no indication that he might have
been Etty’s biological father. On 24" March 1938 Etty’s family name was officially

Figure 6.20: The family Heerma van Voss in Haarlem, c. 1933. From left: Irmi, Inge, Cas, and Etty. Photo
courtesy family Heerma van Voss.
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changed into Heerma van Voss."” During the first
year of occupation the family must have become
aware of the ever-worsening situation of the
Dutch Jews. Etty’s foster-sister Inge remembers
that her mother Irmi took both Etty and Inge to
Amsterdam to see Etty’s mother:

[I]n Amsterdam, Etty talked to her mother alone,
and then Mama talked to her. Mama told me
later that she had asked Theodora to say — if
asked by the authorities — that Etty’s biological
father was not Jewish. But I don’t know if she

Figure 6.21: Etty during hertime in Leiden,  waqs ever asked by anybody, and neither did I
August 1942 to March 1943.

ever know who Etty’s father really was. (Inge
Heerma van Voss to L.P. Kasteleyn, also in
Jonkers-Stroink & de Bruin, 2016)

Pauline Jonkers declared (op. cit., p. 77) that Irmi (who was her aunt) had brought
a notary statement with her to Amsterdam, to the effect that Etty’s biological
father had been a (non-Jewish) Norwegian seaman, but Theodora refused to sign
it. Obviously, the family was aware that if Etty was registered as “half-Jew”, and
had been adopted into a non-Jewish family, the risk of being deported would be
significantly reduced. Inge: “Then came the time Etty was denied entry into her
school [1°* September 1941), and she had to go to a Jewish school. Mama tried to find
an onderduik address, but it was difficult, and she was advised to bring her to the
Jewish orphanage, where she would be safe.” Etty entered the Leiden orphanage on
28" August 1942 (Fig. 6.21). Half a year later (Ch. 7.11) she was brought to Westerbork
with all the other residents.

Benjamin and Louis Bobbe arrived on 7" November 1942. Benjamin was three,
Louis was just one year and eight months old. He was the youngest of the orphanage
children, at just two years, to be killed in Sobibor. No photograph of the boys has
been found, hopefully someday one may come to light. Gusta Wahrhafig entered
the orphanage on 12" January 1943, two years old. She must have left again soon,
certainly™® before 17" March. It is not known how and by whom she was taken out.
Maurits and Simon Hakker arrived on 15 February 1943, just weeks before the
ontruiming of the orphanage.

17 This required approval by Queen Wilhelmina; apart from notary fees, the government charged the
family 250 guilders for legal fees, a small fortune in those days.
18 Based on reports and letters sent to the Stoffels after 17t" March 1943.
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There were also late departures, such as Louise
(Lies) van Straten, fourteen years old at the time,
who lived unofficially (de facto as onderduiker) in
the orphanage, probably from January 1943. She
was taken out by her uncle on 16" March 1943,
the day before the ontruiming. That can hardly
be a coincidence. They may have been warned
about the impending deportation, possibly by
the Stoffels or one of their associates.

Esther (Els) van Santen (Fig. 6.22) most likely
made her own decision: she had lived in the
orphanage for sixteen years when she left in
March 1939, before the war. But she returned in
September 1942, when she was 22. She left again ~ Figure 6.22: Esther van Santen, 1942

on 3" February 1943 and survived the war in

onderduik. She was apparently warned that the orphanage would not be left alone
by the Germans by one of the governors who tutored in French' and advised her
to go into hiding. The early arrest and deportation of her brothers Karel and Philip
and their deaths in Mauthausen (Ch. 8.1) may also have influenced her decision,
but she was not keen to talk about the war.

Salomon and Bernard Meijers (Fig. 6.23) were brought to the Leiden orphanage
probably between August and November 1942. The choice for Leiden, and not The
Hague, where they lived, was probably determined by age: Bernard was only two
years old in November 1942 and Leiden was the only place willing to accept him
(just as in the case of Aron Wolff, Ch. 9.3). They were not officially registered in
Leiden, which made them onderduikers, but their names appear on an internal
accountant report*’ for the orphanage because the money spent on them had to
be accounted for.

The parents, Samuel Meijers and Hinde Meijers-Ringer, began to doubt whether
they would be safe in Leiden, and — as we now know - rightfully so. Herman Ringer,
Hinde’s brother, had befriended Giel Lacroix during the mobilization period of
the army. Giel lived in Beek in the southern province of Limburg with his wife
and daughter, and he correctly perceived the mortal danger for the Dutch Jews.
He offered Herman a hiding place at his home in Beek, which was accepted. Later,
Herman in turn convinced his sister Hinde and her family to go into hiding, and
the Lacroix family provided onderduik addresses in Beek and three other villages

19 Information provided by Mr. F. Wolters, 2019.
20 A copy is included in the dossier for the brothers Meijers.
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Figure 6.23: Salomon and Bernard Meijers, probably c. 1942. Photo courtesy Paula and Albert Ringer.

in Limburg. The onderduik history of Herman Ringer and the family Meijers, as
well as many others in Limburg, has been documented by van Rens (1994, 2013).

The two boys were taken out of the orphanage on 13 January 1943 and taken to an
onderduik address in Limburg (van Rens, 2013). But the fact that they were hiding in
Limburg was inadvertently revealed to an acquaintance of the family, who then betrayed
them. They were arrested and taken to Westerbork on 18" March 1944, where they were
putin Strafbarak 67, which held people who were caught in onderduik or who had been
arrested for other violations of the German “legislation”. As was usual with such “penal”
cases, all four family members were put on the first available transport to Auschwitz
on 23" March 1944, where both boys (seven and four) perished with their mother on
or around 26™ March 1944. Their father, Samuel M. Meijers, miraculously survived
Auschwitz-Birkenau, Monowitz, and Gleiwitz-I, then went via Kosel to Blechhammer,
where he was liberated on or around 18" January 1945. He returned to Holland.

By the end of 1942 living conditions for the Dutch Jews — that is, those who had
not already been deported to Auschwitz — had become hopelessly difficult. At the
beginning of 1943, it would get even worse. In the orphanage, it seems that people
were just waiting for what was to come.
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