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After seizing power in 1933, the Nazis added photographic denunciation to the repertoire of modern
European public shaming practices to forge a new consensus about who belonged in German society.
Photographic denunciation, in which Nazi functionaries took and displayed pictures of non-Jewish
Germans shopping at Jewish-owned businesses advanced the Nazi dispossession of German Jews while
coercing non-Jewish Germans into severing ties with Jewish neighbours . Contrary to what most historical
scholarship has implied, photographic denunciation lasted well into the 1930s in Germany and even trans-
cended German borders. Ultimately, photographic denunciation was among the Nazis’ most successful
tools to turn non-Jewish Germans against Jews, a key precursor to the ability of the Nazi regime to
perpetrate the Holocaust.

At a rally in the summer of 1935, Wilhelm Karl Ernst Miinzer, the Nazi Party district leader of
Osnabriick, denied reports of escalating violence against Jews. He erroneously told the 25,000 people
gathered there that ‘nothing has happened to any Jew’ and said that the actions carried out by Nazi
agents actually targeted non-Jewish Germans instead. Those actions were necessary, he said, for ‘the
education of the German human being, who for decades has been contaminated by Jewish poison and
is now to be freed from this poison by radical treatment’.! As an example of such radical but necessary
treatment, Miinzer invoked the practice of photographing customers who entered Jewish-owned stores
and publicly displaying their pictures. Miinzer argued that this had to be done to warn them and all
other non-Jewish Germans ‘that they have not yet recognised the great German mission’.> That mis-
sion, the transformation of German society into an exclusionary and racist one, could only be
achieved, Miinzer implied, if non-Jewish Germans were prepared to turn on each other as well as
against Jews.

In 1933, Nazi officials began bullying Germans into severing ties with Jewish friends and neigh-
bours to hasten the isolation of Jews from German public life. They used photography to achieve
both goals, not just to harass and humiliate Jews, but to monitor and shame non-Jewish Germans
as well. The practice of photographic denunciation, in which Nazi leaders and functionaries took
and displayed pictures of non-Jewish Germans shopping at Jewish-owned businesses, helped destroy
the remaining bonds between non-Jewish and Jewish Germans.’ Enacted from 1933-8 in Germany
and beyond German borders during the Second World War, photographic denunciation successfully

! Osnabriick Gestapo report for Aug. 1935, doc. No. 1109 cited in Michael Wildt, Hitler’s Volksgemeinschaft and the
Dynamics of Racial Exclusion (New York, NY: Berghahn, 2012), 148.

* Ibid.

® Historians typically discuss denunciation in written or verbal form. On denunciations in Nazi Germany, see Robert
Gellately, The Gestapo and German Society: Enforcing Racial Policy 1933-1945 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1990). On denunciations in Soviet Russia, see Sheila Fitzpatrick, Everyday Stalinism: Ordinary Life in Extraordinary
Times, Soviet Russia in the 1930s (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999).
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turned non-Jewish Germans against their Jewish neighbours and colleagues, a key precursor to the
ability of the Nazi regime to perpetrate the Holocaust.*

Europe’s long history of public shaming helped make photographic denunciation as effective as it
became in Nazi Germany. From printing the names and addresses of residents who failed to pay their
taxes in newspapers to parading wrongdoers through town with signs around their necks describing
the crime they had committed, Europeans experienced and witnessed all kinds of public shaming
practices throughout the early and late modern period.” The pillory, a wooden structure in which
offenders were imprisoned and exposed to public abuse, was a particularly common shaming method.
One north German woman was sentenced to the pillory in 1778, for example, for having defamed the
character of a local councillor.” The Nazis revived these practices to create symbolic pillories of their
own that would help forge a new consensus over who did and did not belong in German society.
Photographing customers who entered Jewish-owned businesses was one way of building that
consensus.

The Nazis were not the first to photograph customers for antisemitic purposes. Two earlier
accounts of the practice date from the beginning of the twentieth century in the Czech lands. At
Christmas-time in 1908 in the town of Kolin near Prague, for example, members of a women’s asso-
ciation organised a ‘shop watch’ and took photographs of Christian shoppers who entered
Jewish-owned businesses. Another ‘shop watch’ took place just before Christmas the following year
in the town of Cheb, then part of the German-speaking Egerland region.”

The 1 April 1933 blockade of Jewish-owned businesses and firms gave the Nazis their first public
opportunity after Hitler came to power to introduce the practice.® During the blockade, Nazi storm-
troopers beat and murdered Jews, defaced Jewish-owned property and posted antisemitic signs such as
‘Don’t Buy from Jews” and “The Jews Are Our Misfortune’ to businesses, residences and offices.’ SA
men also stood menacingly near the entrances and taunted those who ignored them and went inside
anyway. As historians have already noted, their threats failed to persuade many non-Jewish Germans
to take their business elsewhere.'’

Photographing customers would prove to be a more intimidating method than taunts or threats
alone. Many SA men had cameras with them as they stood in front of Jewish-owned businesses
and photographed those who entered the premises. Karl Weiler, for example, saw the SA men who

Historians typically mention photographic denunciation when recounting the 1 Apr. 1933 nationwide ‘boycott’ against
Jewish-owned businesses, but the practice is generally noted in passing without further explanation or elaboration. See,
for example, Avraham Barkai, From Boycott to Annihilation: The Economic Struggle of German Jews, 1933-1943
(Hanover: Brandeis, 1989), 19; Hannah Ahlheim, Deutsche, kauft nicht bei Juden!. Antisemitismus und politischer
Boykott in Deutschland 1924- bis 1935 (Gottingen: Wallstein Verlag, 2011), 370-1; Doris Bergen, War and Genocide
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2016), 77.

For an introductory overview to shaming practices in modern European history, see Ute Frevert, The Politics of
Humiliation: A Modern History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020). On shaming practices in Germany, see
Richard Evans, Rituals of Retribution: Capital Punishment in Germany, 1600-1987 (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1996) and Satu Lidman, Zum Spektakel und Abscheu. Schand- und Ehrenstrafen als Mittel offentlicher Disziplinierung
in Miinchen um 1600 (Frankfurt: De Gruyter, 2008). In Great Britain, see David Nash and Anne-Marie Kilday,
Cultures of Shame: Exploring Crime and Morality in Britain, 1600-1900 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010). In
France, see Natalie Zemon Davis, Society and Modern Culture in Early Modern France (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1975).

Ute Frevert, Politics of Humiliation, 26.

Martin Wein, History of the Jews in the Bohemian Lands (Leiden: Brill, 2015), 36.

Christoph Kreutzmiiller has argued against using the word ‘boycott’, not only because it was a Nazi term, but also because
the term inaccurately suggests that its purpose was to change commercial conduct and not to eliminate Jews from the
German economy. See Christoph Kreutzmiiller, Final Sale in Berlin: The Destruction of Jewish Commercial Activity,
1930-1945 (New York, NY: Berghahn, 2017), 8.

Some Jewish Germans took pictures of the April blockade. See, for example, the photograph made by Elisheva Lernau
from her apartment window, showing two SA men standing outside her father’s law practice beside a sign reading
‘don’t go to Jewish lawyers’. Yad Vashem Photo Archives 7719/1 ID #4438813, 1 Apr. 1933.

19 Bergen, War and Genocide, 58-60.
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stood outside his father’s law firm take pictures of everyone who went inside.'" Nazi agents also
labelled some businesses with placards that read ‘Jewish business! Whoever shops here will be photo-
graphed!’'* Occasionally, SA men threatened customers with the prospect of recording them on film
as well, as indicated by an April 1933 photograph showing SA troopers setting up a movie camera
outside a Jewish-owned business."> The easy reproducibility and accessibility of still photographs, how-
ever, made it the preferred medium for these actions.

The images made by SA photographers then appeared in Der Stiirmer. Julius Streicher’s grotesque
tabloid had been peddling antisemitic caricatures, conspiracy theories and smear campaigns against
local Jews in German economic, cultural and political life since it first emerged in 1923. The photo-
graphs of customers entering Jewish-owned shops appeared in a column called ‘They Bought from
Jews’, which featured snapshots of people shopping in cities or towns throughout Germany. The pic-
tures also appeared in Der Stiirmer’s ‘pillory’ boxes, which ensured that such images would be visible
even to those who did not subscribe to the publication.'* The boxes held the latest issues of Der
Stiirmer as well as antisemitic slogans such as ‘the Jews are our misfortune’ and ‘whoever buys
from Jews is a traitor to the Fatherland’."> Additional accounts indicate that they also projected images
before films at cinemas and posted them on bulletin boards and other public areas in town squares."®

Taking and displaying pictures of customers shopping at Jewish-owned businesses advanced the
Nazi dispossession of German Jews.'” The antisemitic legislation that began to take effect in 1933
deprived Jews of their citizenship, livelihood and property to hasten their social isolation, impoverish-
ment and, until 1941, their departure from Germany. Accomplishing this required either the active
compliance or passive indifference of enough non-Jewish Germans. And if non-Jewish Germans failed
to voluntarily alter their behaviour towards Jews in line with Nazi policy, the Nazis tirelessly shamed
and bullied them until they did. Photographing them helped accomplish this.'® Ultimately, the will-
ingness of former customers and colleagues to stop going to Jewish-owned businesses or firms directly
helped to facilitate their ruin.

The threat of public identification through photographs prompted even those Germans who had ini-
tially displayed courageous opposition to the Nazis to alter their behaviour towards Jews. Civil servant and
Hitler Youth member Walter Sanders, for instance, recalled that, in Krefeld-Urdigen during the April
blockade, there were signs placed out front warning shoppers not to buy from Jews. ‘We did so anyway’,
Sanders recalled. When asked about the SA photographing customers, however, Sanders replied that if it
was known that SA men with their cameras would be there, ‘then nobody would shop at Jewish stores’."”
And while the practice aspired to expose both men and women, it disproportionately singled out women,

"' United States Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM) RG-90.150.0001, oral history interview with Carl and Mina
Weiler, undated.

12 USHMM Photograph Number: 74439, Photo Studio Heinrich Hoffmann, 1933. Boykottaufkleber fiir die Schaufenster

judischer Geschifte.

Bundesarchiv Bild 183-R70355, Photographer unknown. ‘Boykottaktion der Nazis gegen jiidische Geschifte, Berlin.

Filmleute warten auf Publikum, welches das Warenhaus betreten will (Wertheim)’, 1933.

NIOD Institute for War, Holocaust and Genocide Studies Photograph #4880. Photographer unknown. ‘A German couple

reads the newspaper Der Stuermer posted on the street in a display box’, 1935.

USHMM Photograph Number: 18523, Photographer unknown. A display box for the ‘Der Stuermer’ newspaper, 1933.

The Associated Press, ‘Nazis to Photograph Persons Who Try to Enter Jews™ Stores’, New York Times, 31 Mar. 1933.

For more on Nazi dispossession policies and Jewish responses to them, see Christoph Kreutzmiiller and Jonathan

R. Zatlin, Dispossession: Plundering German Jewry 1933-1953 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2020);

Christoph Kreutzmiiller, Benno Nietzel and Ingo Loose, ‘Nazi Persecution and Strategies for Survival: Jewish

Businesses in Berlin Frankfurt Am Main and Breslau 1933-1942’, Yad Vashem Studies, 39, 1 (2011), 31-70; Frank

Bajohr, ‘Aryanisation’ in Hamburg: The Economic Exclusion of Jews and the Confiscation of their Property in Nazi

Germany (New York: Berghahn Books, 2002).

Beyond the retail setting, the Nazis also used photography to publicly shame Jews and non-Jews accused of ‘race defile-

ment’. See Patricia Szobar, ‘Telling Sexual Stories in the Nazi Courts of Law: Race Defilement in Germany, 1933 to 1945,

Journal of the History of Sexuality, 11, 1/2 (2002), 131-63.

Eric Johnson, What We Knew: Terror, Mass Murder and Everyday Life in Nazi Germany: An Oral History (Cambridge:

Basic, 2005), 254.
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for they were more likely to do the shopping. Hannelore Schéttgen, for example, remembered accom-
panying her mother on the day of the April blockade into the centre of town to shop for groceries.
After the pair encountered SA men blocking the entrance to Jewish-owned markets, her mother told
her that they would shop there anyway. Two SA men took pictures of her mother after they left the mar-
ket, however, and the pictures were shown at the cinema that evening.”® The images of Hannelore’s
mother appeared with captions that read, ‘this lady shows no shame, she still buys her provisions in
Jewish-run stores’*' That night she received a call from her husband’s boss, who told her that pictures
of her had been displayed during the film and warned her that ‘the wife of a German educator does
not buy in Jewish shops’.*> From then on, she sent Hannelore to do the shopping, mistaken in her belief
that SA men would not photograph children. Her case was not an isolated one, for Nazi agents frequently
used photographs of women customers to threaten them with the loss of their husbands’ jobs if they con-
tinued shopping there.”> In other cases, women who had purchased goods from Jewish-owned shops
came back to return them later following similar photograph-based harassment.**

Jewish Germans themselves noticed the extent to which the practice had altered the behaviour of
their neighbours. Jiirgen Bassfreund, for example, remembered seeing people who entered a
Jewish-owned butcher shop in Cologne being photographed. According to Bassfreund, the practice
ended that shop’s business. ‘It was all done by the party, you know?’, he recalled. ‘Photograph the peo-
ple going in that store to make sure that no German would buy in that store. And this guy lost his
business because he had an extremely busy store, and he had good merchandise, good meats, and
everything.”®> Raffael Miberlin, who lived with his family in Germany near the French border, shared
this view. “To make their threats effective’, he recounted, ‘they brought in people with cameras to take
pictures of the people who still dared enter. They shouted out that these photos would be published in
Streicher’s newspaper . . . of course, the flow slowed to a trickle at once.”

That photographic denunciation did alter the behaviour of non-Jewish Germans testifies to the
power of photography as a tool of social control”” To be caught on camera shopping at a
Jewish-owned business was to provide visual evidence for civilians and state authorities alike of having
broken the rules of membership in the Nazi racial community (Volksgemeinschaft). Publicly displayed
photographs opened violators to potential retaliation and ostracism not just from those who already
knew them but from total strangers as well, risks that the very act of being photographed facilitated
too.

The chaotic inaccuracy of photographic denunciation also contributed to its efficacy. The Nazi
regime’s pseudoscientific reliance on appearances to distinguish non-Jewish from Jewish Germans
ensured that SA men as well as civilians regularly mistook Jews for ‘Aryan’ Germans, a confusion
that only helped the Nazis sow fear and terrorise Jews even more. Mrs. M. Chown, for example,

%% This appears to have been a regular practice, or at least a regular threat. After multiple photographs had been taken of

shoppers at Jewish-owned shops in Rastenburg, to take another example, the CV noted that there was a ‘rumour in

the city that the photos would soon be shown in the city’s cinemas’. USHMM RG 11.001M Reel 128 Folder 2808.

Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin, 9

Jul. 1935.

Hannelore Schéttgen, Wie Dunkler Samt um mein Herz: Eine Jugend in Der Nazizeit (Wiesental: Wartberg, 2003), 67-8.

** Ibid., 68.

2 Gideon Reuveni, Consumer Culture and the Making of Modern Jewish Identity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2017), 128.

** USHMM RG 11.001M Reel 128 Folder 2808. Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV
Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin, 16 Nov. 1934, S. 3.

> USHMM Jeff and Toby Herr Foundation Oral History Project RG-50.562.0001. Interview with Jiirgen Bassfreund, 17 Oct.

2003.

Testimony of Raffael Mibberlin in Margarete Limberg and Hubert Riibsaat, eds., Germans No More: Accounts of Jewish

Everyday Life 1933-1938 (Oxford: Berghahn Books, 2006), 62.

On photography as a disciplinary practice, see John Tagg, The Disciplinary Frame: Photographic Truths and the Capture of

Meaning (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009); Allan Sekula, “The Body and the Archive’, in Richard

Bolton, ed., The Contest of Meaning: Critical Histories of Photography (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1989).
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recalled that she made her ‘debut as an Aryan’ during the 1 April blockade. That morning, she went to
a Jewish-owned department store and was photographed exiting the building as the crowd outside
shouted at her for being a ‘Judenknecht’ (Jew slave). ‘When I answered back “Why shouldn’t I, I'm
Jewish too™, she remembered, ‘they weren’t listening, and quite a considerable brawl developed
when several gentlemen intervened to clear a path for me.” The next day her picture appeared in a
Der Stiirmer box.*® Raffael Mibberlin, too, remembered how the crowd outside a Jewish-owned
shop mistook his wife, who was Jewish, for a non-Jewish German and attacked her for it. ‘By the
time she left the store’, he recounted,

a huge crowd had assembled in the back alley, and they greeted my wife with catcalls, spat on her,
tore off her hat, and started attacking her physically. She cried out, ‘what do you want from me,
I'm a Jew’ [but] they didn’t believe her at first because of her appearance, then they shouted, that’s
a lie, she just wants to slink away like a coward.*

Such accusations of cowardice could not have been further from the truth, for the Jewish women
involved in these incidents possessed remarkable bravery when they confronted their accusers. In
another courageous display, Jiirgen Bassfreund saw a woman reprimand the SA man who photo-
graphed her as she left a Jewish-owned butcher shop for having ‘wasted his film” because she was
Jewish.*

Like the 1 April blockade itself, photographic denunciation continued after 1933. It remained a fix-
ture for local Nazis as they instigated unofficial ‘boycotts’ of Jewish-owned businesses and firms
throughout the 1930s, especially in the German provinces.”® That contradicted official promises to
halt antisemitic violence and disruptions to the German economy in response to domestic and inter-
national criticism.”> Concerned that they were losing control over the violent outbursts against local
Jewish businesspeople, even some within the Gestapo called for an end to the excessive individual
actions. Aware of rising complaints of SA men taking pictures of customers, the Gestapo in Stettin,
for instance, noted that ‘such impairment of the Jewish companies not only contradicts the repeated
declarations of the Reich government . . . but also supplies new justification for the boycott against
German goods carried out abroad’.””> The Nazis had no intention, of course, of slowing their attacks
on Jews. They merely wanted to control those attacks and how violent they became.

They also wanted to control the narratives that could be made about them. In autumn 1934, several
Jewish businessmen reported customers being photographed in front of their stores to the local police
and to the District Economic Advisor in the Konigsberg branch of the Nazi Party. Not yet knowing
how far the regime would go in attacking them, they hoped to secure some official intervention.*
While the police initially intervened, the photographers returned after they left and kept taking
pictures.”® The Konigsburg Nazis, moreover, replied that the photographs were necessary to disprove
rumours that antisemitic blockades were still happening in Germany. ‘As you may know, rumours are
still widely spread abroad today that boycotts of Jewish shops are still in effect’, they wrote, adding that
‘the turnover of Jewish shops has increased significantly this year, which is the best proof of the

% Wiener Holocaust Library 1656/3/4/759 Eyewitness account by Mrs. M. Chown of her illegal life in Berlin, 1957.

2 Testimony of Raffael Mibberlin in Limberg and Riibsaat, eds., Germans No More, 62.

30 USHMM Jeff and Toby Herr Foundation Oral History Project RG-50.562.0001, interview with Jiirgen Bassfreund, 17 Oct.

2003.

Michael Wildt, Hitler’s Volksgemeinschaft and the Dynamics of Racial Exclusion, 128.

Otto D. Tolischus, ‘Schacht Attacks Nazi Disturbance to Trade Progress: Hints Anti-Semitic Program May Have Grave

Effect on German Economy’, New York Times, 1 Aug. 1935, 1.

USHMM RG-11.001M.04 Geheime Staatspolizeistelle Pommern, Report from the Gestapo to the Stettin State Police, 25

Nov. 1933, 1-2.

** USHMM RG 11.001M Reel 128 Folder 2808. Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV
Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin, 16 Nov. 1934, S. 1-2.

* Ibid,, 2.
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tolerance of the National Socialist government. The photographers just want to capture that fact
through pictures.*® The exchange indicates that as the Nazis’ racist blockades continued throughout
the mid-1930s, photographing customers may have had a propaganda function for local Nazis in add-
ition to the twofold purpose of intimidating non-Jewish Germans and terrorising Jews. The same
images used by Der Stiirmer to condemn Jewish business people and their customers could in theory
be used to prove that the Nazis allowed Germans to shop at Jewish businesses with only a few adjust-
ments to the captions. Whether Nazi officials really did this remains to be seen. In any case, the idea
may have just been an excuse to placate those who asked for official assistance in putting a stop to the
practice.

Spontaneous ‘boycotts’ against Germany’s Jews spiked during the summer of 1935. Historians have
attributed the heightened antisemitic atmosphere that year to the dissatisfaction among Nazi Party
members and district leaders with the progress made by the state in promulgating official legislation
that would more radically address the so-called ‘Jewish question’. The September 1935 Nuremberg
race laws would ultimately satisfy their demands for more severe discriminatory measures. Until
then, however, Nazi enthusiasts took matters into their own hands, which is why photo denunciation
cases also spiked that summer. SA man Erich Stackmann, for example, took such an initiative when he
photographed non-Jewish shoppers in Liineberg without informing his superiors. Stackmann later
told police that he found it necessary to ‘publicly condemn those who still did business with Jews’
for, in doing so ‘they have excluded themselves from the Volksgemeinschaft’””

The Berlin Central Association of German Citizens of Jewish Faith (Central Verein deutscher
Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens, CV) expressed alarm about the rise in photographic denunciation
cases. Founded in 1893 in Berlin to combat rising antisemitism in Germany, the CV operated dozens
of local branches nationwide that, after 1928, distributed anti-Nazi materials and increasingly reported
on Nazi antisemitic activities.”® The CV had been reporting on photographic denunciation since 1933.
In July 1935, CV representatives noted in official reports and documents how successful the practice
had become in identifying Jews in local communities and turning non-Jewish Germans against
them.” In August, the CV noted ‘daily photographs’ being taken in front of a Jewish-owned shoe
shop in Stalliiponen by a local Nazi. The photographs then appeared in the local Der Stiirmer display
box. The CV went on to conclude that, as a direct result of this practice, ‘a large proportion of previous
customers have stayed away’ from the shop and estimated a 40 per cent drop in sales that was ‘likely to
increase’.*’

The CV asked Nazi officials to intervene. ‘We would like to draw the attention of the Reich and
Prussian Minister of the Interior to a number of incidents’, the CV wrote to Reich Minister of the
Interior Wilhelm Frick in July 1935. In addition to property destruction, the CV noted that, for
weeks in approximately thirty localities in East Prussia, for example, ‘customers patronizing Jewish
businesses are being photographed, and their pictures are being displayed publicly in newspaper dis-
play cases, sometimes with names and addresses provided’.*' The fact that the display cases also
included the addresses of those pictured indicates efforts to encourage Nazi enthusiasts to go to

% USHMM RG 11.001M Reel 128 Folder 2808. Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei Gauleitung Ostpreussen,

Konigsberg an die Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV Landesverband Ostpreussen. 10 Nov.

1934, S. 574.

Niedersdchsisches Hauptstaatsarchiv Hannover, Hann. 180 Liineburg, Acc. 3/016, Nr. 430. ‘Die Ortspolizeibehérde in

Liineburg (29 Aug. 1935)’. I am grateful to Kobi Kabalek (Penn State University) for sharing this source with me.

Evyatar Friesel, ‘The Political and Ideological Development of the Centralverein before 1914’, Leo Baeck Institute

Yearbook, 31 (1986), 121-46.

* USHMM RG 11.00IM Reel 128 Folder 2808. Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV
Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin, 19 Jul. 1935.

0 Tbid., 7 Aug. 1935.

*!' Doc. 180 Letter from the CV Berlin to the Reich and Prussian Minister of the Interior, 24 Jul. 1935, reproduced in Wolf
Gruner, The Persecution and Murder of the Jews 1933-1945 (Berlin: De Gruyter Oldenburg, 2019), 482.
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their homes and attack them.** Frick’s fervent antisemitism and direct role in drafting the laws that
removed Jews from economic and public life in Germany ensured that the CV never received a reply.

The CV was not alone in noticing the increasingly antisemitic atmosphere and concurrent increase
in photographic denunciations. ‘Everywhere [the] sharpening of the non-Aryan regulations’, observed
the Hamburg schoolteacher Luise Solmitz in her diary on 24 July, adding as well that ‘the Stiirmer
prints photographs of people buying in Jewish stores, etc. . . ..*’ In one 29 June 1935 photograph,
for example, a woman leaves a Jewish-owned business with her bicycle in Dinslaken, Germany
(Fig. 1). In the same month a series of three photographs from Nordhausen, Germany, too, appeared
in Der Stiirmer that condemned a man, two women and a young girl pictured for shopping at
Jewish-owned businesses. ‘This young woman also bought from Jews’, one caption reads before adding
for good measure that ‘her husband works at the municipal theatre.” ‘She was not ashamed to take her
child to the Judenhaus’, reads another (Fig. 2). Others noted that more Der Stiirmer boxes began to
appear in town squares as well. Paul Hubitz, for example, the Mayor of Radeburg in Saxony, reported
that he had given permission to the local Nazi Party to put up a large Der Stiirmer display case near
the town hall on 17 August 1935. Hubitz went on to describe in his report that local Nazis displayed
pictures of Jewish businesses and their non-Jewish customers in the case. ‘In a small section of this
case, the Party also put up for a time, without any special heading, like a corner of shame, photographs
of the four Jewish shops’, Hubitz wrote. ‘It is also true that several times customers were photographed
upon leaving one of the four Jewish shops and the photos were displayed in the aforementioned
case.”** From Prague, the exiled German Social Democratic Party likewise expressed concern about
the increase in photo denunciations. In the Saxon city of Emden, for example, the SPD noted in
August 1935 how, ‘in front of the single large Jewish department store six SA men appeared selling
copies of Der Stiirmer. At least one of the Nazi leaders carried a camera to take pictures of people
entering the store.*> Their reports also revealed that members of the SS now joined SA men in
these actions, a consequence of Hitler’s summer 1934 purge of the SA and elevation of Heinrich
Himmler and his SS as the Nazi government’s main paramilitary force. Reporting from the
German Palatinate region, for instance, the SPD observed in August 1935 that ‘hardly a day passes
in which a demonstration does not take place before the large department stores. SS and SA men
stand watch, trying to prevent people from going into the Jewish stores. People are photographed,
even sometimes mishandled.”*®

The practice became so widespread in 1935 that individuals other than SS and SA men began to
adopt it. Popular participation in photographic denunciation began during the April 1933 blockade
but reached new heights during the summer of 1935.*” Further accounts from that year indicate
that members of the Hitler Youth and Reich Labour Service as well as ordinary civilians also took
it upon themselves to photograph customers. The CV noted several incidents in which Hitler
Youth members waited outside a Jewish-owned jewellery shop and photographed those who entered.**
The CV further noted that ‘on market days, every Tuesday and Wednesday, activists with cameras
appeared in front of the Jewish stores and photographed the customers. On 20 July, it was a whole

2 This was also a strategy used to find and attack non-Jewish Germans accused of race defilement through their relation-

ships with Jews. See Patricia Szobar, ‘Telling Sexual Stories in the Nazi Courts of Law: Race Defilement in Germany, 1933
to 1945, Journal of the History of Sexuality, 11, 1/2 (2002), 131-63.

3 Entry for 24 Jul. 1935 in Tagebuch Luise Solmitz.

* Doc 216: Letter from the deputy mayor of Radeberg, signed Hubitz, to the state minister for Economics and Labor,
Dresden, 14 Dec. 1935, reproduced in Gruner, Persecution and Murder of the Jews 1933-1945, 566.

*> Deutschland-Berichte der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands (Sopade), Apr./May 1934-Dec. 1936 (Frankfurt,
1980), 920-37, here 927.

% Ibid,, 924.

47 Mrs. M. Chown suggests in her testimony that it was a woman who belonged to the N.S.V. (National Socialist People’s
Welfare Organization) and not an SA man who photographed her. Wiener Holocaust Library 1656/3/4/759, Eyewitness
account by Mrs. M. Chown of her illegal life in Berlin, 1957. Also see Christoph Kreutzmiiller, Final Sale, 115.

* USHMM RG 11.001M Reel 128 Folder 2808. Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV
Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin, 22 Jul. 1935.
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Figure 1. Nuremberg City Archives E 39/l Nr. 2026/4. Original caption: ‘This woman also buys from the Jew Salomon.’ Dinslaken,
Germany, 29 Jun. 1935.

Sie haben beim Fuden cingelouft

- . -
Diefer framme junge deutiche Mann hommi foeben
aus bem fidijdhen Saujhans

¢ Diefe junge Gran bal auch bei beim Suden eingebe  Quch fie [chimle fichy micht, mif ihrem Sind ins
She Mann il am Sladilheater beichijligt Subenbaus ju gehem

Figure 2. Der Stiirmer, 25 Jun. 1935, S. 9.
group of adolescents taking pictures.*’ Because there is no reference in the report to uniforms, it
stands to reason that these ‘activists’ and ‘adolescents’ were ordinary civilians and not Nazi

representatives.

* Wildt, Hitler’s Volksgemeinschaft, 152.
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That ordinary Germans began to adopt the practice was as much about Nazi plans for popular pho-
tography as it was about denouncers’ antisemitism and desire to mimic Nazi methods. The introduc-
tion of small frame cameras such as the Leica 1 had already made photography more accessible than
ever to the public.’® Beginning in 1933, Nazi authorities took this one step further when they pro-
moted photography as an exclusive practice only open to non-Jewish Germans.’" The regime prohib-
ited Jews from practising professional and amateur photography, stole their studios and supply
businesses, and redistributed the leftover equipment to non-Jewish Germans. Nazi officials and orga-
nisations offered non-Jewish Germans photography materials, classes and exhibitions at a discounted
rate in partnership with film and camera retailers. The fact that some German civilians used their cam-
eras to harass Jews and shame non-Jewish Germans testified to precisely the kind of involvement in
popular photography that Nazi officials hoped for.

Photographic denunciation continued into the mid-1930s in part because a consensus had not yet
been formed among non-Jewish Germans toward Jews. This lack of agreement compelled some to
engage in acts of defiance when SA or SS men confronted them with cameras. As the SPD noted
in the summer of 1935, the practice ‘had a deterrent effect on some people but others laugh and
still go in’.>> One such case, as the SPD observed in August 1935, was that of Adolf Schiitz, a
60-year-old innkeeper from Ludwigshafen. Schiitz had gone shopping in the Jewish-owned
Rothschild department store across the street from his apartment. After he left the store, ‘a pack of
young people’ surrounded him. An SA man was among them and he prepared to take Schiitz’s picture.
Schiitz derisively told him, “You can take a picture of me’, and the crowd attacked him, resulting in five
calls to the police and Schiitz’s arrest and imprisonment.” Those, like Schiitz, who refused to be
shamed by SA men’s cameras faced particular aggression from denouncers.

Another source of hostility for denouncers was those Germans who could be visibly connected to
certain ideologies or identities that they believed to be incompatible with patronising Jewish-owned
businesses. Individuals whose membership in the Nazi Party or Nazi organisations could be seen in
their uniforms or other insignia, for example, provoked fury. Hermann Goring himself, for instance,
was spotted as late as 1936 in the Jewish-owned Bernheiner carpet store in Munich, where he bought
two rugs for 36,000 RM.>* One Der Stiirmer photograph from June 1935 shows a young man leaving a
Jewish-owned clothing store in Dinslaken. According to the caption of the photograph, the man wore
an SA belt buckle, which only incensed his denouncers further. “This man buys from the junk dealer
Salomon’, the caption reads. ‘He is even wearing a SA belt buckle — we will get him!”*® Denouncers also
appear to have targeted those dressed in religious attire. In May 1935, for example, Der Stiirmer pub-
lished photographs of two nuns shopping together at the Rothschild Kaufhaus in Darmstadt. The most
radical ideologues in the Nazi Party had long portrayed ‘true Christianity’ as a fight against Jews and
attacked those leaders in the Catholic and Protestant religious community who expressed positions
that challenged this. Clearly targeted because both women wore their habits while shopping, the cap-
tions relied on a centuries-old antisemitic trope when it accused the ‘two sisters” of buying ‘from the
descendants of the Christ killers’.”®

Photographic denunciation soon expanded to target non-Jewish Germans engaged in activities
other than shopping. Denouncers began to monitor those who attended Jewish funerals, for instance.

0" On photography’s technical developments in Weimar Germany, see Rolf Sachsse, Die Erziehung zum Wegsehen. Fotografie

im NS-Staat (Dresden: Verlag der Kunst-Philo Fine Arts, 2003). For a global overview, see Warren Lynne, Encyclopedia of
Twentieth-Century Photography (Abingdon: Routledge, 2006).

For one example of how this configuration of photography functioned, see Julie R. Keresztes, ‘Photography as a Wartime
Service to Family and Nation in Nazi-Occupied Europe’, German History, 40, 2 (June 2022), 197-219.
Deutschland-Berichte der Sozialdemokratischen Partei Deutschlands (Sopade), Apr./May 1934-Dec. 1936 (Frankfurt,
1980), 924.

> TIbid., 925.

% Richard Evans, The Third Reich in Power, 1933-1939 (New York: Penguin Press, 2005), 383.

> Nuremberg City Archives E39 Nr. 2026/5 , 29 Jun. 1935.

36 Der Stiirmer N. 22 May 1935, 3.
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The CV noted that, in July 1935, three non-Jewish German women were photographed attending the
funeral of a Jewish man in Saalfeld and that these images appeared in the town’s Der Stiirmer display
box. The association also noted that the photographs were taken by ‘people in civilian clothes’, indi-
cating that ordinary civilians had taken it upon themselves to assist the Nazis in their surveillance of
non-Jewish Germans.”’ Monitoring Jewish funerals continued into the late 1930s. In October 1937, for
example, the mayor of Haigerloch observed that attendees at the funeral of Jewish merchant Wilhelm
Bernheim were photographed and that it ‘cannot be ruled out that the photos are to be published in
Der Stiirmer’.>® Denouncers also monitored birthday parties. When Gerta Pfeffer, who was Jewish,
celebrated her birthday with colleagues from the factory where she worked, for example, some of
those in attendance were Nazi Party members. “The next day’, she remembered, ‘there was a scandal.
The Nazi chairman in our town wanted to publish some photos taken at my birthday party in Der
Stiirmer. 1 was more frightened than ever.””

Photographic denunciation continued as the Nazi regime maintained its antisemitic excesses
throughout 1936 and 1937.°° In December 1936, for instance, police reported customers being photo-
graphed in Cham, Bavaria.”" Also, in March 1937, the CV received a letter from Christburg in East
Prussia noting that ‘there are now always SS people in uniform standing with cameras in front of
our two Jewish businesses and impeding entry’.*> A report by the Jewish Central Information
Office from 11 August 1937 detailed violent anti-Jewish blockades taking place in German Upper
Silesia and the photo denunciations that accompanied them:

From day to day the boycott grew more and more perceptible. Especially on market days Jewish
businesses were annoyed by Stiirmer sellers stationed there and the customers prevented from
entering Jewish shops. Photographs were taken, [and] the threat of taking a film of the customers
was used. The sales in all Jewish shops fell by 70%.%

One December 1937 photograph from the Der Stiirmer archive shows a man (Fig. 3) leaving a
Jewish-owned shoe store in Dortmund, the caption condemning him for having done his
Christmas shopping there.

The March 1938 annexation of Austria renewed calls for additional antisemitic blockades in
Germany. In one May 1938 incident in the town of Hanau, the district office noted that it had
been possible to ‘keep customers away from almost all shops’ with the notable exception of a
woman who continued to shop at a Jewish-owned business despite these warnings. Outside the
shop, she declared that she had always shopped there and would always shop there. The woman
was photographed and then attacked by a large crowd that formed around her. In the end, she had
to be escorted back to her apartment by several civilians while others threw rotten eggs at her.**
Der Stiirmer maintained its attacks on customers in print and in its display cases. Featured in its
August 1938 issue were ‘women and men from Chemnitz [who] fight over Jewish Junk’. The column
displayed three photographs of men and women leaving Jewish-owned businesses that had just been

> USHMM RG 11.00IM Reel 128 Folder 2808. Central Verein deutscher Staatsbiirger jiidischen Glaubens EV
Landesverband Ostpreussen an die Centrale, Berlin. 25 Jul. 1935.

Kulka Otto Dov et al., The Jews in the Secret Nazi Reports on Popular Opinion in Germany 1933-1945 (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 2010), 266.

Testimony of Gerta Pfeffer, in Limberg and Riibsaat, eds., Germans No More, 66.

These years are typically viewed as periods in which antisemitism subsided due to the 1936 Olympics in Germany, an
assumption that is certainly not true.

' Wildt, Hitler’s Volksgemeinschaft, 217.

2 Ibid., 220, emphasis added.

%% Gruner, Persecution and Murder of the Jews, 1933-1945, 727-31, here 729.

% Dov et al., The Jews in the Secret Nazi Reports, 303-4.
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Figure 3. Nuremberg City Archives E39/I Nr. 2026/11. Original caption: ‘This German comrade just went shopping at a Jewish store
and now stands in front of it.” Dortmund, Germany, 22 December 1937.

forcibly liquidated, narrated by the caption ‘if you are photographed leaving the Judenladen, you are of
course embarrassed’.®®

Only at the end of 1938 would photographic denunciation subside in Germany. The violence and
destruction of the nationwide 9-10 November Kristallnacht pogroms, coupled with the forced closure
of all remaining Jewish businesses under the 12 November Decree for the Exclusion of Jews from
German Economic Life, sealed the removal of German Jews from public and economic life.%®
Photography was no longer needed to pressure non-Jewish Germans to stop shopping at
Jewish-owned businesses, for there were very few Jewish-owned businesses left.

But photographic denunciation continued beyond Germany’s borders. The Nazis soon shifted their
attention to ‘Aryan’ Germans living abroad whom they believed needed to be ‘educated’ in line with Nazi
antisemitism. Securing loyalty from the German population in Asia, for example, took on renewed sig-
nificance after Hitler’s armed forces invaded the Soviet Union in June 1941. Germans living in Shanghai,
China, for instance, became subject to such measures in the fall of 1941. According to Nazi records, a
substantial number of non-Jewish German nationals lived in Shanghai.”” Moreover, between 1933 and
1938 the city had become a popular haven for German and Austrian Jews who fled Nazi persecution.®®

5 LBI J. Ritter Werner Collection AR 10381 Folder 1. Der Stiirmer Aug. 1938, Number 34.

% Nazi photographers also used their cameras to humiliate Jews during the Kristallnacht deportations. See Klaus Hesse and
Phillipp Springer, Vor aller Augen.Fotodokumente des nationalsozialistischen Terrors in der Provinz (Essen: Klartext,
2002).

7 The Nazis estimated that, by 1937, there were 14,020 German nationals living in East Asia with 2,035 of these being Nazi

Party members. Many Germans had left Germany for China specifically to escape the 1923 hyperinflation. See Donald

M. McKale, ‘The Nazi Party in the Fast East, 1931-45’, Journal of Contemporary History, 12, 2 (1977), 291-311.

For accounts from German Jews who resettled in Shanghai to escape Nazi persecution, see USHMM 2016.351.1 Eva

Hirschel Family Papers, 1914-2006, USHMM 1999.A.0076 Rolf Preuss Papers, 1939-1999, USHMM 2006.398.1 Hans

Praschkauer Papers, 1920-1986.
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Nazi officials initiated antisemitic ‘boycott’ actions in Shanghai that autumn. On 8 November 1941,
local Nazi Party leaders circulated a memo ordering the blockade of 270 businesses in Shanghai they
condemned as ‘Jewish’ or ‘Soviet’, many of which belonged to German and Austrian Jews who were
trying to reestablish themselves there. The announcement then declared that ‘anyone violating the
order to boycott Jewish shops would be photographed and a report of his action, together with the
picture, would be sent to Berlin and placed in a file for future consideration’.”” The notice did not
specify whether the picture would be published in Der Stiirmer or some other Nazi publication.
Nor did it say if the corresponding file would be passed to the Gestapo or the Nazi
Auslands-Organisation, the main agency tasked with educating all ‘Aryan’ Germans living abroad
in accordance with the ideology, goals and programmes of the Nazi Party. Perhaps that ambiguity
was precisely the point. The uncertainty would only increase apprehension and fear about where
such images would appear, for what purposes, and who would see them. Even in late 1941, Nazi
Party officials still relied on photographic denunciation to coerce non-Jewish Germans into abandon-
ing their Jewish neighbours.

But the notice also reveals how much the Nazis’ blockade procedure had changed since April 1933.
It noted how ‘responsible circles viewed the development with considerable apprehension, because it is
certain to engender racial hatred and may lead to violence, especially if or when the local Nazis decide
to take the next step and paste labels on the shops or attempt to picket them’.”” The acknowledgement
that ‘pasting labels or picketing the shops’ would be the next step indicates that photographic denun-
ciation had supplanted both methods, once used in tandem after the Nazi takeover. For Shanghai’s
Nazis, there was no need to stand menacingly in front of Jewish-owned stores beside pernicious
signs. Instead, they went straight to photographing customers. It was a shift that, on one hand, testified
to the significance and efficiency of photographic denunciation in terrorising Jews and convincing
non-Jews to abandon them in Germany after 1933. On the other hand, it also indicated that, like
the war and genocide that were already well underway by November 1941, this project knew no geo-
graphical limits.

% Document 92, Anonymous, ‘Nazis Continue Anti-Jewish Campaign Despite Their Denial of Circular’, The China Weekly
Review, 8 Nov. 1941. Cited in Irene Eber, ed., Jewish Refugees in Shanghai, 1933-1947: A Selection of Documents (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2018), 408-9.

7% Tbid.
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