University of Oxford
Faculty of Modern History

Pétain’s Jewish Children: French Jewish Youth &edvichy Regime

Daniel Lee
St Hugh'’s College

University of Oxford

A thesis submitted to the University of Oxford ufiment of the requirements for
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Trinity Term, 2011



Pétain’s Jewish Children: French Jewish Youth andlie Vichy Regime

Submitted for D.Phil examination
Trinity Term 2011

Daniel Lee
St Hugh'’s College, University of Oxford

Focusing on the period 1940-1942, this thesis itigetes the nature of the
relationship between the Vichy regime and Jews rehéh citizenship who found

themselves under its control. Despite Vichy's irogtion in the Holocaust, this study
examines the possibility for convergence, howe\atig and temporary, between
Vichy’s plans for regeneration and Jewish ambititmparticipate in the New Order.
This investigation aims to explain the seeminglgtcadictory circumstances in which
a French Jew could be at once persecuted undey'¥iahti-Semitic legislation, and

rewarded for the promotion of certain French valomgshe government’s programme
of National Revolution. This unstudied dilemma xplered in this thesis through an
examination of French Jewish youth. An analysishig social category provides a
point of entry into the ambivalences of Vichy's ip@s. While Vichy enacted

legislation in order to marginalise Jewish partgipn in the national community, the
regime was also emphatically in favour of Frenctviske youth contributing to the

National Revolution.

Methodologically this study moves away from the dastablished categories of

resistance, rescue and persecutiBather than merely examining Jewish youth’s
activities during the establishment of the Vichginee as a period of formation and

preparation for later resistance or rescue activitis study seeks to investigate the
ways in which, from 1940-1942, the Vichy regime &nench Jewish youth sought to

coexist. This aspect of the war years has almastgndisappeared from France’s

collective memory and from the historiographicabakes over Vichy and the Jews.
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This thesisnvestigates the nature of the relationship betwienVichy regime and
the Jews of French citizenship who found themselweger its control in the period
between 1940 and the summer of 1942. Despite Vécimyplication in the Holocaust,
this study examines the possibility for convergere@vever partial and temporary,
between Vichy's plans for regeneration and Jewisibiaons to participate in the
process of National Revolution.

Legislation was enacted in Vichy's first monthsttiv@ended to marginalise Jews
from the rest of the French population. Jews wamueled from the state sector and
liberal professions and their entry to universitss controlled by the introduction of
a numerus claususBy the summer of 1941, Jews had been forceddistex for a
compulsory census and they were no longer alloweamn properties or businesses.
Yet at the very moment that Jews were excluded ftoennation, Vichy was also
promoting a series of measures in its quest fdonak regeneration. France would be
rebuilt by a focus on its traditional values of fimagriculture and community. Jews
were not excluded from taking part in most of Vighyegenerationist schemes. The
aim of this study is to explain the seemingly cadictory circumstances in which a
French Jew could be at once persecuted under ¢mes anti-Semitic legislation,
and rewarded for the promotion of certain Frenclues by Vichy’'s programme of
National Revolution. For example, Jewish motherghwnore than eight children
were rewarded with the ‘Golden Medal’ of French figas. After giving birth to her
eighth child, Bella Nizard received this award matodficial ceremony in spring 1943.
Two months later her husband and eldest son werartdel to Auschwitz.

Manifold tensions existed between Vichy’'s ambitidor national and social
regeneration and its racial policies, renderingpdistic references to the regime’s
anti-Semitism misleading. Naturally, these tensimese not apparent to the regime:
for many of Vichy’s principal ideologues and adrsinators, social regeneration and
the marginalisation of the Jewish minority of Frergtizens were part of a broader
whole. But, in action, these policies were ofteren with contradictions.

This study suggests that the dominant narrativehef Holocaust has prevented
alternative approaches of investigating the Jewigterience of the Occupation from
coming to fruition. Hitherto, historiography focagi on Jews during the Second
World War has been viewed through the lenses a$teese, persecution or rescue.
Historiographical contexts and debates have takeset directions and have not
considered the possibility of any other forms ofj@pement between Vichy and the
Jews. The heterogeneity of the Vichy regime is gadhe overlooked when

considering Vichy's position towards the Jews. Emgs studies have not analysed
those wings and persons in positions of power whiehe not anti-Semitic and they



have ignored any differences which may have exidietiveen the anti-Semitic
legislation amongst these groups and individuals.

Many existing studies address the mechanics ofdfgane’s racial laws through a
top-down examination, investigating the politicadaeconomic manifestation of the
persecutionary measures. Others, while incorpayatire political and economic
dynamics of persecution, place their emphasis enstitial aspects of the Jewish
experience, to consider how, rather tdrether Jews reacted to the racial laws.

However, to consider the relationship between Viahg the Jews through the lens of
Jewish victimisation does not have to be the oplyreach. This enquiry will test the

predetermined conclusions that lie at the hearmobt existing investigations. It

considers that an emphasis on persecution, form#&bivthe current Jewish memory
of Vichy, has blurred many distinctions both in Ryts attitudes towards the Jews
and Jewish responses to the regime. Looking atdegistence between Vichy and
the Jews, and focussing less on the regime’s Bgalpolitical measures and more on
the social relationship between the two sides sffaterpretations that are omitted
from an approach that takes Vichy's persecutiomaeasures as a starting point. To
consider the decisions of French Jewry within ambwork that explores the

possibility for coexistence with the new regimemseo indicate a more complex
relationship during this tumultuous period.

To analyse how Jews coexisted for a period of te@ary with the regime, this project
will examine the interface between Vichy’'s dual opities of regeneration and
exclusion. As has long been recognised, the Jepoghilation in France was not a
passive object of Vichy policy-making. Jews fromnydoackgrounds and with many
political views responded in a variety of ways lte sudden change of regime. Some
reacted by displaying a hyper-patriotic loyaltyRétain as the saviour of the nation;
others, as is well known, opted for resistanceled fibroad, particularly to North
Africa and to London. Some retreated into commupdijtics, seeking to protect the
Jewish community against the dangers which surredintd All of these forms of
behaviour are evident in the responses of Jewisithyim 1940, the category of the
Jewish population which forms the basis of thisestigation. While Vichy enacted
legislation in order to marginalise Jewish partiipn in the national community, the
regime was also emphatically in favour of FrencWise youth contributing to the
National Revolution. It is therefore in the tenslmtween these two priorities that the
value of this analysis rests. Youth, being neithult nor child, was key to the social
construction of the new social order and was imatety pushed to the forefront of
Vichy’s rhetoric. In the aftermath of the defeabuth became a central player in the
debate over how to regenerate the nation and ittinascategory, rather than men
who had brought about the defeat, or women or gmldwhich was to be the bearer
of the National Revolution.

Methodologically, this enquiry encourages a bottopmand top down analysis in
order to best seek out patterns and similaritiegshm reactions of Jewish youth
towards Vichy, and attitudes towards Jewish youspldyed by their neighbours and
organisms of the regime. The diffused nature of éhiglence has led to sustained
periods of archival research being undertaken ian€e, the USA and Israel. A
combination of official and private sources, to@ethvith a large number of oral



history interviews, reveals the ambiguities thag¢vailed during Vichy’s first two
years.

The first chapter initially explores the sociologly French Jewry on the eve of the
Second World War and shows that by 1939, Frenchsbeyouth were completely
embedded into French Republican values. It analgegsJews sought to adapt and
integrate into France and will consider how immiigna and Zionism affected the
existing model. A short examination of EIF at thisixe will show why it had
implemented a return to the land project long betichy had come to power. Under
the Occupation, Jewish youth sought to cooperatk Wichy by taking part in its
youth projects and agricultural schemes. To illlmtenthe heterogeneity of Vichy
policy makers over the Jewish Question, a secoifdohahis chapter will examine
how certain Vichy ministers in control of youth amdriculture negotiated the
participation of Jewish youth inside of programrttest fell under their jurisdiction.

A second chapter investigates the reactions oéicedewish youth movements to the
regime. It illustrates that a common project basedcouting and a return to the land,
led the EIF to seek coexistence with the regime.aAmwll member of Scoutisme
Francais, the EIF took part in activities with tier scouting associations and was
invited to participate at public ceremonies. A fean the Yechouroun and the Zionist
youth will explain why these organisations did seek cooperation with the New
Order. This chapter will investigate the pointsirdkrsection between the Vichy and
the Jews, by exploring the participation of Jewjshth in a series of state-sponsored
youth movements.

Two in-depth case studies lie at the foundationthif thesis. In chapters three and
four, a first case study investigates the creatioime EIF's Chantier Rural at Lautrec.
Chapter three examines Jewish youth’s everydatithe Chantier. It weighs up the
success of the return to the land project and densihow Vichy provided the

opportunity for so many Jewish youths to becomeuairded with Judaism and

Zionism for the first time. Chapter four examinée tspecificity of the Tarn as the
location of the EIF’'s Chantier Rural. By delvindarthe personalities of local figures,
it investigates how Lautrec’s neighbours and loafficials reacted to the Jewish

presence.

A second case study, taken up in the fifth andchstktapters, investigates the hitherto
ignored participation of Jews in the Chantiersalddunesse. Chapter five focuses on
how individual Jewish youths integrated and cowntrld to the Chantiers. A focus on
the youth’s daily routine will illustrate the mydte ways in which they were able to
live out a dual Jewish and French identity. Throagtiual top-down and bottom-up
approach, the sixth chapter examines how anti-$#@mitwas expressed in the
Chantiers. It interrogates the ways in which certaificials at the top of the
organisation perceived the Jewish Question andthew sought to filter anti-Semitic
propaganda down to the Chantiers in the localities.

Taking all the chapters together, this thesis agtat Vichy adopted multiple
attitudes towards the Jewish Question. Throughbat dtudy, it reveals instances
when Vichy showed its flexibility by allowing Jewisyouth to participate and
contribute to the construction of the New Ordemi&irly, it overturns any possibility
which suggests that Jewish ambitions to coexish Witchy were founded upon a

iv



series of loopholes which were exploited by Jewtheir efforts to survive. Above
all, it argues that there was no ‘typical’ Jewissponse to Vichy. It is in the diversity
of the responses to the new regime that the richnéslewish political and social
attitudes can be found.
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Je vais dire quelque chose d’horrible. Ca [la Shoalm’a pas touché directement
[...] Si par hasard, mon pére et ma mere étaientsggaz&errais des choses d’'une
facon différente [...] Je n’ai pas ce couteau plalatés le caeur.
USC Shoah Foundation, Interview with Pierre Cahkdy 1997.

Vous dites qu’on insiste trop sur la Résistancasmast la seule chose qui compte.
Interview with Denise Weill, 3 April 2007.



Introduction

Research Question

In June 1942, a team of builders was hired to begirk at the main synagogue in
Toulouse. For a cost of 35.000 Francs, the men vegpaéired to carry out a complete
renovation of the premises on rue PalaprAmongst other things, new tiles were
ordered for the floors, fresh paint for the walfeddaa new mechitza to stand in the
centre of the building. Crucially and perhaps even symbolically, the hnits
foundations were also to be reaffirmed. While aetier synagogue is a reminder of a
Jewish presence that once was, the expensive agstoiof a community building
generally indicates a desire for Jews to remaiplate and even to build for their
future. Such a reconstruction strongly indicatest th the spring-summer of 1942,
Jewish communal figures in Toulouse did not belithat they were presiding over a

community that was slowly evaporating.

The story of the Jewish experience under Vichy famailiar one. A series of anti-
foreigner measures enacted over the summer of d@idtinated in the firsbtatut des

Juifsin October 1940, affecting both French and forelgws. This marked the first
in a series of legal measures which had as theirtlag elimination of Jews from the
economy and their marginalisation from the resFm@nch society. If one is to judge
the experience of Jews in the non-Occupied Zonelysbly the legislation on paper
that affected them and from the propaganda thaiated from the state, it would

appear that their situation was extremely omintasvs were passed at an early stage

! Archives Association Cultuelle Israélite de TowdeuDetailed description of the works to be carried
out by P. Callusio, 15 June 1942.

2 A mechitza is usually a wall-like object, whiclvidies the men from the women during the religious
services.



that restricted Jews from the civic, legal and roaldprofessions. In the spring of
1941, Vichy created a governmental bureau to adit@niJewish affairs which
enacted a series of spoliation and aryanisatiorsurea. Finally, from August 1942,
the Vichy police began to round up foreign Jews tmgblace them in internment
camps, the antechambers of the Nazis’ exterminateomps. From March 1943,

French Jews became subject to roundups and daportat

The situation of Jews in the Occupied Zone was ewerse, where Jews found
themselves subject to both Vichy and Nazi anti-Sienegislation. Here, Jews were
forbidden from entry into public places that incdddtelephone boxes, parks and
libraries. Jews could only do their shopping inigeated hours and were only
allowed to ride in the last carriage on the mefmm May 1941, all Jews in the
Occupied Zone were subject to roundups and on & 1842 wearing the yellow star
became obligatory for all Jews over the age ofysars old. In the month of June
1942, four convoy trains left France for Auschwi@Qut of a total of 4,111 Jewish

men, women and children on board, only 157 retutadétance in 1945.

The unequivocal passing of these laws, coupled thighdeportation of 76,000 Jews
from France, has led most histories of Vichy to bagise the marginalisation of Jews
from the rest of the French population. Descrigtiai the first two years of the
Occupation generally emphasise Jews’ reactionseadcial laws as a time in which
Jews, fully aware of the legislation to which thewgre subject, sought to initiate
survival strategies. As Zuccotti has argued, ‘ndests regarded the laws as of earth-

shattering importanceé’.

% S. ZuccottiThe Holocaust, the French and the JéNsw York, 1993), p. 59.



At the height of Vichy's legislative campaign, at tame when avenues and
opportunities were becoming closed to Jews, whatecglain the decision of the rue
Palaprat synagogue to spend such a substantiabbomoney on bricks and mortar,
when, with so many Jews seeking exit visas and ratilledetained in internment
camps, the money could, arguably, have been speatroore worthwhile cause? To
answer this question through a lens that considews to have been aware of, and
reacting to, their status as victims can revealagepossible explanations. Leading
Jewish figures, sensing that a noose was tightemiegded to invest the money in
community apparatus as a last ditch attempt toasigimench Jewry’s unyielding
commitment to France. Another explanation, whichoalnterprets this decision
within the framework of persecution, is that Vickydiscriminatory measures had
made a significant number of Jews turn towards camty structures for spiritual
and practical support. Improved facilities thusdrae imperative to accommodate the

newfound demand.

However, to consider this question through the l@ndewish victimisation does not
have to be the only approach. Looking at the ctemce between Vichy and the
Jews, and focussing less on the regime’s legajpalitical measures and more on the
social relationship between the two sides offeterpretations that are omitted from
an approach that takes Vichy's persecutionary nreasas a starting point. To
consider the decisions of French Jewry within ambwork that explores the
possibility for coexistence with the new regimemseo indicate a more complex
relationship during this tumultuous period. For tlie Palaprat synagogue was not

unique in seeking to plant its roots deeper intmantry that, from the statute books



at least, appeared to have long since turned itk ba its Jewish minority. On the
contrary, across the non-Occupied Zone, Jewishpgrand individuals took part in a
range of initiatives, all of which signalled themtention to accommodate the new

regime.

The purpose of this thesis is to explore, test elndidate this paradoxical situation
and others like it by investigating the nature lné relationship between the Vichy
regime and the Jews of French citizenship who fahedhselves under its control in
the period between 1940 and the summer of 194%if@egichy’s implication in the
Holocaust, there is a need to investigate the piiggifor convergence, however
partial and temporary, between Vichy's plans fagergeration and Jewish ambitions
to participate in the process of National Revolutibhe aim of this study is to explain
the seemingly contradictory circumstances in whackhrench Jew could be at once
persecuted under the regime’s anti-Semitic legmiat and rewarded for the
promotion of certain French values by Vichy's pemgme of National Revolution.
For example, although decrees that discriminatedinay Jewish citizens were
introduced as early as October 1940, Jewish widames wives of prisoners of war
continued to receive pensions throughout the Odaupavhile Jewish mothers with
more than eight children were rewarded with theld8o Medal’ of French families.
After giving birth to her eighth child, Bella Nizhreceived this award at an official
ceremony in spring 1943. Two months later her hodlzand eldest son were deported

to Auschwitz?

“YV, 0.33 3488, Histoire de la famille Armand Nidasous le Gouvernement de Vichy 1940-1944.
4



Manifold tensions existed between Vichy’'s ambitidor national and social

regeneration and its racial policies, renderingpdistic references to the regime’s
anti-Semitism misleading. Naturally, these tensiaese not apparent to the regime:
for many of Vichy’s principal ideologues and adrsinators, social regeneration and
the marginalisation of the Jewish minority of Frieratizens were part of a broader

whole. But, in action, these policies were ofteren with contradictions.

To analyse how Jews coexisted for a period of te@ary with the regime, this project
will examine the interface between Vichy's dual opiies of regeneration and
exclusion. As has long been recognised, the Jepoaghilation in France was not a
passive object of Vichy policy-making. Jews frommdackgrounds and with many
political views responded in a variety of ways lte sudden change of regime. Some
reacted by displaying a hyper-patriotic loyaltyRétain as the saviour of the nation;
others, as is well known, opted for resistanceled fibroad, particularly to North
Africa and to London. Some retreated into commupdijtics, seeking to protect the
Jewish community against the dangers which surredintd All of these forms of
behaviour are evident in the responses of Jewisithym 1940, the category of the
Jewish population which forms the basis of thisestigation. A study of French
Jewry as a whole would only scratch the surfacehef ambivalences of Vichy’s
policies. Rather, to focus on a single componerfrehch Jewry and to test from a
variety of angles how it adapted, reacted to, aositipned itself with or against
Vichy, permits a thorough reassessment of theioelsttip between Vichy and its
Jewish citizens. Further, it lays the foundatioms future in-depth studies of

additional categories of Jews, who momentarily fi#ed from some form of



coexistence with the regime, such as Jewish exesgnen or the families of

Prisoners of War [hereafter, POWSs].

Jewish men, women and children all sought variousdes through which to
accommodate the New Order; however, this investigatbelieves that an
examination of Jewish youth provides the most @ffeclens through which to
analyse the coexistence between the two partiedleWithy enacted legislation in
order to marginalise Jewish participation in th&amal community, the regime was
also emphatically in favour of French Jewish yoatintributing to the National
Revolution. It is therefore in the tensibetween these two priorities that the value of
this analysis rests. Youth, being neither adult obild, was key to the social
construction of the new social order and was imatety pushed to the forefront of
Vichy's rhetoric® In the aftermath of the defeat, youth became &aleplayer in the
debate over how to regenerate the nation and ittinascategory, rather than men
who had brought about the defeat, or women or @mldwhich was to be the bearer

of the National Revolution.

Analysing Jewish youth’'s coexistence with Vichy eslieless requires further
boundaries to be drawn. Of course, some Jews didenter into a reciprocal
relationship with Vichy, be it because they imméelya opposed the nature of the
regime, or because Vichy did not seek to coopexéte them. For example, Jewish

youth without French citizenship were ineligible receive state subsidies and their

® The investigation supports the opinions of Pi@oerdieu who argued that ‘youth is just a word’, a
‘biological datum, socially manipulated and manghlé’. See P. Bourdie&ociology in Question
(London, 1993), pp. 94-102. To locate young peagtkin the social unit of youth fails to appreciate
their vicissitudes and multiple experiences. Néhaddss, interrogations over the theoretical conoépt
‘youth’ and its deconstruction as a social categdrgnalysis lie beyond the scope of the current
project. For an excellent overview on the socialstouction of youth, see G. Jon¥guth(Cambridge,
20009).



presence was not permitted in the majority of thgime’s youth movements. With
such obstacles to coexistence, these youths liengethe scope of this investigation
and attention shall instead focus upon the Jewmslithy who took part in state-
sponsored youth movements. Such organisationsdedliboth the official Vichy
youth movements, notably the Chantiers de la Jsenesnd also those Jewish
movements which were looked upon favourably by tleev regime. However,
although they occupy much of the focus, this stigdyot confined exclusively to
Jews whose families had been in France for mora the@ generations. On the
contrary, the analysis broadens out to incorpdtaise ‘foreign’ Jewish youths who,
after acquiring citizenship in the 1920s and 193fs;ame eligible to take part in
Vichy's state-sponsored youth schemes. These ‘al&gad’ Jews do not usually
feature in traditional studies that investigatetivel French Jewry. Their inclusion by
Vichy to participate in its youth projects rendénsir presence central to this study,
first as an illustration of how Vichy placed its nemitment to youth above its
exclusionary policies and second as a means ofhitiating the heterogeneous
composition of French Jewry, which influenced dertdewish reactions to the
regime. Central to this project is the fact th&réhwas no ‘typical’ Jewish response to
Vichy. It is in the diversity of the responses he thew regime that the richness of

Jewish political and social attitudes can be found.

® For this project, ‘youth’ is defined as those @doknts who were eligible to take part in Vichy-
organised youth movements. They would usually Heaen between 18 and 25 years old in the period
1940-42.



Historiography

Hitherto, historiography focusing on Jews during thecond World War has been
viewed through the lenses of resistance, persectuiorescue. Historiographical
contexts and debates have taken these directiodshase not considered the
possibility of any other forms of engagement betw®¥e&hy and the Jews. Until the
early 1980s, studies of Jewish acts of resistanoa@tated the scholarship on Jewish
life under Vichy’ Focus was on the acts of resistance themselvas, litite
consideration was paid to the motivations and onstances that prompted Jews to
become resisters. Historians generally agree hidtel aftermath of the Second World
War the voices of Jewish victims who sought toifesis to their experiences of
discrimination and deportation during the Holocawstre largely ignorefl.In the
immediate post war years, Jewish institutions atfiavoided portraying Jews as
victims and instead sought to mould the Jewish eapee to be more in line with an
emerging resistance mythology. After the war, Feahad suffered a great loss of
national pride, yet Vichy had also left in its wakeores of divided families and
communities. At the Liberation, De Gaulle advanteel claim that France had been

united in resistance from the start in order tondaaline under the Vichy years and to

" See J. Lazarudpifs au CombatParis, 1947); D. KnouGontribution & I'histoire de la Résistance
juive en France, 194a.944(Paris, 1947); J. Ravinka Résistance Organisée des Juifs en France,
1940-1944 (Paris, 1973); A. Rutkowski,a Lutte des Juifs en France a 'Epoque de I'Ocdigra
1940-1944(Paris, 1975).

8 Annette Wieviorka has shown that after the retfrthe survivors, few people made any distinctions
between the political survivors of concentratiompa and the Jewish survivors of extermination
camps. See A. Wieviork@éportation et Génocide: entre la mémoire et I'ayBlaris, 1992).

Moreover, until recently, the dominant view had méeat Jewish victims deliberately avoided
speaking about the Holocaust in order to fit bautk regular post war life. However, this interptieta
has now shifted to one that argues that Jewistesodanted to speak, but they did not have an
audience willing to listen. See D. Cesarani, ‘Idtiotion’ in D. Cesarani, S. Bardgett, J. ReiniskD.
Steinert, (eds.)survivors of Nazi Persecution in Europe After teed®d World War. Landscapes after
Battle (London, 2010), pp. 1-11. This view, with specifiéerence to the French case, has also been
put forward by Jean-Marc Dreyfus: ‘Témoigner dShoah’, Lecture at the Maison Francaise, Oxford,
19 February 2010.



put an end to the infighting.According to this official narrative of the Ocatjon, a
deportee was rarely connected with a Jewish penmsther, the term was assigned
mainly to resisters, or on occasion to men who $eded in the Service du Travail
Obligatoire [hereafter, STO]. At this time, the @ende Documentation Juive
Contemporaine [hereafter, CDJC], the principal atol and publisher of
documentation of the experience of Jews under twig@ation, placed Jewish armed
resistance at the heart of its investigations aniclerable attention was paid to the
JewishMaquisin the Tarn and thA&rmée Juiven Toulouse™’ Despite this focus on
collective acts of Jewish resistance, studies dividual Jewish participation in
movements of national resistance also came tootied fWhile scholarship on Jewish
armed resistance has for some years remained anaftgins of enquiries into Vichy
and the Jews, it has never entirely disappeared iandurrently experiencing

something of a revival amongst Israeli schoférs.

By the early 1970s, Jewish armed resistance wdsnger the only focus and new

investigations that showed Jewish rescue as ainegé means of resistance had

° For more on the myth of the resistance, see LzDola Résistance francaise: Une histoire
perilleuse: Essai d’historiographi@aris, 2005). On De Gaulle’s involvement, sekl&areesingHh.e
mythe gaullien{Paris, 2010).

Y R. Poznanski, ‘Resistance and the Rescue of Jermince: From History to Historiography’,
Keynote lecture at: The Rescue of Jews in Frandatafempire during World War I, University of
Columbia, 25 March 2011.

1 See D. Diamant,es Juifs dans la Résistance Francaise, 198@4(Paris, 1971).

125ee S. Courtois, D. Peschanski, and A. RayskBang de I'Etranger: Les immigrés de la MOI dans
la RésistancéParis, 1989); A. Wieviorkd|s étaient juifs, résistants, communis(Bsiris, 1986). The
Israeli scholars Anat Gueta and Tsilla Hershcoesitty work on the armed resistance: Gueta, A., ‘The
Communist Jewish Resistance in France during ttm Qecupation: The Marseille Cell’, Paper
delivered at the Fifteenth World Congress of Jev@gldies, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 5
August 2009, and T. Hershco, ‘The Jewish ResistanEeance during World War II: The Gap
between History and Memory’, ilewish Political Studies Revied9: 1-2, Spring (2007). Studies on
Jewish armed resistance fit into a broader trarsmathistoriography that has existed since theD$96
following Raul Hilberg's downplaying of the Jewisssistance in the concluding chapter of his
magnum opus. See R. Hilbefhe Destruction of the European Je{@hicago, 1961). A flurry of
studies followed this work and continue to be pshwid, all of which demonstrate collective Jewish
resistance against the Nazis. See Y. Balleey Choose Life: Jewish Resistance in the Holddalesw
York, 1973); I. GutmanThe Heroism of the Jewish People in the Secondd/Wddr (Tel Aviv, 1985)
and R. Rozett)Jewish Armed Resistance in Hungary: A comparatie® (New York, 1997).



managed to ‘sneak into the CDJC historiograpfiyrhe frameworks and conclusions
in the studies of Anny Latour and Lucien Lazarersatly summed-up by the title of
Lazare’s work in English translatioRescue as ResistanéeThese investigations
emphasised that the danger and secrecy that weob/éd in the illegal rescue of

Jewish children by Jews, in itself categorisedstasice to Vichy.

It was the 1981 publication of Marrus and Paxtovishy France and the Jewhat

put to rest the accepted view that Vichy’s polidiewards the Jews had been created
on German orderS.Since this time, scholarship on Jewish persecwidghe hands of
Vichy has remained the dominant method through wtecconsider Jewish life under
the regimé® Publications in the 1990s and the new millenniuaveh broadly
continued to adopt this method of enquiry, resgltim a plethora of investigations
that analyse this aspectles années noireg A large number of these studies address
the mechanics of the regime’s racial laws throughtop-down examination,
investigating the political and economic manifdstat of the persecutionary
measures® Other studies, while incorporating the politicabaconomic dynamics of

persecution, place their emphasis on the sociacsspf the Jewish experience, to

3 poznanski, R., ‘Resistance and the Rescue of ifelrsince: From History to Historiography’.

14 A. Latour,La Résistance Juive en Frangaris, 1970); L. Lazaréa Résistance Juive en France
(Paris, 1987) and L. LazarRescue as Resistance: How Jewish Organisation$ifabig Holocaust in
France(New York, 1996).

15 M. Marrus and R.O. PaxtoNjchy France and the Jev{slew York, 1981). All reference to this
work is from the second edition (Stanford, 1995).

18 Rousso identified the final phase of Miehy Syndromethat is to say 1974 to the present, as being
marked by an obsession in public life with the 3wnemory of the occupation. See H. Rougée,
Vichy SyndroméCambridge, MA, 1994), p. 132. Studies exploring victimisation of Jews did exist
before this time but received only scant attentteee J. BilligLe Commissariat Général aux
Questions Juives ,1941944(3 vols, Paris, 1955-1960); G. Wellek&:toile Jaune a I'Heure de
Vichy (Paris, 1973).

" Amongst the most important general studies, séda®sfeld,Vichy-Auschwitz: Le role de Vichy
dans la solution finale de la question juive enrta@ 2 vols, (Paris, 1985); L. Jolyjchy dans la
Solution Finale: Histoire du Commissariat GénéralkaQuestions Juives 1941944 (Paris, 2006).

18 |n the bibliography to his recent study on the GGaurent Joly lists more than 300 secondary
sources under the heading: ‘Politique antijuivargtsémite en France de 1940 a 1944°. See Yathy
dans la Solution Finalgop. 971-984. This list mainly covers enquiries ithe bureaucratic
functioning of anti-Semitic policy and does notlirde social histories of the period.
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consider how, rather thamhether Jews reacted to the racial lat¥srurther, micro-
studies focusing on Jewish participation withinatjgular group or industry adopt
persecution as a lens through which to describedlagionship between their research

subject and the reginfé.

Investigating the Jewish experience through the Enpersecution is so powerfully
explanatory that local studies into Vichy and tleevd have adopted it as the only
framework with which to construct their enquirieafter establishing Vichy’s
responsibility for the racial laws at the natiomeel, it did not take long before
scholars began to investigate how the regime’s -Satnitic policies were
administered in the localities. Attempts to encgeraesearchers to employ local
archives when investigating Jewish life under Vitiag been made as early as 1966,
with the publication of Szajkowski's Franco-JewiSlazetteef: However, until the
1990s, scholarship on Jews in the provinces wastelinto local or amateur
historians’® The tendency amongst professional historians amine Jews in the
regions began with the works of Donna Ryan and [JEsiébe in the early 1996%.
Ryan and Estébe based their analyses on local amicipal archives, which they
combined with private community collections. In doing, they sought to adopt a

similar methodology to those employed by historiahd/ichy (such as Sweets and

9 See notably: A. KasplLes Juifs Pendant I'OccupatidiParis, 1991); ZuccottThe Holocaust the
French and the Jewand R. Poznanskiews in France during World War (Hanover, NH, 2001).

% See C. SingeWichy, l'université et les Juifdaris, 1992) and R. Weisbek§chy Law and the
Holocaust in Francd Amsterdam, 1996).

2L 7. SzajkowskiAnalytical Franco-Jewish Gazette@ew York, 1966), Szajkowski's book provides
a detailed overview of every departmental archivErance, listing files which relate to Jews inrfera
under the Occupation. This groundbreaking studyidom consulted by contemporary historians and
the BNF does not hold a copy. The author eagerbitawhe publication of the following piece: L.
Leff, The Archive Handler: Zosa Szajkowski and the Sahgpgf French Jewish History
(forthcoming).

2|, Landau, ‘La Communauté de Strasbourg-Limog88941944)’ inAlmanach KKL-Strasbourg
1964-1965.

% See D. RyariThe Holocaust and the Jews of Marsefllisbana and Chicago 1996) and J. Estébe,
Les Juifs a Toulouse et en Midi-Toulousain au Tedepgichy(Toulouse, 1996).
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Kedward) that investigated how the regime functibrie the province$! This
method had never been undertaken by historianoenglthe regime’s relationship
to its Jewish population, who had relied on Paasdd sources to construct their
analyses. More recently, however, scholars haven lzdde to take their studies
further, following the passing of France’s sixtyayeule limiting the consultation of
certain archival documents that relate to the Oatiap. The release of these files has
facilitated the task of researchers and has le@ tdeeper understanding of the

mechanisms behind Jewish persecution under Vithy.

The experience of Jews in the Tarn, which is oftreénmportance to the present
study, has been the subject of several enquiresmn Estébe’s study of Jews in the
Toulouse region under the Occupation includes itambrinformation that relates to
the spoliation and aryanisation measures in ther*faret, beyond the prism of
Jewish victimisation, Estébe’s study reveals litHbout how Jews experienced
everyday life in the department. The Tarn feat@g®ne of nine departments under
consideration and somewhat surprisingly, evidencemf the Archives
départementales du Tarn was not sought in the datigpi of Estebe’s analysis,
which instead relied on Paris and Toulouse-basemirdents. Other studies have
drawn on particular case studies that relate taJévash experience. The daily life of

foreign Jews in Lacaune has been the subject tfidy Dy a local historiaf” The

% H.R. KedwardResistance in Vichy Francé: Study of Ideas and Motivation in the SoutherneZon
19403-1942 (Oxford, 1978); J.F. Sweet€hoices in Vichy Francefhe French under Nazi Occupation
(Oxford, 1986).

% For a case study of the Occupied Zone, see BriguiLes Juifs en Dordogne 1930944
(Périgueux, 2003). For a study on Lens in the Zoterdite see M. Mariot, and C. Zalace a la
persécution. 991 Juifs dans la gue(Raris, 2011). For the non-Occupied Zone, seedAlld, La
Spoliation des Biens Juifs en Lot-et-GaroifNérac, 2005) and M. lancWjchy et les Juifs. L'Exemple
de I'Hérault (Montpellier, 2007).

* Estebeles Juifs & Toulouse

273, Marc,Les Juifs de Lacaune Sous Vichy 194 (Paris, 2001). In 1942, a compulsory order of
residence relocated 648 Jews to the village of laea
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camps of Saint-Sulpice and Brens, in which forelgws were interned, have been the
subject of a study by another local historfarin 2001, a conference was held in
Lacaune under the title: ‘Juifs et non Juifs danJ &rn pendant la Seconde Guerre
Mondiale’, and the conference proceedings were [aiblished by Jacques Fijalkow.

This *actes de colloque’ is the broadest accourthefJewish experience in the Tarn,

yet it still falls short of a full study?®

To date, Alain Michel's 1984 study on the Eclaiisraélites de France [hereafter,
EIF] under Vichy remains the most comprehensiveatof Jewish life at the EIF's
Chantier Rural at Lautrec (Tarn) and only Valériembsilla’'s 1987 Masters
dissertation has come close to matching Michel'seresive knowledge of the
Chantier’® Nevertheless, Ermosilla’s study is let down byeitslusive focus on how
Jews in the Tarn resisted Vichy. It is from thiglkenalone that she has investigated
the everyday experiences of youth at Lautrec. Mishanalysis, conversely, suffers
above all from the limitations of his evidence, @hiwas confined exclusively to
Paris-based Jewish sources (memoirs, private gamelence and oral interviews).
Writing in the 1980s, Michel was prohibited fromnsallting official Vichy sources,
under the sixty year rule. He was thus limited dastdering the Jewish experience in
isolation from the regime and he did not invesggateractions between Lautrec and
local Vichy officials. Finally, there have beendhbrarticles on the Chantier Rural at

Lautrec in theRevue du TarnTwo of these were written by the local priestaiitrec,

2D, Fabre, ‘Les Camps d’'Internement du Tarn: SSinipice et Brens’, in M-L.Cohen and E. Malo,
(eds.),Les Camps du Sud-Ouest de la Frafiteulouse, 1994), pp. 71-79.

29 Conference organised by Jacques Fijalkow, 15—péeSter 2001. J. Fijalkow, (edYichy, les
Juifs et les Justes: L'Exemple du T4froulouse, 2003). Only half of the articles in ttwdlection
relate specifically to the Tarn. Of these, only #ntcle by Alain Michel investigates Jewish ddife
with the remaining articles focusing on Jewishrinteent, the local Justes and the Resistance.

%0 A. Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France pendant la $eeoGuerre mondiale, septembre
1939 — septembre 1944: Action et EvolutiBaris, 1984); V. Ermossila, ‘La Résistance Juiaps le
Tarn 1939-1944 : Réalités et Répresentations’ (&fsité de Toulouse-Le-Mirail, Master’s Thesis,
1987).
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Abbé André Maynadier; the third, charting the tcijeies of two members, was
written by a Masters studeftUntil now, Abbé Maynadier remains the only person
to have fully consulted the EIF files on Lautrectta Archives départementales du
Tarn. However, through his focus on administrateuments, Maynadier fails to
consider the dynamics of the relationship betwesm Jewish scouts and their
neighbours. Moreover, his articles have a numbesigiificant shortcomings, above
all his selective use of evidence: for exampleptmosefully omits all the letters of

complaint from neighbours that were sent to théeatare.

The study of theShoahin the localities is now attractive territory fdistorians
because of the support, both moral and financiat they may receive from
distinguished scholars and philanthropic orgarosati Writing in the preface to
Bernard Reviriego’s meticulous investigation of terdogne, Serge Klarsfeld wrote
of the need for a study of tH&hoahin every French department. This would, he

noted, lead to:

Une centaine d’ouvrages qui permettraient probabtemd’élaborer de
nouvelles syntheses concernant le sort des JuifEraece, confirmant ou
infirmant les travaux de référence en place aujbuid?

These local investigations are important in revigahow anti-Semitic polices were

applied and how Jews reacted to their implememtat@ucially, they chart how the

3L A. Maynadier, ‘Le Chantier Rural des Ormes, dégioes a ao(t 1942Revue du Tarmo 192,
Hiver (2003), pp. 639-658; A. Maynadier, ‘Le ChantRural des Ormes (1940-1944). Deuxieme
Période’,Revue du Tarmo. 203, Automne (2006), pp. 455-467 and M. Orjekdrien Gensburger et
Jean-Paul Bader : Du Scoutisme Juif a la Résistand@evue du Tarmo 203, Automne (2006).
Orjekh did not make use of the Archives départealeatdu Tarn [ADT]. | am grateful to Abbé
Maynadier for his helpful suggestions during a rmgeat Lautrec on 12 February 2009.

32 Klarsfeld, in the preface to Reviriedces Juifs en Dordogne. 5.
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racial laws were first interpreted and then enactethe regions, illuminating the

nature of the problems faced by local officials fronted with orders from above.

In analysing the social experience of Jews in tuallties, the current investigation
builds on the important work of Poznanski, Ryan Bstebe. Nevertheless, this study
would suggest that the methodologies employed loyh savestigations at both the
national and local levels are fundamentally prolagea Until now, studies into Vichy
and the Jews have fit into one of three main imeggtions outlined in this section.
Some studies only touch upon one aspect and otmeEpsulate all three; yet none
have escaped the gravitational pull of resistaresue or persecution, when seeking

to formulate new interpretations of the experieotéews under Vichy?

In the existing literature, the years 1940-42 ameoat always seen as a precursor to
the later tragic events of the period 1942—-44 naetin which the roundups and
deportations exposed French Jewry’s unambiguousmsation by the regime.
Memorable titles of certain historical works suck Serge Klarsfeld’svichy —
Auschwitzonly exacerbate the teleology linking between tihe periods® In his
chapter on the non-Occupied Zone, Kaspi begins hmrting the discriminatory
measures from 1943, thereby creating the impregfiana Jew’s life in France in
1943 would have differed very little from his orrHife two years priof> Similarly,
Poznanski, who treats in great depth the years-118MP, seeks to qualify this period

as a time when Jews became aware of their victtmisand sought primarily to

% The investigations by Renée Ponznanski and Ashbel cover resistance, rescue and persecution.
See Poznanskiews in Francend A. CohenPersécutions et sauvetages; Juifs et Francais sous
I'Occupation et sous Vich§Paris, 1993).

3 Klarsfeld,Vichy-Auschwitz

% Kaspi,Les Juifs Pendant I'Occupatipp. 162.
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protect themselves or their fellow JeWsThere is little doubt that Jews working in
the civil service and in the liberal professionswdohave been very aware of the first
and secondstatut des JuifsHowever, should this imply that all French Jewshe

non-Occupied Zone were affected by the racial lalsan extent, the answer must
be affirmative. Although many French Jews did neh@@roperty and did not exercise
professions that fell under the auspices ofdtaguts the compulsory census of July
1941 placed them in direct contact with the rataals. However, while the census
was later to become an important tool with whichrdand up Jews, how far in the
summer of 1941 did Jewish signatories believe ithegpresented an instrument of

discrimination?

Approaching the subject through the lenses of tasi®, rescue and persecution can
thus take the historian only so far. They do ntmvalinvestigation into the areas that
this study seeks to address, namely cooperatioraacommodation between Vichy
and the Jews. For example, the existing interpogtatdo not allow enquiry into any
differences that may have existed at Vichy over Jawish Question. As Adler has

noted:

All [Vichy Ministers] seemed to agree that Jews leercised a nefarious
influence on society, had to be denied accessttoitaes likely to influence
public opinion and removed from the econothy.

The heterogeneity of the Vichy regime is generayerlooked when considering

Vichy’s position towards the Jews. Existing studies/e not analysed those wings

and persons in positions of power which were naét&emitic and they have ignored

% poznanskiJews in Francepp. 66—103.
377. Adler, ‘The Jews and Vichy: Reflections on Rtehlistoriography’The Historical Journal44, 4
(2001), p. 1069.
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any differences which may have existed betweerattieSemitic legislation amongst
these groups and individuals. In the same veinmaation of the Jewish experience
has treated Vichy as a bloc against which to explewish aspects of the Occupation,
namely resistance, rescue and persecution. Thasgoc@s do not permit a full
investigation into the diversity of French Jewrgsperiences under Vichy. Instead,
they offer an image of a shared Jewish experiendernuthe Occupation. Inquiry into
Jewish life under Vichy generally observes how anatithic Jewish community
reacted to a constantly deteriorating situatiomftbe summer of 194%.1t is argued
that Jews were generally aware of the discrimiryategislation and developed
collective responses to counter them. Such an apprprevents deeper enquiry into
how, or even whether, ordinary Jews not affiliatéth Jewish communal institutions

sought to negotiate their relationship with theimesg

The sensitivity of the Holocaust as an area ofohisal investigation offers an
explanation as to why scholarship based on these ttanonical factors has remained
so entrenched. Historiographical trends are stsomgfluenced by contemporary
factors. When writing about history so directly nented to the Holocaust, historians
often feel an obligation to display increased densi. Media interest and regular
exhibitions and commemorations across France hawed to place suffering at the
heart of the Jewish remembrance of Vichy. In Fraschool children compete each
year in an essay-writing prize, ti@ncours de la Résistance et de la Déportation
Survivors are regularly invited to French schoaid ahildren are brought from across

France to thé&émorial de la Shoamuseum in Paris.

3 poznanskiJews in Francepp.42—-43.This is also demonstrated by the very title of DmfRyan’s
investigation;The Holocaust and the Jews of Marseille
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The influence of such external factors on histaiahVichy and the Jews affects the
framework that governs their methods of enquiryribgithe late 1980s and 1990s,
the media attention given to the trials of KlaustB& and Paul Touvier, and the
assassination of René Bousquet, propelled Jewisbe@éion — as a dominant
discourse — to the forefront of the nation’s remeanbe of the war time yeat$This

was further captured in 1995 when President Chaadically recognized France’s

responsibility in the persecutions:

Oui, la folie criminelle de I'occupant a été secéadpar des Francais, par
'Etat Francais [...] La France, patrie des Lumiésesles Droits de 'Homme,
terre d'accueil et d'asile, la France, ce jourdégcomplissait l'irréparable.
Manquant & sa parole, elle livrait ses protégésisIbourreaus’
The Jewish memory, publically legitimised by PresidChirac, declared that Vichy
and the Holocaust were inextricably connected. d®aitgon or Jewish resistance to it
has remained the only lens through which to exandewish life at this time.

Critically, this debate has spread far beyond timtd of the Jewish community. It

represents how France, not just Jews in Francesmdrar Vichy.

This study suggests that until now, the sensitiatythe Holocaust has meant that
alternative approaches of investigating the Jevegperience of the Occupation,
though conceived, have not come to fruition. Wgtin 1991, André Kaspi identified

the limitations of persecution and resistance fstonians who sought to interrogate

Jewish life under Vichy and tried to put forwardankistorical methods that he felt

39 For more on the memory of the Occupation durirgsipecific historical context of the 1990s, see
R.J. GolsanYichy's Afterlife: History and Counterhistory in Bwar France(Lincoln, NE, 2000).

0 Speech by President Chirac at the anniversafyeoGrands Rafles de Vél d’Hiv, T8uly 1995,
quoted in J. Chiradylon combat pour la France: textes et interventjdr@95—-2001Paris, 2007), pp.
30-31.
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were needed in this ar&aln the year that followed the release of Pierrédrie’s
groundbreaking study of public opinion, Kaspi mained that enquiry into the
everyday life of Jews under the Occupation was tpivim determining the multiple
experiences of Jews at that tiffe<aspi argued that not all Jews were involved in
rescue activity and that not all Jews were caughhé round-up&® The publication

of his work in 1991, the year in which René Bousquas indicted for crimes against
humanity and at the height of the Touvier Affaigant that Kaspi’'s book appeared at
a crucial moment in the debate over France’s mermbiis Vichy past. This study
argues that Kaspi’'s call for a more developed aslgf the everyday life of Jews
under Vichy came too early and that the Jewish mmgrod Vichy was not — and

perhaps is still not — ready for such an undertakin

Nevertheless, historiographical boundaries in oHreas have, in recent years, been
pushed back to make way for a variety of new ingiions of French society under
Vichy. As a result, the dichotomy of resistancesusrcollaboration, which for so long
dominated historiographical debates, has now almosipletely been put to rest.
New studies that employ innovative methodologiesghavealed the shortcomings of
this adamantine approach. Enquiry into Vichy in tbealities has revealed the
complexities of everyday life under the Occupati&tudies by Cobb, Sweets and
Gildea into aspects of everyday life that were elgmeed by ordinary French people

have illustrated an intricate web of personal refet that have thoroughly blurred the

! Kaspi,Les Juifs Pendant I'Occupatipp. 13

“2|bid. See also P. Laborie)Opinion Francaise sous VichiParis, 1990).

3 Unfortunately, his call to enlarge the approaatstadies into Vichy and the Jews was buried in his
introduction and Kaspi himself did not wave froméstigating the subject through a prism of
persecution. See Kaspies Juifs Pendant I'Occupatippp. 13-17.
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boundaries between collaboration and resistdhcEhe contribution of Philippe
Burrin, who has suggested looking at the choicesrehch people through their
accommodation of, rather than their collaboratiothwithe Germans, has further
stimulated the historiography. At a time of suchnfogion and uncertainty, to
accommodate Vichy as a means of ‘getting throulgly’@ccupation became a way of
life for many millions of French peopfé.Recently, the work of Bénédicte Vergez-
Chaignon on what have been labelled Yfiehysto-Résistantghose resisters who
were pro-Vichy, has gone even further in hammetirgfinal nail into the coffin of
the ‘resistance versus collaboration’ dichotothyHowever, in spite of this
historiographical renewal, scholars investigatiegvsd under Vichy have, until now,
isolated the Jewish experience of everyday lifehmithe existing interpretations of
resistance, rescue and persecution and have nosideoed adapting their

methodologies to be more in line with recent frarme® of investigation.

This study emerges from a historiographical traditithat seeks to explore
heterogeneity within the Vichy regime. Since thal+h970s, notions of a monolithic
Vichy have been successfully unravelled, thus aligwscholars to examine the
complexities that existed within a great numberirmtitutions, components and
theories of the regim¥&. The conclusions of these recent studies, in ergotie

diversity of the regime, have explored the posgybdf an alternative Vichy. In the

*R. CobbFrench and Germans, Germans and French. A persatetipretation of France under
Two Occupations, 1934918/19461944 (Hanover and London, 1983); Swedthoices in Vichy
France R. GildeaMarianne in Chains: In Search of the German Occiqrat1946-1945
(Basingstoke and London, 2002Yhile for many years examinations of Vichy in tbealities
remained the terrain of Anglo-Saxon historianss thino longer the case and a conference at Ssience
Po Bordeaux organised by Pascal Ory in Decembed 26dund the theme of ‘Villes et Culture sous
I'Occupation’, is testament to the changing attitud French historians towards regional studies.
“5p. Burrin,France under the Germans, Collaboration and CompserfNew York, 1996), p. viii.

8 B. Vergez-Chaignori,es Vichysto-Résistants: de 1940 & nos j¢Besis, 2008).

" S. HoffmanDecline or Renewal? France Since the 1980sw York, 1974); KedwardResistance
in Vichy France.
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summer of 1940, many people saw Vichy as an unknewtity with multiple
possibilities. The disappearance of the Third Rép@nsured that adjusting to Vichy
was not like adjusting to a known phenomenon. Rathevas something new and
unimagined. These investigations have shown thaitsinearly days, Vichy was
malleable and very open to rival influences. Pesskiaobserves that at the beginning
of the regime, groups and individuals not assodiatgh the traditional Right sought
to mould Vichy into something they could work with implement their ideas on
social, political or economic renew#IThat said, such a re-writing has only gone so
far and although scholarship on ‘a plural Vichyshacreased since the early 1990s, it
has not complicated the anti-Semitism of the regwieose image as an anti-Semitic
bloc has been left largely uncontestddn exposing the plurality that existed at the
highest levels of policy regarding the Jewish Qoest this study builds on
revelations of the plurality of the regime by expig how this plurality manifested in

the domain of Vichy and the Jews.

Additional historiographical developments have akcen place which have enabled
the current study to surface. Research into Frgmehh and theHomme Nouveau

across a range of historical periods has receivediderable scholarly attention in
recent years. This focus on youth has helped shedrtant light on their position as

historical agents and as objects of state plantiifigne study of youth under Vichy

8 D. Peschanski, ‘Vichy Singular and Plural’, infsshman, L-L. Downs, I. Sinanoglou, L. Smith, and
R. Zaretsky, (eds.J;rance at War: Vichy and the Historia@®xford, 2000), p. 116.

“9 For more on a plural Vichy, see H.R. Kedwdrd,Vie en Bleu: France and the French Since 1900
(London, 2006), p. 267.

*0 For an important recent overview spanning theyagreteenth century to the present see L.
Bantigny, and |. Jablonkdeunesse oblige. Histoire des Jeunes en France-XXle sieclgParis,
2009). On the French Revolution, see A. de Baectllmmme nouveau est arrive. La régénération
du Francais en 178Mix-huitieme Sieécle20 (1988); M. Ozouf, ‘La Révolution frangaisdaet
formation de I’homme nouveau’ idhomme régénéré : Essais sur la Révolution fragegraris,

1989), pp. 116-145. For some of the most intergstirse studies on the nineteenth century see L.R.
Berlanstein, ‘Vagrants, beggars and thieves. Dakng boys in mid-nineteenth century Parigurnal

21



has also been carefully analysed from top-downlkattbm-up perspectives, resulting
in a series of studies illuminating how the Seciétasénéral a la Jeunesse [hereafter,
SGJ] functioned in the localities and the respordemuth to the regime. Seeking
to investigate the sort of youth who were intenttetbrm the elite of the new society,
a number of studies in the 1980s and 1990s turneid attention towards Vichy’s
leadership schools and the regime’s quasi-obsessitim creating theHomme
Nouveatr? More recently, scholars have turned away fromtitigayouth as a bloc
which Vichy sought to mould and have instead sthtie look at the various
subsections that constituted France’s yotithxisting studies on youth under Vichy
have largely failed to include Jewish youth as pétheir analysed’ Claude Singer's
wide-ranging study of Jews in French universitiesan important exception. The

present study has benefited from Singer’s approablth focuses on the relationship

of Social History12, (1979) and J-C. Fardya Jeunesse rurale dans la France du XIX si¢ekris,
2004). Amongst the many studies of youth in thentie¢h century, see L-L. Down€hildhood in the
Promised Land: Working-Class Movements and the i@edode Vacances in France, 188960
(Durham, NC, 2002) and R.I. Joligiding the New Wave: Youth and the Rejuvenatidirarice after

the Second World W¢Btanford, CA, 2007).

*1 Halls’ analysis on the functioning of the SGJ r@mahe most detailed study of this government
ministry. See W.D. HallsThe Youth of Vichy Frand®©xford, 1981). Pierre Giolitto adopted a similar
administrative approach to Halls, which he combinét a survey of the various youth movements.
See P. GiolittoHistoire de la Jeunesse sous VidRaris, 1991). A 1983 colloquium was organised by
the Institut National d’Education Populaire arouie theme of the youth of Vichy France. This
brought together historians, former bureaucrate@SGJ and former participants in Vichy’s youth
organisations. See P. Gallaud, (ed.), ‘EducatiqmuRdre Jeune dans la France de Vichy: 1940-1944’,
Les Cahiers de I'Animatiorne Publication de 'NEP, No 49 and 50 (Parig33).

2 See B. ComtdJne Utopie Combattante: L’Ecole des Cadres d’Urid@d0-1942(Paris, 1991); J.
Hellman, The Knight-Monks of Vichy France: Uriage, 194945 2" edn (Montréal, 1997). Limore
Yagil is the only scholar to have researched inthiédpeHomme NouvealHowever, as has also been
shown by Jackson, there is a need to treat thily stith considerable care owing to the way in which
Yagil does not follow the trajectories of Vichysatoric, thus failing to consider how it was
implemented and reacted to on the ground. See gil,YaHomme Nouveau et la Révolution Nationale
de Vichy (19461944)(Lille, 1997) and J. JacksoRrance the Dark Year€xford, 2001), p. 639.

%3 See B. Casiglia, ‘La Jeunesse Agricole CatholidéeC), 1939-1945’, in J.W. Dereymez, (edE)e
Jeune en France, 1939945 (Paris, 2001), pp. 217-223. S. Fishm#ine Battle for Children: World
War 1l, Youth Crime, and Juvenile Justice in TwethtiCentury FrancéCambridge, MA, 2002) S.B.
Roberts, ‘A Case for Dissidence in Occupied Pditie Zazous, Youth Dissidence and the Yellow Star
Campaign in Occupied Paris (194Ftench History Vol 24, No 1, (2010), pp. 82-103.

** A notable exception is a collection of case stsigigited by Jean-William Dereymez. Nevertheless,
Jewish youth are investigated within the parameiétkeir resistance activity. See R. Poznanskig'E
jeune et juif en France pendant la Seconde Guesralimle’ and L. Lazare, ‘Un Jeune Francais au
carrefour de la Résistance et de la Résistance’jiivDereymez, (ed.Etre Jeune en Franc@p. 71—

88 and 271-277.
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between a subsection of Jews and a particular \icimjstry>> A lack of crossover
between scholars investigating multiple feature¥ichy and others focusing solely
on Jewish aspects of the regime may explain thserad®e. Halls attributes the
deliberate exclusion of Jews from his study by akyphg that the issue was to be
dealt with by Marrus and Paxton in their study a€hy and the Jews, at that time
forthcoming® In doing so, Halls implies that the study of Jéwigouth merits
consideration within a framework specifically desg for the study of Vichy and the
Jews, and not within general studies of Vichy.He same vein, this omission may
also emerge from an assumption amongst scholarsingoon social dimensions of
the regime that Jewish youth were immediately gobdd from schemes organised by
the SGJ. As Pollard has argued, Jewish youth ‘dichave the choice to “rally” for a
new France. Rather, their youth was brutalized destroyed®’ Through a focus on
Jewish youth’s engagement with state-sponsore@tings, this study will, for the

first time, bring together two historiographiestthave never previously been joined.

Over the course of the last twenty years, schalarsh Vichy France has gradually
moved away from an entrenched focus on the Resistemone which considers the
panoply of experiences that existed under the Cateup Scholars investigating
Vichy and the Jews have also shifted their enguinehich, while still addressing
Jewish persecution, have broadened their lineshedstigation to consider Jews’
interaction with their non-Jewish neighbours. Adtogly, a focus on the victim has
shifted to a focus on the rescuer, be they Jewishoa-Jewish. Unlike the earlier

investigations of Latour and Lazare, however, restudies on rescue have not been

%5 Singer,Vichy, 'université et les JuifSinger based his study on intense archival inyton on the
ministry of public instruction. Although Singer denstrates the heterogeneity of French Jewry, his
study fails to consider in-depth the diversity a€Ny policy makers over the Jewish Question.

%% Halls, The Youth of Vichy Frangep. vi-vii.

M. Pollard,Reign of Virtue: Mobilizing Gender in Vichy Fran@@hicago, 1998), p. 95.
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situated within a broader narrative of Jewish tasise and have instead considered
the dynamics at the heart of Jewish rescue actsy mawhich were dependent on
cooperation with non-Jew8.Contrary to the opinion of Limore Yagil, the rescof
Jews by their non-Jewish neighbours is currentlpragst the most researched areas
of enquiry in the field of Vichy and the JewsThis has been sparked by a renewed
interest inLes Justesnon-Jews who for no financial motivation riskéit lives to
assist persecuted JefsStudies ofLes Justes de Frandeave become an important
category of historical enquiry that situates itsallependent of the resistarfteAt
public ceremonies across France, officials from Yadhem and the Israeli embassy
regularly award the ‘médaille des justes’ to nowslevho rescued Jews during the

Second World Wa? Interest inLes Justesoincides with a broader research project

*8 Despite the growing interest in the rescue of Jeyvson-Jews, Jewish rescue continues to remain a
central lens through which to consider Vichy anel Jews. For an excellent recent overview on Jewish
rescue acts, see B. MooByrvivors: Jewish Self-Help and Rescue in Nazi-PieclWestern Europe
(Oxford, 2010). On the EIF see C. Lewertowslds Enfants de Moissac, 193®45 2" edn (Paris,
2009). On OSE, see K. Hazan and S. Klarsfeddsauvetage des enfants juifs pendant I'Occupation
dans les maisons de I'OSE, 193845 (Paris, 2009). Miranda Pollard is currently writia book on

the Réseau Marcel in Nice. M. Pollafdclette Abadi and a Holocaust Soundscape (Nice-Avisch
Bergen Belsen-Paris), 1939947 (Forthcoming). A recent conference organised blgdRoPaxton and
Pierre Sauvage, was entitled ‘The Rescue of Jawsvérsity of Columbia 24—-25 March 2011). A
large number of presentations addressed the aotsade carried out by Jews (University of Columbia
24-25 March 2011). See notably the interventiondarfiet Jackson and Georges Weill, available
online at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=irhBBBM®&feature=relmfu, accessed 25 May 2011.

%9 According to Yagil, scholars investigating theaws of Jews have only concentrated on Jewish
rescue efforts in which; ‘les chrétiens en étatetalement absents’. See L. Yadig France terre de
refuge et de désobéissance civile (:43814),Vol 1 (Paris, 2011), p. 30. The work of Renée Biglia

on Témoignage Chrétien or Philip Hallie on Le Chamisur-Lignon reveals just how far Yagil is
incorrect on this point. See R. Bédaridas Armes de I'Esprit: Témoignage Chrétien (19414)

(Paris, 1977); P. Hallid,est Innocent Blood be Shed: The Story of thagéllof Le Chambon and how
Goodness Happened Thdidew York, 1979). Further, the summer 2012 volwhErench Politics,
Culture and Societwill be a special issue that will concentrate aslely on ‘The Rescue of Jews'.

At Paxton and Sauvage’s recent conference, a fargier of presentations addressed non-Jewish acts
of rescue. See notably the interventions of Susac@ti and Sarah Gensburger, available online at:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yGlqzSL-I8Y &featuretmfu, accessed 25 May 2011.

% Since 1963l es Justesor the Righteous amongst the Nations, have baanded medals for their
rescue efforts.

®1 See S. Gensburgéres Politiques Publiques de la Mémoire: Les JudteSrance(Paris, 2010).

%2 At the time of writing there are 3,340istes de FranceSeehttp://www.ajpn.org/tousjustes-65.html
accessed 25 May 2011.
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amongst scholars of Jewish-non Jewish relations, avk currently investigating the

history of philosemitisnt>

With the rescue of Jews arguably at the centreoifst histories of Vichy, historians
not investigating the Jewish experience directiyehavhere viable, sought to weave it
into their narratives. A fitting illustration is ¢hway in which the history of the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse has been written. Jevesnoementioned at all in the first
studies of the Chantief4.However, recent works by amateur historians amdeh
sympathetic to the Chantiers have tapped into thmaimknt Jewish memory of the
Occupation, namely persecution, in order to show Hwe Chantiers de la Jeunesse
sought to reduce Jewish sufferittgThe work of the Research Centre of the
Association of former members of the Chantiersad@dunesse (CERPA) has gained
from the recent interest ihes Justesn placing rescue and shelter at the core of
Jewish interactions with the Chantié?sEmphasis on the Chantiers de la Jeunesse
and its relations with Jews has shifted towardspéeod 1942—1944 in which, as is
well known through Jewish memoirs and testimoncestain Jews were able to find

safe haven in some of Vichy’s Chantiers de la Jesafé

83 See J. Karp, and A. Sutcliffe, (ed$hilosemitism in HistoryCambridge, 2011). Maurice Samuels
(Yale) is currently working on the history of phslemitism in France from the Revolution to the
present.

5. DelageGrandeurs et servitudes des Chantiers de la Jeer{fssis, 1950) and A.S. Van-Hecke,
Les Chantiers de la Jeunesse au secours de la EBraouvenirs d'un soldgParis, 1970).

% The first of these was: A. Huan, F. Chantepie, &l OheixLes Chantiers de la Jeunesse 1940
1944: Une expérience de Service C{iNantes, 1998).

% Centre de Recherche Historiques du Patrimoine stAteciens Combattants des Chantiers de la
JeunesseThe journal of this groupMiémoires des Chantierbas been issued three times a year since
its initial publication in 1999. For a recent exdenpn the sheltering of Jews in the Chantiers, see
Mémoires des Chantierao.30, June 2008, pp. 7-8.

%7 See the case of well-known French singer Franeisdrque in F. Lemarqué&’ai la mémoire qui
chante(Paris, 1992), pp. 216-220.
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The nature of historical investigation into Vichgdathe Jews has come a long way
since Marrus and Paxton’s groundbreaking politisaidy. At present, the social
history of the Jewish experience dominates schularsvhich as has been explained,
has recently moved from an entrenched focus orvittien, to include the personal
trajectories of the non-Jewish rescuer. This shiftay from exploring Jews in
isolation and towards a more comprehensive anatiisisincludes examining their
interactions with non-Jews, has greatly refined historiography of the period and
helped pave the way for the present investigatiowever, with these enquiries
unable to disentangle themselves completely froen filmly-rooted framework of
resistance, rescue and persecution, this impoderelopment represents only a first

step towards writing a broad social history of Jewder Vichy.

This enquiry will test the predetermined conclusidhat lie at the heart of most
existing investigations. It considers that an ensghan persecution, formative for the
current Jewish memory of Vichy, has blurred manstidctions both in Vichy's
attitudes towards the Jews and Jewish responsdbetaegime. Crucially, this
investigation suggests that the situations faceBrbych Jewry in the period 1942—-44
have come to dominate the nation’s collective retmamce of Jewish life under
Vichy. In seeking to consider the plurality of thewish experience during the earlier,
more ideologically heterogeneous period of 1940-#® choice of a suitable
methodology — one which does not treat Vichy adoa khgainst which to explore

Jewish victimisation — becomes invaluable.
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Method

This enquiry considers that the most effective wawhich to investigate and assess
the cohabitation of Jewish youth and Vichy policgkimg at the centre is to discover
how this worked in practice in the localities. Tlagproach does not purport to be
new. Rather, it gains its inspiration from the g@ents set by other historians seeking
to find Vichy in the localitie§® Methodologically, this enquiry encourages a bottom
up and top down analysis in order to best seekpatterns and similarities in the
reactions of Jewish youth towards Vichy, and aliw towards Jewish youth
displayed by their neighbours and organisms ofréggme. This approach allows for
an ongoing examination of certain Vichy institusorabove all the CGQJ and the
SGJ, whose sustained presence throughout this tigagsn, offers constant

reassessment of Vichy’s multifaceted attitude talsdhe Jews.

The analysis is based on a combination of natiandl local investigations that are
underpinned by two case studies. First, througlstalysing on the experiences of a
loose group or network of Jews at the EIF’'s ru@hmune at Lautrec (Tarn), this
study examines Jewish youths’ practices at thd legal. Second, it explores Jewish
youth participating as individuals on the natiotelel through their involvement in

the Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

By conducting local studies, historians of the megiare exposed to different
dynamics affecting real people and diverse commas)itipon whose lives Vichy did

or did not impact. The complex ways in which groapsl individuals interact at the

% Most notably, Gildeaylarianne in Chainskedward,Resistance in Vichy Fran@nd Sweets, J.F.
Choices in Vichy France
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local level are crucial in exposing the grey ardas are not always obvious from
national studies. They draw out the immense vardétghoices and experiences to
reveal the multifaceted nature of everyday life @mdichy. Such an approach offers
an important reassessment of how local communiggponded towards Jews and
Jews towards communities. After tHexode a high proportion of Jews found
themselves in the south-west, an area which haérrimen home to a sizeable Jewish
population (Figure 1). The EIF's decision to build its largest Chantikeural at
Lautrec rendered the Tarn a logical department whicth to investigate how Jewish
youth sought to work with Vichy and the reactionistlee local population and
administration towards Jewish youth. Despite gegagadiversity, a micro-study of
Lautrec mirrors the complex dynamics that existetivieen Jews and French society
across the non-Occupied Zone. As Sweets has arthesdxperience of the people in
one town; ‘offers many insights that are valualde dnderstanding the attitudes and

behaviour of other French citizertd'.

% SweetsChoices in Vichy Frange. vii.
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The arrivalen massef Jews to Lautrec in November 1940 brought abloeicreation
of a specific ‘Jewish Space’ to the regi@rn this enclave of the Tarn, Jews had no
territorial connection with a collective conscioasa. Crucially, their pariah status in
the commune led to the creation of what Foucawtdescribed as an ‘other’ space,
which throughout the Occupation existed in conjiomciwith the existing, majority,
Lautrécois spac€- The Jewish experience of Lautrec thus providespaoortunity to

consider spatial practices, or what Mary LouisettPhas termed ‘contact zones’,

* Discussion on space entered the social sciendes ih980s. See the groundbreaking works by M. de
Certeau, ‘Spatial StoriesThe Practice of Everyday Lifeondon, 1984), pp. 115-130 and H.
Lefebvre,The Production of Spad®©xford, 1994). However, it has only been sinaeehrly 2000s

that scholars have investigated notions of a ‘JeBigace’. See J. Brauch, A. Lipphardt, and A. Nocke
‘Exploring Jewish Space: An Approach’ in Brauch,Lipphardt, A., and Nocke, A., (edsJgwish
Topographies: Visions of Space, Traditions of Plg&dershot, 2008), pp. 1-23. In 2010 a conference
was held at St Antony’s College, Oxford to inveatgthe phenomenon of Jewish Space: ‘Jewish
Spaces in Modern Societies and Cultures: Germa@pinparative Perspective’, 26—27 May 2010.
Conference organised by Jane Caplan and SimongL&3sis Pearson’s work on space under Vichy
has been pioneering. See C. PearSeasred Landscapes: War and Nature in Vichy Fraghamdon,
2008).

"L M. Foucault, ‘Of Other Space®jacritics, 16.1, Spring, (1986), 22—27.
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through which to analyse the interaction betweeh@mnpresence of Jews and the rest
of the populatiorf? Nevertheless, communal activities between Jews/éiaders and
interactions with Vichy show that Jews were entadgh a complex spatial existence,
where they passed regularly from an isolated Jespsite into a hybrid, public space
in which they were the minority. Approaching howwi&h youth at Lautrec
negotiated their engagement between these spawes s&s an important indicator of

how Jews experienced Vichy at the macro level.

In order to discover how far the reactions of logedople in the Tarn were
representative of the majority of the French pofporaand to ascertain why policies
were implemented unevenly, relevant comparisonse hdeen drawn with
neighbouring departments. The Tarn-et-Garonne oféer excellent department for
such an evaluation. Like the Tarn, the Tarn-et-Gaeowas a sparsely populated rural
department whose Jewish population increased uvabdry, thanks largely to the
relocation of the EIF headquarters to Moissac ineJt940. The significance of
Toulouse as an administrative centre, coupled istposition as being home to more
Jews than any other department in the south westers the Haute-Garonne an
important location from which to consider the cogpen between Vichy and Jewish

youth.

This local study will be combined with an analysfsvichy’s policies insofar as they
impacted on the question of Jewish youth. Thera iseed to unlock the policy
making process in regards to Jewish youth in VidRgtracing policy thinking from

the local level and back to Vichy will iluminatehere instructions were coming from

2 pratt defines contact zones as ‘social spacesewhsiures meet, clash, and grapple with each pther
often in contexts of highly asymmetrical relatiarigpower’. See M-L. Pratt, ‘Arts of the Contact
Zone’, Profession 911991, p. 34.
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and who was giving them. To this end, establistimg outcome of conflict over
policy decisions which arose between the nationdl the local level, serves as an
important indicator in revealing how much room fadjustment and compromise

existed by delegates concerning the Jewish question

Exploring Jewish involvement in the Chantiers deléainesse at the national level
reveals elements that would not be produced byifignithe scope to a local study of
life in a single or even several Chantiers. Stugyanrange of Chantiers produces a
variety of Jewish experiences and illuminates mldtiattitudes amongst thehefs
over the question of Jewish youth. Moreover, aomai study of the Chantiers
benefits from a top-down and bottom-up approachcigating the tension between
Chatel-Guyon (Puy-de-Dome), the headquarters of dhganisation, and local
officials over the Jewish Question. It is only thgh investigating multiple case
studies at the national level that patterns anevarssbegin to emerge which reveal a
range of attitudes by Jewish youth towards themmegand by local people towards
Jews. Local factors alone do not adequately exptaich patterns. What factors
allowed chefs at different Chantiers to illegally place Jews positions of
responsibility? What explains why sonehefs were aware of Jewish dietary
requirements while others claimed not to know whdew was? Jews with a variety
of religious, linguistic and cultural backgroundaricipated in the everyday life of
the Chantier. This unexpected melting pot is imgartin reassessing the grey area
that lay between French Jewry and Vichy’'s defimsi@f what constituted French and
foreign Jews. Finally, assessing Jewish particgmatf a particular organisation on
the national level sets the groundwork for futuoenparative research. If Jews in the

Chantiers were exempt from anti-Semitic legislataomd, in some instances, were
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even looked upon favourably, might this suggest thasimilar mentality was

replicated in other national institutions of thevN@rder?

Sources

The variety of sources used for this study expdbesvicissitudes that existed at
Vichy over the Jewish Question and the mixed reastiamongst Jewish youth over
its engagement with the regime. Rather than gipiregerence to Paris-based sources,
this investigation has been enriched by uncovenesh evidence which is diffused in
national, local and private collections across Eeartsrael and the USA. The sources
used for this enquiry fall into four principal cgteies: official state sources, the post-
Liberation accounts of Vichy policy makers and #asvolved with youth affairs,
written sources from Jewish organisations or irdligis, and oral testimony. Such a
wide and intricate range of sources with a varadtynterpretations has nuanced the
research questions and has permitted a revaluafi@ome of the long-established

conclusions of the historiography.

The conventional administrative sources, that isdg, those archival series in the
national and departmental archives, have also leeeployed by other historians
seeking to investigate Vichy and the JéWsAt the National Archives, these

collections are mainly the papers of the Commiasdgénéral aux Questions Juives

3 Until the late 1970s, access to administrativeudments concerning the Occupation was extremely
limited. This changed following the law of 1979 whiliberalised access to public documents.
Although a large number of documents then becaradadle for consultation under the ‘thirty year
rule’, this was not the case for all official papeh sixty year rule was imposed on documents
‘threatening privacy’, rendering important papens\échy unavailable until the early 2000s. See E.
Conan and H. RoussWjchy: An Ever-Present Pa@bartmouth, 1998), pp. 60-68.
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(AJ38), the Ministry of the Interior (Fla), the Heaf State (2AG2) and the Prime
Minister (F60). State sources are also plentifulthet CDJC, which despite their
haphazard order, are able to fill in some signiftagaps at the level of policy making.
In the same vein, studies of Jews in the localihese also benefitted from the
departmental archives, in which the files of thébi@at du Préfet are rich in detail
concerning the local Jewish population. Further,tlres greatest studies of Vichy
France and the Jews have shown, there is alsodatog® beyond the confines of the

Hexagon to locate additional state sources froneth&'

An inherent problem exists in studies on how Jewgerenced Vichy which have
based some or all of their conclusions on theicalisries in the administrative
papers. First, following the Liberation, a largecamt of documents related to Jews
was weeded from state archiv@sSecond, this investigation suggests that histsrian
have been too selective in their employment ofdhssurces — both nationally and
locally — which have tended to rely on police re@sprprefects’ reports and files

marked ‘Jews’ from which to formulate their conétuss’® This should not imply

" Some of the most crucial documents for this studge located at the YIVO archives in New York
and at Yad Vashem in Jerusalem. Marrus and PaRmmmanski and Lazare are, regrettably, in the
minority of researchers who have made extensiveotiaechives in the USA and Israel in the search
for administrative records. The Hoover InstitutetnStanford University should be the first porcafl

for researchers in the USA investigating the Viodgime. The Institution contains the private papers
of Jean Delage, a senior figure in the Chantieris.deunesse. The archive recently acquired the
private papers of Jacques Benoist-Méchin. In anlditV VO also has a vast array of Vichy's
administrative documentation, all of which was etofrom France after the war by its archivist Zosa
Szajkowski.

> Notes requesting the destruction of documentatinanating from the racial laws were sent out from
the Ministry of the Interior to Prefects on 6 Sepber 1946 and 31 January 1947. See Szajkowski,
Analytical Franco-Jewish Gazettegr. 13.

8 For Lyon, see L. Douzodoler les JuifgParis, 2003), for the Hérault see, landichy et les Juifs.
L'Exemple de I'Héraultfor the Isére, see T. Bruttmark Bureau des Affaires JuivéBaris, 2006).
Concerning this last publication, such narrow usgooirce material comes as a particular surprise,
given the author’s former profession as an archimishe departmental archives of the Isére. The
preference for this kind of material has recentg shown by the United States Holocaust Memorial
Museum'’s decision to microfilm only certain filem dews held in departmental archives. Recently, the
museum dispatched a team of researchers to miortii collections in departmental archives related
to the Jewish experience of Vichy. The researciers highly selective in their choice of documents,
making copies of files relating to internment camp$ugees and Jewish affairs. See in particular th
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that files specifically related to Jews are someless important to this study. On the
contrary, one of the most important series usedhia investigation is entitled:
‘Ferme-école de I'association des Eclaireurs isegbn France, domaine des Ormes

a Lautrec — Surveillancé’.

This enquiry has allowed for a broader spectrunstafe sources and has employed
administrative sources from less conventional séfiét the National Archives this
includes, amongst others, using the series on tiamt@rs de la Jeunesse and the SGJ
(AJ39 and F44) and going through trial records afirand, Caziot and Ybarnégaray
(3W), ministers not usually associated with theidavQuestion. Similarly, pamphlets
produced by the SGJ and the Chantiers de la Jeunessheld at the IHTP and the
BNF have helped to shed light on Jews taking paitichy’s youth initiatives? In
the departmental archives, special attention waengio series treating youth and
agriculture. Widening the range of state sourcesh®dped to tell a different story of
the relationship between Vichy and the J&wblot only have they helped to shed
light on existing interpretations but as this tkesill show, they also open new areas

of enquiry concerning the cooperation of Vichy anel Jews®

microfilm on the Tarn, which did not microfilm tHiges in the ADT on the Jewish commune at

Lautrec: USHMM, RG-061M.

" ADT, 506W171 Ferme école de I'association desiEalas israélites en France, domaine des Ormes
a Lautrec. — Surveillance.

8 In Laurent Joly’s 1000 page study of the CGQJ alltor pays scant attention to sources that were
not directly related to Jews. This is most obvibosn his selection of files in the departmental

archives of the Gironde, Rhéne and Var. See J6bhy dans la Solution Final@p. 945-946.

9 At the IHTP, this includes the SGJ's pamphld&ines de FrancandSolidarité The BNF holds an
impressive number of the monthly newsletters preduzy individual Chantiers de la Jeunesse in the
localities. See for instance: BNF, 4-JO-41B3\igoual, Newsletter of Groupement 18, Le Vigan
(Gard).

8 The thesis has benefited from the recent discovepgrsonnel files of the Chantiers de la Jeunesse
stored at the Ministry of Education. Until noweinnain the only researcher to have consulted these
documents, which contain individual files onefsparticipating in the Chantiers de la Jeunessm | a
extremely grateful to Fabien Oppermann, Chef daitsion des archives et du patrimoine culturel, and
to his team at Rue de Grenelle, for granting meeafttess to these files.

81 For example, the enquiries of Marrus and PaxtahBaruch make reference to the removal of Jews
from the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. However, thetlasions are drawn solely from evidence
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While state sources give an insight into Vichy'sltifaceted relationship with its

Jewish citizens, they do not go far enough in iikheting the personal, private
attitudes of policy makers over the Jewish Questiod they reveal little concerning
Jewish reactions to the regime. To understand headihg Vichy officials with

responsibility for Jewish youth conceived of thevidd Question, efforts were made
to consult the private papers of Georges Lamirardil@énéral de la Porte du Theil,
which remain in the possession of their familielse Tamilies’ refusal to grant access
has naturally shaped research questiéf@rtunately, the family of Général Lafont,
head of Vichy’'s Scoutisme Francais, was more famfiog with material and access
to Lafont’'s private papers has revealed the canesidetween the exceedingly

pétainist General and the EIF leadersHip.

The post-war testimonies of leading figures of\ehy regime have illuminated how
decisions were made that affected Jewish youtre Gas been taken when employing
the post-war trials and the 292 statements of formmisters and civil servants,

gathered by René and Josée de Chambrun duringththFRepublic, which are held

discovered in AJ38. In this instance, combining &98th the administrative records of the Chantiers
de la Jeunesse (AJ39) has permitted a reassesshibatfactors that led to the Jews’ expulsion from
the Chantiers. See Marrus and Paxitiohy France and the Jews. 127 and n.388 and M-O. Baruch,
Servir 'Etat Frangais: L’administration en Franate 1940 a 1944Paris, 1997), p. 151-152 and n.
508.

82 Letter from Jacques de la Porte du Theil to tite@u30 May 2010 and letters from Gilbert
Lamirand to the author, 8 July 2008 and 3 Janu@f®2The Lamirand family has received a lot of
unwelcomed attention over the years. Georges Lawfisadaughter Geneviéve was the wife of Jean
Bastien-Thiry, who had attempted to assassinat&féle at I'attentat du Petit-Clamart in August
1962 and who remains the last person to have besuted by firing squad in France. | am grateful to
his daughters, Héléne and Odile for answering guesbn their grandfather during an interview in
April 2008. The author spent a day in March 2008wiamirand’s son, Gilbert Lamirand, which
proved extremely helpful to gain an insight inte father.

% General Lafont’s private papers are in the possess his daughter Nicole de Castelbajac, at the
family estate in Bayonne (Pyrénées-Atlantique).
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at the Hoover Institutiofi' Many of the ministers and civil servants who eitfaeed
trials or who provided extracts for the Hoover itugion did so with a view to
constructing a positive image of their wartime dems. Although these sources must
be treated with caution, the degree of precisicer oertain details that were produced
by the former ministers in the aftermath of thedrdtion has seldom been revealed
elsewhere. The testimonies have thus been emplogker corroboration with
additional evidence. Laden with the same rewards$ lanitations, the study has
employed the published memoirs of senior Vichy addlis with responsibility for
Jewish youti® Owing to his important role in youth affairs, foaf Georges
Lamirand’s detailed post-war interviews have besedf® So too has a 1960s radio
broadcast that featured Lamirand together with iséVeading figures from the Vichy

and Resistance camfs.

The contemporary responses of French Jewry to Vaary be found in the private
archives of various Jewish youth movements andrateeish organisations. At the
CDJC, the recently-classified archives of the Ebntain circulars, reports, and

correspondence with the authorities and have bdery &ource in this investigation.

8 For the trials, see series AN, 3W and Z6. Fortélsémonies gathered by René and Josée de
Chambrun, seBrance during the German Occupation 194044: A Collection of 292 Statements on
the Government of Maréchal Pétain and Pierre Lay@lVol.), The Hoover Institution (Stanford, CA,
1958).

% See the following memoirs: P. Puch#g Vie (Paris, 1948); X. Vallat,e Nez de Cléopatre:
Souvenirs d’un homme de droite, 191944 (Paris, 1957); J. Carcopin8puvenirs de sept afBaris,
1953) and P. Schaeffdres Antennes de JéricliBaris, 1978).

% The first was an interview with Marcel Ophiils fas documentary ‘Le Chagrin et la Pitié’, 1969. In
the three interviews that followed, Lamirand walseasto elaborate on the Jewish Question and
Vichy's racial laws. The Clermont-Ferrand lawyeill€s-Jean Portejoie was the first to record a
prolonged interview with Lamirand in 1981. Sevearapies of the transcript exist and the recordings
are at the AN (AV1, 34-38), G-J. Portejoiéchyscopie: Entretiens avec Georges Lamirand
(Clermont-Ferrand 1981), transcript in the possessf the author. The second detailed intervievin wit
Lamirand was conducted by the head of the sectotemporaine at the AN, Chantal de Tourtier-
Bonazzi in 1984 (AN, 2AV, 29-33). Bonazzi met witamirand on four occasions during 1984.
Finally, the purpose of filmmaker Pierre Sauvageterview with Lamirand was centred on the Jewish
Question. See ‘Les Armes de I'Esprit’, 1989.

87 Lamirand and De la Porte du Theil both particigdtethis broadcast. See C. Janhet,Rendez-Vous
Manqué de 1944Paris, 1964).
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The archives of the Consistoire Central have atsnldecisive in unravelling French
Jewry’s ambiguous relationship with the authoritfe§he correspondence between
the rabbis and the local authorities in the nony@eed Zone, and the multiple reports
sent to the Grand Rabbin, have revealed the divesssion of French Jewry to Vichy
during its early years. Youth was important to @ensistoire and this is reflected in a
large number of files dedicated to the spirituairting of Jewish youth under the
Occupation and the Consistoire’s interactions witie EIF?® The papers of the
principal Zionist youth movements and Zionist resise in France are held in Israeli
archives® Other than the Yechouroun, the papers of the Zioyputh movements
contain little on French Jewish youth under Vichgwever there are numerous letters
and reports from 1938-1940 which go far in revepline heterogeneity of Jewish
youth in the years immediately preceding Vichy. ther, under the Occupation,
Zionist organisations based in Palestine were aisxio discover precise information
on the state of French Jewry. The letters and tedoom their representatives in

France are also found in Isrd&lFinally, the archives of the American Joint

% These archives are divided into the Fond Mochd hethe Consistoire, and the remainder which are
held at the AIU.

8 An entire box exists that is full of the corresgence and reports between the Consistoire and the
EIF (AlU, CC-43). This crucial series for any argfyon Jews under Vichy only became available to
researchers in 1990, which explains its absence Alain Michel's 1984 study on the EIF. It comes as
a surprise that this box was not cited in Renéen®uski's otherwise meticulous examination of the
CC archives.

% The Massuah Institute (Kibbutz Tel Yitzhak) congathe archives of Hanoar Hatzioni. The
Jabotinsky Institute (Tel Aviv) contains the araswof Betar. The Moreshet Centre (Givat Haviva)
holds the papers of Hashomer Hatzair. The Michilatary (Jerusalem) holds the papers of the
Yechouroun. For the papers of the Zionist resisggasee the Abraham Polonsky Collection at the Yad
Tabenkin Archives (Ramat Efal). The papers of trmulement de la Jeunesse Sioniste are in the
possession of its founder, Toto Giniewski, now By&uinat, in the Protea Village retirement home
(Tel Mond). A significant portion of the archivektbe Organisation Juive de Combat have remained
in France where they are in the possession of Mmnldse Cohen (Toulouse), daughter of Joseph
Georges Cohen, a member of the OJC.

L The archives of the various Zionist organisatiaresstored at the Central Zionist Archives
(Jerusalem). For detailed accounts on the situatidewish youth in France, see the reports sent by
representatives of the Jewish Agency and in paati¢he Youth and Hechalutz Department (S32). The
reports written by delegates of Keren Hayesod Pilestine Foundation Fund) and the KKL (the
Jewish National Fund) also contain important refees.
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Distribution Committee (Jerusalem) shed importagtition the financing of the EIF

and other Jewish organisations under the Occupation

In the same way that administrative sources onlgpthe surface when seeking to
unravel the relationship between Vichy and the Jethe papers of the Jewish
organisations also have their drawbacks. Althouigéy tprovide some excellent
insight into the collective thinking and actionsJefwish movements, they fall short of
illuminating how individual Jews negotiated theielationship with Vichy.
Accordingly, this enquiry has made substantial o$eprivate papers that have
remained chiefly in the possession of the protajsnor of their familie&? To
provide one example, René Klein wrote over thidftdrs to his family during his
eight month service in the Chantiers de la Jeuri@saile these letters would be
useful for any study on youth under Vichy, theinstant reference to Jewish festivals

and dietary requirements make them vital to thig\gt

As for some of Vichy's leading figures, a rangepaofst-Liberation primary sources
have also been used when seeking to analyse theriexpes of Jewish youth.
Memoirs have been especially helpful to fill in gafmat had been omitted from
contemporary sources. Sometimes, these gaps mkdtdrm a detail or event being

considered superfluous at the time of writing.slonly with hindsight that the actor

2 One notable exception is the published diary offfend-Raoul Lambert, which is an invaluable
source when seeking to uncover the vicissitudds@fich Jewry under Vichy. See R-R. Lambert,
Diary of a Witness, 1940943 (Washington, 2007).

93 René Klein allowed the author to make copies laffathis letters over the course of two meetings in
the autumn of 2008. Since his death in 2009, Kéeprivate papers have remained in the possession of
his wife Nicole Klein at her home in Tréville (Audd he present study has employed a range of
personal archives. This includes the carnets degoé Pierre-Emile Meyer, which are in the
possession of his daughter Simone Brutlag in Stdr(foalifornia). It has drawn on the private papers
of Léo Cohn and Robert Gamzon, two of the leadiggrés of the EIF. Cohn was deported from
Drancy on convoy 77. His archive, which includes tlopies of letters that he sent from Lautrec and
over a hundred letters that he received there,ireimdhe possession of his daughter, Aviva Gewa, i
Gan Yavne (Israel). Gamzon's letters from this tiane held at the CDJC, (CMXLV (1)).
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recognises and seeks to explain the significance drticular historical moment in
their life trajectories. On other occasions howedetails were deliberately left out of
the contemporary source. During the Occupations,Jéke the rest of the population,
were aware of the censure and this impacted greatlyow and what they wroté A
high level of discretion was required of Jewish tyowho joined resistance networks
early on, which influenced their correspondence @n@ddocuments that they could
keep in their possession. In such cases, memairaineone of the few points of entry
into the clandestine existence of these individi&Ehe four most senior members of
the EIF leadership all left memoirs specific to ecupatior’® When used together,
they provide immeasurable detail on the formatiod the daily life at Lautrec and
the EIF’'s other Chantiers Ruraux. To complementphielished memoirs in gaining
an insight into daily life for the Jewish Scoutsistenquiry has been enriched by the
written testimony of over twenty former members whablically presented their

experiences during a colloquium in 1997.

Finally, this investigation has benefited from dhgnamic relationship between oral
testimony and other sources. Oral history has besployed with a view to
corroborate, elucidate and shed light on the inmadiguities stemming from the

contemporary evidence. It has not been grantedvdeged status amongst a wide

% CDJC, CMXLV (1), For example, in November 1940eaf the leading figures in the EIF, Frédéric
Hammel, sent a note to all local commissionersyhiich he advised them against using their totems
(scout names) in their correspondence. He feadhb authorities may consider them communist
agitators.

% Claude Vigée (then Claude Strauss) became adive @n in the Zionist resistance in Toulouse. See
C. Vigée,La Lune d’hiver(Paris, 1970).

% Gamzon’s memoirs, like those of Lucie Aubrac, wamblished in the form of a diary, although he
wrote them in the 1950s, they were published dftedeath in 1961, see R. Gamzbes Eaux Claires
(Paris 1981). Denise Gamzon’s memoirs, writtendf7l, have not been published and are held at the
CDJC. Isaac Pougatch’s detailed essay on everyfgagtithe Chantier Rural at Charry was published
in the immediate aftermath of the Liberation, sd@dugatchCharry: Vie d’'une Communauté de
JeunesséParis, 1946). Frédéric Hammel’'s memoirs are wabeen into his general account of the EIF
under Vichy; see F. Hammepuviens-toi d’Amale{Paris, 1982).

" The conference proceedings have been publishedt.es Eclaireurs Israélites de France dans la
Guerre’,Revue d’Histoire de la Shoah: Le Monde Jhié 161, 1997.
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range of sources. However, the vast majority oppewhose experiences would have
been central to this study did not write memoinsgd dew deposited their private
papers in archival collections. In cases wheretanrisources do not exist, oral history
remains the only way to gain access into how Frelats experienced, perceived of
and engaged with Vichy during the Occupation. Natyr as is the case with all
evidence, oral testimony has its limitations and ténquiry has been extremely

critical when seeking to draw conclusions fronfiitslings.

This study is interested in the range of storiea@®ld by interviewees and the ways
in which these are recounted long after the ev&nbral historian Alessandro Portelli
has argued ‘there are no ‘false’ oral sourceswds many years after the Liberation
that interviewees constructed a narrative whichegmeaning to their experiences
under the Occupation. As Portelli notes, ‘oral sesrtell us not just what people did,
but what they wanted to do, what they believed tveye doing, and what they now
think they did’®® As it is impossible to ever know what exactly haped, oral
testimony provides an interesting, multi-dimenslorveay of considering the
permutations by singling out dominant stories.Ha tase of Jewish participation in
the Chantiers de la Jeunesse, it has been usefigntfy patterns, such as between
those that regaled a story of rampant anti-Semiéisththose for whom anti-Semitism

did not feature their accounts.

A number of factors have helped to shape the iemes’ memories and
understanding of the Occupation. The location inctithe interviewee lived out the

post-war period offers one explanation. Dependingwmhether this was in France,

% A. Portelli, The Death of Luigi Trastulli and Other Stories: Roeand meaning in Oral History
(Albany, 1991), p. 50.
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Israel or the USA, important and subtle differenees revealed by the opening
guestion of the interview, which asked respondemtgpeak on his or her experiences
during the war. Whereas in France the interviewdendt hesitate to begin reflecting
on the Occupation, in Israel, however, the quesdigmeared ambiguous, and a typical
response was ‘which war would you like to me tabbo@?’ To this end, this
investigation found that interviewees living outsi@rance were more able to separate
aspects of persecution from their narratives ofpeod 1940-1942, than those who
remained in France after the Liberatfnin the same vein, those in France with
minimal ties to the Jewish community also appeansie able to see anti-Semitic

discrimination as more of a gradual process dutiegvichy years™

The majority of the interviews that have been usedhis investigation were carried
out personally by the author between 2007 and 2#1flocating interviewees to
discuss their participation in the EIF did not pravdifficult task. In Paris, a series of
networks and friendship circles continue to existoagst former members of the
movement. The first few interviews produced somevdiaa snowball effect, which
led to the names and telephone numbers of potemtiatviewees being made
available. This word of mouth method was also usedrder to locate former EIF
members who had taken part in the movement’s reétuthe land scheme at Lautrec.

Locating interviewees from Lautrec proved harderdose the vast majority of its two

% This could be explained by the systematic refezendVichy, the Occupation and the deportations,
which are evoked in the French media and are sutgieegular commemorations.

10 Félix Calek and Pierre Cahen did not marry Jewisien and brought their children up without
religion. Interview with Félix Calek 3 Septembei020and USC Shoah Foundation, interview with
Pierre Cahen, July 1997.

191 Fifty interviews were personally carried out dhhich have been recorded. A list of interviewees
together with the place and date of the interviaw loe found in the bibliography.
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hundred participants are no longer alive. At at\¥siLautrec, discussion with some of

the local residents with vivid memories of the Jwpresence proved invaluab?é.

Jewish participation in the Chantiers de la Jeunesss restricted to men who were
born between 1919 and 1922 and who were livinghérton-Occupied Zone during
the Occupation. Finding first hand testimony wasistha challenging process.
Interviewees were located in three principal wéysst, an ‘appeal for withesses’ was
placed on ASIJA, the largest website for Jews afafian and Lorraine heritad®.
Second, the author was able to launch an addittapgkal for witnesses’ during his
participation in a radio interview with journalis€laude Bochurberg, for the
programme ‘Mémoire et Vigilancé® Third, some former EIF members had either
themselves participated in the Chantiers de la ek or knew people who had
carried out a servicE” Further, some interviewees, who had not repliettiédappeal
for witnesses’, or who had not agreed to be inésved via a third party, were located

by chancé®®

1921 am especially grateful for the information givieyMme Hérail, 12 February 2009.

193 es Amis du Site Internet sur le Judaisme Alsaciés ‘appel aux témoins’ was on the welcome
page of the site for several monthip://judaisme.sdv.fr/index.htnThe extract remains on the site
and the author continues to receive messages fsomef Jewish participants of the Chantiers. See
http://judaisme.sdv.fr/actual/chantier/chantier.lfarocessed 20 May 2011).

10418 March 2009. For further information on ‘MémogeVigilance’, a programme dedicated to
Holocaust memory, which Bochurberg has broadcasklyesince 1981, see
http://memoireetvigilance.com/accueil_032.H@cessed 20 May 2011).

1% During an interview on the EIF in April 2007, inerged that Pierre Kauffman had also completed a
spell in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. Lucien kazdro had been in the EIF was too young to take
part in the Chantiers, but provided details offfiend, Roger Fichtenberg who had undertaken a
service. In the same vein, Fichtenberg arranged farther interview with René Klein, who in turn
arranged for an interview with Théo Klein.

106 A Jist of every Jew resident in Nimes during thecGpation was discovered in the private papers of
local historian Lucien Simon (Bibliotheque Municigie NTmes, Fonds Lucien Simon, Document
15.1). Under the address section of twelve of #raes, it was marked: ‘Chantiers de la Jeunesse’.
After going through the national telephone diregtof France and other channels, only one of the
twelve men, Philippe Presberg, could be located,henagreed to be interviewed in February 2009. It
is known that two of the men (Prosper Chich andrArdvy) were deported to Auschwitz.
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Locating non-Jewish former participants in the QGleas proved a much more
straightforward task. Since the late 1960s, a largaber of former participants of the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse have been members ofmtleald Nationale des Anciens
des Chantiers de la Jeunesse Francaise (ANACJIE).askociation has a journal,
whose editor André Souyris-Rolland was extremelyeedo be interviewed in order
to promote the philo-Semitic nature of the Chasti&f Until recently, the ANACJF
met regularly on the local level and once a yedionally. In January 2009, the
author was invited to discuss his research and/ cat interviews with delegates at
the local Amicale in Albi (Tarn}?® In September 2009, the ANACJF held its fortieth
national conference at Chéatel-Guyon (Puy-de-Dormie¢. purpose of this conference
was to hold a vote on whether or not to dissolve #ssociation”® Because
conference delegates were entitled to a vote, foniger participants of the Chantiers
de la Jeunesse or their nominated representativeae allowed entry. As the
representative of Aimé Frayssinet of Tanus (Tah®,author was one of two hundred
delegates allowed to take part at this historicting&’® The two day event permitted
intense discussion with former participants on aerattelated to everyday life in the

Chantiers and the Jewish Questtth.

For this project, the youngest interviewee was &kt the time of interview. The

pool of witnesses available to give testimony hasirdshed substantially over the

197 Interview with André Souyris-Rolland, 25 SeptemB@8.

198 Meeting of the ANACJF, delegation of Albi, 30 Janyi2009. A meeting was also carried out with
Auguste Gourmand, the president of the ANACJFlierRhone, 4 May 2009.

199 The leadership of the Association, which had 158&@ members in 2009, believed that with its
youngest member being 84, it was the right timeisband.

10 The author, together with a large proportion &f delegates, did not participate in the vote, which
decided to disband the association by a majori7ofo 2 (with 2 further abstentions). | am extrgme
grateful to Aimé Frayssinet whose help assured amigipation at this historic conference.

"1 The author did not meet a Jewish member at thigecence. In fact, when asking a participant
whether there were any Jews at the meeting, | Wasmed that the delegate from Languedoc was
Jewish. Discussion with the latter revealed thatvhe in fact head of the Protestant branch of the
Amicale.
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last fifteen years. However, the conclusions of thvestigation have not been formed
on the basis of the last remaining witnesses. Acdes additional testimonies
increased after employing the evidence of thred bistory projects, each with
varying research questions, which were undertakdrenwa greater pool of
interviewees was alive? The first set of interviews investigated the Jéwissistance
and was carried out between 1959 and 19%3he historian Haim Avni, now an
international expert on the oral history of contengpy Jewry, personally interviewed
over seventy men and women who had been involvesininggling children across
the Pyrenees. Avni was interested in the factaas itiotivated rescue efforts and this
is reflected by his intense questioning on thequetiefore 1943 A second set of
interviews are those carried out by Anny Latourimiyithe mid 1960s, which formed
the backbone of her study on the resistance adesviof the EIF'® Special
consideration has been used when using theseigervHaving herself taken part in
the Jewish resistance, Latour was eager to potti@EIF in a heroic light, which is
explained through her decision to concentrate enpériod after 1942. Being in the
privileged position of having spent the war yedongside many of her interviewees,
Latour was not an objective interviewer and sherdit record her questions in the
transcripts. The extent to which she omitted certaasis questions is nonetheless
clear from the responses of the interviewee. Theuracollection is thus a personal

source which the author did not intend to be emgaddyy future historians.

112 Approximately seventy interviews, recorded betwerenlate 1950s and the early 2000s have
supplemented those carried out for the purposkeoptesent enquiry.

13 The transcripts of these barely-consulted intevsiare held at the Oral History Department of the
Avraham Harman Institute of Contemporary Jewryivésobn of the Hebrew University (Jerusalem).
The title of the project was: The Rescue of JevasSpain and Portugal.

14 The transcript of the interviews contain Avni'sestions to the interviewee.

M5 The transcripts of Latour’s 100 interviews aredhetl the CDJC (DLXI). See A. Latoura
Résistance Juive en Franfaris, 1970).
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The final set of oral sources is that of the US©@&hFoundation, created by Steven
Spielberg in 1994 with the aim of interviewing eyéast Holocaust survivar® The
nature of Spielberg’s project encapsulates Annétteviorka's ‘era of the witness’
phenomenon in which the mass accumulation of testymiakes the place of research
and oral history!’ To this end, this exceptional resource presentsumber of
problems for the historian. First, the nature @& pinoject and the tasks assigned to the
interviewer renders them inadvertently subjectimeerviews are structured around a
teleological holocaust narrative which seeks toimige the interviewees' early years
and instead to concentrate on aspects of persacario suffering. Second, interviews
were carried out by local volunteers with no histalr training or knowledge of the
topographical specificities that existed during $econd World War. In France, the
level of expertise of the interviewer varied comsably, with some displaying a scant
understanding of the Vichy years, while others dgiessing and relevant questions
to the interviewee. This was even more evident aysbthe French Jews who were
interviewed in the USA, where interviewers treatbdir experiences in the non-
Occupied Zone in much the same way as Jews whoehddred the ghettos of
Eastern Europ&?® This often meant that some crucial elements wésssgd over.
André Ferber was interviewed in Philadelphia byirdaarviewer, who, like the rest of
the Foundation’s volunteers, was more inclinedslo guestions on the suffering that
prevailed during the period 1940-42 rather tharhave interrogated him on his

family’s personal connection with Pétain.

1 Between 1994 and 1999, 52,000 survivors werevigerd in 32 languages. This digitalised
source, for which transcripts do not exist, is cahailable for consultation at twenty six locations
internationally (twenty of which are in the USA. Europe, this resource is only available in Berlin
Prague, Salzburg and Budapest rendering it a highpyactical research tool for historians of French
Jewry.

17 A, Wieviorka,'Ere du témoin(Paris, 1998).

118 See notably the interviews with André Ferber, NtzuSchneigeiger and Isaac Jafet. Before Vichy,
Ferber had been the next door neighbour of Maréeéglin. The interview would have benefitted had
the interviewer been more aware of the role ofiRétaring the Occupation. Fortunately, this wasabl
to be built on during two interviews between théhau and André Ferber in 2009.
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Chapter Outline

Rather than taking a chronological approach thelysis organised thematically.
Chapter One initially explores the sociology ofrkale Jewry on the eve of the Second
World War and shows that by 1939, French Jewishhyauere completely embedded
into French Republican values. It analyses how Jewght to adapt and integrate
into France and will consider how immigration andri#sm affected the existing
model. A short examination of EIF at this time vahow why it had implemented a
return to the land project long before Vichy hadneoto power. A second section of
this chapter outlines Vichy’s project for regenamatin the aftermath of the defeat. A
focus on the regime’s promotion of a return toldred and its emphasis on youth are
explored alongside Vichy's desire to create regamar through exclusion. However,
the regime was not united over the Jewish Questnh this is taken up through a
case study of leading figures at the Ministry ofrigglture and the SGJ, whose
conception of regeneration did not always equaté dewish marginalisation. With
so many of Vichy's youth leaders inspired by thethGhc teachings of Jacques
Maritain and Emmanuel Mounier, a final part of ththapter examines the
complicated relationship between these leading @iatmtellectuals and the Jewish
Question, and explores how these views were maedes institutions such as

Uriage and Jeune France.

A second chapter investigates Jewish youth’'s resgwnto Vichy through its
participation in a series of youth movements. Atfisection explores the aims and
ambitions of the EIF, the largest Jewish youth mnoset that existed under the

Occupation. Here, the EIF’'s important relationshyith Scoutisme Francgais is
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examined in depth to reveal why this particular i3awouth movement was able to
gain favour with Vichy’'s SGJ. To act as a contrastthe EIF, this section also
considers the actions of the Yechouroun, an ortkdéwish youth movement and the
Zionist Resistance, neither of which sought to e&vafe with the regime. After
outlining Vichy's programme for regeneration and thsponses it generated amongst
the Jewish youth movements, a second part of thapter investigates the points of
intersection between the Vichy and the Jews, byoeixyg the participation of Jewish
youth in a series of state-sponsored youth movesn@he diverse experience of Jews
in institutions such as the Compagnons de FranddtanAuberges de Jeunesse will

illuminate the heterogeneity of Vichy’s youth orgeations over the Jewish Question.

Two in-depth case studies lie at the foundationthisf thesis. In chapters three and
four, a first case study investigates the creaiothhe EIF’'s Chantier Rural at Lautrec
by a loose grouping of individuals. Chapter thrgamsines Jewish youth’s everyday
life at the Chantier. It weighs up the successhef teturn to the land project and
considers how Vichy provided the opportunity forrmany Jewish youths to become
acquainted with Judaism and Zionism for the fingtet Crucially, the investigation
nuances existing interpretations of the Chantieexgmining the problems that arose
from collective living. Finally, by exploring Lawgc’s interactions with its
neighbours, the study illuminates how youth at @leantier believed itself to be
perceived its neighbours. Chapter four examinesspexificity of the Tarn as the
location of the EIF’'s Chantier Rural. By delvindarthe personalities of local figures,
it investigates how Lautrec’s neighbours and loafficials reacted to the Jewish

presence. A focus on the prefect and Vichy's depamtal delegates will reveal the
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complete confusion that existed at the local l@xar how to reconcile Vichy’s dual

projects of a return to the land and the margiatibgs of Jews.

A second case study, taken up in the fifth andchstkiapters, investigates the hitherto
ignored participation of Jews in the Chantiersalddunesse. Chapter five focuses on
how individual Jewish youths integrated and contel to the Chantiers. It explores
how and why so many young Jews were able to ciremnVichy’s racial laws to
find themselves holding positions of responsibiliy focus on the youth’'s daily
routine will illustrate the multiple ways in whidhey were able to live out a dual
Jewish and French identity. Through a dual top-d@and bottom-up approach, the
sixth chapter examines how anti-Semitism was esgpksin the Chantiers. It
interrogates the ways in which certain officialsreg top of the organisation perceived
the Jewish Question and how they sought to filteéi-&emitic propaganda down to

the Chantiers in the localities.

Finally, the conclusion to this study will refleon the logic behind the overlap in
Vichy policy-making and will explain its broader phications for our understanding

of the regime and of the experience of Jews in Yi€tance.

Unlike its parents’ generation, on the eve of tlee@pation Jewish youth was, in the
main, more resolved to publically displaying itsatilove for France and for Judaism.
However, youth was not successful in becoming cetepl detached from the
internal wrangling that plagued interwar French dewnstead, the debates over

assimilation, Zionism and Jewish culture were aspresent among the youth. These
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multiple conceptions of how to live a Jewish exise in France spilled over and
continued to be played out under the Occupatioe. Urtcertainty of Vichy's first two
years and the mixed messages sent out over theshl&uiestion prevented Jewish
youth from adopting a homogenous response to thienee A willingness to adapt
and acculturate to France was a reaction that badl@ped over several generations
and 1940-42 proved no different, with Jewish yoa#eking multiple forms of
engagement with the New Order. The reasons foréisisonse need to be traced back
to the French Revolution, and the Jewish Emanapatvhich came with it, to

illuminate French Jewry’s historically complicatedationship with France.
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Chapter 1. Regeneration

French Jewry on the eve of Vichy

At the beginning of the Occupation, many young Ehedews believed that they were
integrated and acculturated into a universal Fremepublican identity. Such
sentiments were encapsulated in a letter by DesigrBann to the prefect of the
Haute-Garonne in July 1941, serving to explainttixenty-year olds’ refusal to sign
the compulsory Jewish census. In his letter, Bergnmaagued against the existence of
a ‘Jewish race’ on scientific grounds. He conclutiedprotest by stating that ‘la seule
communauté a laquelle jappartenais est la natianchise™® Bergmann did not
conceive of this line of thinking suddenly as a ne# avoid signing the census.
Rather, he had grown up separating his French ewkld identities, and had been
taught to do so by his adoptive father, the promineadical secularist and
nonconformist, Paul Grunebaum-Ball#f. Grunebaum-Ballin’s letter to the prefect
was as resolute as that of his son. In it, he omefil his and his wife’s complete

detachment from the Jewish religion, to the pdiat:t

Nous refusons de nous regarder comme appartenaat Gommunauté
religieuse juive [...] Nous avons toujours vécu dmds-penseurs, détachés de
toute croyance religieudé"

119 Archives départementales de la Haute-Garonne [APM2051, Letter from Denis Bergmann to
the prefect of the Haute-Garonne, Toulouse, Julji19

120 Throughout the first decades of the twentieth wgniGrunebaum-Ballin was a figure of hate by
many on the extreme right and in particular Awtion Francaisefor his important role in the

legislation that separated Church and state. SB@fhhaum,La France aux Francgais: histoire des
haines nationaliste@Paris, 2006), p. 76.

121 ADHG, M2051, Letter from Paul Grunebaum-Ballinthe prefect of the Haute-Garonne, Toulouse,
11 July 1941.
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However evidence suggests that Bergmann and GruneBallin's sense of
complete assimilation was not representative of gkperience of most of French
Jewry?> While it is true that, since the nineteenth ceyjtunany native French Jews
had successfully integrated into society, the nigonad managed to strike a
comfortable balance between their acculturatiorhiwitFrench society and their
religious traditions and customs. Grunebaum-Balkn emblematic of Michael
Marrus’ conception of French Jewry at the end & thneteenth century. French
Jews, Marrus argued, adopted a ‘politics of asatmih’, by publically distancing
themselves from any sign that might make them apgistinct as Jew¥? French
Jewry’s unwillingness to respond as Jews to exletimaats was, according to
Marrus, a main factor in its supposed passivityirduthe Dreyfus Affair. Even
though religious elements underpinned all of Frahedaism’s official organisations,
more recent studies have questioned Marrus’ ‘pslitif assimilation” argument. They
call for a more complex appreciation of how Jewegnated into French society. By
following the personal trajectories of 171 ‘stagéevd’ who reached the upper echelons
of the Republican administration, Pierre Birnbauas lrevealed the diversity of
responses towards France and towards Judaismxisééceamongst leading figures
within French Jewry?* Jewish public displays were not as concealed as omae
thought. Indeed, Ruth Harris has recently argued #t the time of the Dreyfus
Affair, most Jews did not abandon their Jewish iie@s even as they sought to forge

a place for themselves amongst conventional Freactety:>°

122y Caron, ‘Fools for Love of the Republi®JS ReviewWol. 24, No. 1, (1999), p. 102.

123 M. Marrus, The Politics of Assimilation: The French Jewish Gmumity at the Time of the Dreyfus
Affair (Oxford, 1971).

124p_BirnbaumThe Jews of the Republic: A Political History cdtBtJews in France from Gambetta
to Vichy(Stanford CA, 1996).

1R, Harris,The Man on Devil's Island: Alfred Dreyfus and thiéak that DividedFrance(London,
2010), p. 66.

51



However, on the eve of the Second World War, a rermal factors had drastically
altered the mosaic of French Jewry. Waves of imatign, the rise of Zionism and
the birth of Jewish youth movements had renderedndfr Jewry virtually
unrecognisable from the model that had existednduthe Dreyfus Affair. In her
study From Dreyfus to VichyPaula Hyman argued that the integrationist method
could not cope with the new challenges facing Jewsventieth century Francé®
During the interwar years, French Jewry had to aedpand adapt to the external
forces that were seeking to reshape it. By 194@jioe was no longer the only means
through which French Jewry considered its publiati@nship with Judaism. Rather,
large parts of the population @draélites francais and its youth in particular, had
begun to embrace a broader definition ofiving Judaism, which lay beyond the
private confines of the synagogue. For native Jewisuth, this new concept of
Judaism did not detract them from their commitntenfrance. Rather, having been
raised in a climate of patriotism in the years tfa@lowed the First World War,
Jewish youth were fully embedded in the Frenchtpolind had no desire to leave
France. It was by their dual status as Jew andchrean that they sought to serve the

nation.

French Jewry was given a new lease of life in 19rhugh its participation in the
Union Sacréehat encouraged Frenchmen of all political andadgersuasions to put
aside their differences for the sake of la Pa8&000 French Jews were drafted into
the French army, while 10,000 immigrant Jews joittexlFrench Foreign Legion. By

the end of the war, 6,500 had been killed fromtal population of 120,000 Jews in

126p E. HymanFrom Dreyfus to Vichy: The Remaking of French Jew8p6-1939(New York,
1979), p. 233.
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France'®’ French Jewry was radically transformed by its dbation to the war
effort, which served as the ‘perfect’ integratidnimechanisnt?® Literature and
images of the case of Rabbi Abraham Bloch, whokileed while performing the last
rites on a Catholic soldier, was widely dissemidaaed prompted Barrés to include
Jews as one of the fodamilles spirituelles de la Franc&® It would have been
unthinkable for Barrés to have written about Jawsuch positive terms twenty years
earlier in the midst of the Dreyfus Affdit® However, the fraternity found in the
trenches coupled with French Jewry’s commitmentsautifice for the Union Sacrée,
had demonstrated that Jews had earned their ogb¢ in France. For the leaders of
interwar French Jewry, Barrés’ book took on ‘mytipimportions and remained a

sacred text3!

After the First World War, the Franco-Jewish es#ivhent intended to continue its
integrationist approach which it believed had sérireench Jews so well in the past.
Since emancipation, traditional elements withinueaErench Jewry had gone to great
lengths to deny the existence of Jewish particstideatures. Franco-Judaism was a
purely spiritual entity to which the notion of aesfic Jewish culture was alien. The
model of Judaism put forward by the Consistoire t€2nthe institution which
represented French Jewry’'s official voice, promptgabve all else, French Jewry’s
complete dedication to Republican values. Variagaisted amongst the degrees of
religiosity with many avoiding synagogue servicasl aonly one in four paying

membership fees to the Consistoire CerltfaReligion was thus a private affair for

127 7uccotti, The Holocaustp. 18.

128 pgznanskiJews in Francep. 5.

129\, Barrés|Les Diverses Familles Spirituelles de la FrarBaris, 1917), p. 93.

130 For Barrés’ anti-Semitism during the Dreyfus Affaiee HarrisThe Man on Devil's Island. 138.
131 R.I. Cohen, ‘Introduction’ in LamberBiary of a Witnessp. xx.

132 poznanskiJews in Francep. 4.
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theisraélites francaisthe majority of whom sought to be indistinguisleaioom other
Frenchman, with the exception that they worshipea isynagogue rather than in a
church'®® Sections of religious services were conducted ien€h and, perhaps
replicating the Catholic liturgy, were often accamjed by a choir and orgart.
Moreover, the institutions of French Jewry did gotbeyond those offered by their
Catholic counterparts and were limited to the memahce of community buildings,

charity and religious educatidrr

The influx of Jewish immigrants in the early twethi century had far reaching
consequences for the 110,000 native French J8Wshile in the nineteenth century
only a small number of foreign Jews had moved &n€e, between 1906 and 1939,
around 150,000 to 200,000 Jewish immigrants settlece. More than 75 percent of
these came from Eastern Eurdpe.French Jewry's patriotic and integrationist
formula contrasted sharply with to the model thamigrants had left behind. In
Eastern Europe, Jews had not enjoyed citizensgitsriin their countries of birth
where they had been legally defined as belonging tational minority. A certain
type of Jewish ethnicity separating Jews from tineiighbours was thus brought to
France by these immigrant Jews who were generadie meligiously observant than
their native French co-religionists. Here too arpamiant distinction arose, with
immigrant Jews allowing their religion openly tdfide their dress, customs and daily
routines. The disparity with the French model whmhso long had sought to confine
religion to the private sphere, could not have bemsre obvious. Nevertheless,

foreign Jews did not constitute a homogenous contyniand adopted varying

133 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 6.

134 Harris, The Man on Devil’s Islandp. 67 and ZuccottiThe Holocaustp.20.
135 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 28.

138 Figure quoted in: Lazar®escue as Resistange 12.

137 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 31.
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attitudes towards questions of integrating intonEle Judaism and Republican

institutions®*®

The interactions between these two Jewish ‘comnasiithas for some time
fascinated North American scholars, who unlike rthi&iench counterparts, have
focused on the feuding that underpinned theseiogkttips'*® French Jews were
abhorred by the mores and lack of any integratiodisve of their co-religionists.
Foreign Jews, meanwhile, believed that they werestamtly looked down upon and
they criticised the irreligious existence of Fredehws who had become, in their eyes,
indistinguishable from Christians. As the numberJeinvs fleeing Eastern Europe
increased and fearful of an anti-Semitic backl&bknch Jewry became involved in a

series of programmes designed to integrate theireligionists into Franc&

One main area for division between French and imemigJews was the Zionist
project. The founders of Zionism argued that thastant re-emergence of anti-
Semitism after emancipation revealed the failurthefJews’ strategy of assimilation.
For the Zionists, the only solution to anti-Senmtisvas Jewish nationhood and the
creation of a Jewish homeland. Zionism’s very psamihus ran counter to the

integrationist model of French Jewry, explainirginability to assert itself in France

138 Romanian Jews were the most eager to integrae) shunning their co-religionists and creating
few Jewish institutions. | am grateful to Marc Lafar this information.

139 See notably Hymarkrom Dreyfus to VichyN.L. GreenThe Pletzl of Paris: Jewish Immigrant
Workers in the Belle EpoqyBlew York, 1986); V. CaroriJneasy Asylum: France and the Jewish
Refugee Crisis, 1933942 (Stanford, CA, 1999). André Kaspi has argued tlitenough attention
has been paid to the heterogeneity of ‘foreign’isbwitizens, many of whom only received
citizenship in the interwar years. See Kakps Juifs pendant I'Occupatipp. 17. A similar argument
has been advanced by Michel Abitbol. See M. Abithes Deux Terres Promiseses Juifs de France
et le SionisméParis, 1989).

140 Education schemes were set up under the ausgities Gonsistoire. See Hymafrom Dreyfus to
Vichy, pp.143-152. Vicki Caron’s groundbreaking studyg recently portrayed French Jewry’s work in
relief efforts to have been more generous thanpragously assumed. See Carbimeasy Asylupmpp.
302-320.
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during the first decades of the twentieth centigvertheless, Zionism made inroads
amongst the immigrant Jews, whose attachment tmcEraand the politics of
assimilation was not as strong as amongst theindareco-religionists. From the
beginning of the twentieth century, immigrants, mmaf whom had experienced
persecution in their native countries, urged atjgali response to anti-Semitism. They
joined Zionist groups where they patrticipated inetimegs and collected funds for the

reconstruction of Palestirt&"

Zionism was at first viewed as incompatible withafco-Judaism. Its ideological
association with immigrants, from whom French Jewas so desperately seeking to
distance itself, explains why it attracted littlepular attention in its early years.
Leading Jewish institutions, notably the AIU and tBonsistoire Central, did not hold
back from publically displaying their anti-Zionistance. The aim of the AlU was to
improve the lives of Jews around the world by spired the model of Franco-
Judaism to its schools and technical training esnitn North Africa and the Balkans.
Rejecting the concept of a Jewish nation, the Adoktthe view that Zionism was
subverting its model of emancipatitif. The rabbis and the Consistoire also adopted
this position and in 1919 they drew up proposaldatmch a ‘declaration of war
against Zionism**? Their anti-Zionism was founded on the belief tthet creation of

a Jewish state would have severe consequenceseVes that remained in the
diaspora, especially in Eastern Europe. Althougpubhlic the Consistoire adopted a

neutral position on Zionism, in reality it did nptevent leading rabbis such as the

141 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 154.
142p E. HymanThe Jews of Modern Fran¢Berkeley, CA, 1998), pp. 138-139.
143 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 163.
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Grand Rabbin de France Israél Lévi and Grand Rabfzarice Liber from making

sermons hostile to the Zionist projétt.

This position however, was not adopted by all Frelews, many of whom vied for a
Jewish renaissance and believed that the Zionggegr offered a solution. It was
especially the case in the aftermath of the Dreyfiair, which, as Aron Rodrigue
has argued, was not an immediate cause of the eshewerest in Zionism but had
nonetheless left far reaching consequenteBy following the trajectories of two
leading Zionists, André Spire and Edmond Fleg, Rper has shown the complicated
route that led these writers to embrace aspecigewfsh nationalism, dismissing the
notion of a teleological path from the Affair toatism. Nevertheless, the intention of
these early French Zionists was never to encouragech Jews to leave France and
to help build a Jewish state. Their conceptioniohsm was one which, according to

Rodrigue, remained ‘deeply rooted in a universalisterstanding of Franc&?®

By the 1920s Zionism was no longer anathema totivadl French Jewry, who
began to donate large sums of money to Zionistesdi5 This ‘prosionisme’, to
borrow the term of Grynberg and Nicault, was inwohdo develop infrastructure in
Palestine that would serve as a home for persecieed from around the worl&®

Although not convinced by the argument of Jewishionalism, French Jewry

continued in its philanthropic tradition to helpffeuing Jews for whom Palestine

144 |bid., pp. 163-165.

145 A. Rodrigue, ‘Rearticulations of French Jewishriiiiges after the Dreyfus AffairJewish Social
Studiesvol. 2, no. 3, Spring/Summer (1996), pp. 1-24.

148 bid., p. 19.

147 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 167.

148 C_ Nicault and A. Grynberg, ‘La Résistance Sianstus I'OccupatiorPardés Vol. 16, (1992),
Numéro spécial, p. 151.
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offered a tangible realit}?’ In the 1920s, French Jewry remained largely oppose
the political Zionist movements such as the JewAglency and the World Jewish
Congress and instead began to forge relationsZiathist charities such as the Keren
Kayemeth LeYisrael [Hereafter KKL'F° However, from the early 1930s, the growth
of Nazism propelled tens of thousands of Centrabpean Jews to seek refuge in
France. Jewish refugee committees were set upancErto deal with, and support,
the influx of their co-religionists. More than ey&ionism became a practical reality
for native French Jews involved in refugee workymand-Raoul Lambert, general
secretary of the Comité d’Assistance aux Réfug@aR), and sympathetic to the
plight of the refugees, was convinced that Zioniams the only solution to the
refugee problem>! This approach to the refugee problem was strengthén 1937
following the endorsement of Zionism by leading riate rabbis. In a famous speech
Rabbi Jacob Kaplan argued that French Jews hadyat@support Zionism for the
sake of their persecuted co-religionists.On the eve of the Second World War,
French Jewry, although not entirely convinced by #onist project and continuing
to see its relevance solely for immigrant Jews, badthe whole abandoned its
hostility to the ideology and saw in it a possibl@ution to the refugee crisis that

threatened France.

More than any other segment of native French Jeiwnyas the youth who felt a

growing sympathy towards Zionism. In the early diEsaof the twentieth century,

149 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 167.

%0 Nicault and Grynberg, ‘La Résistance Sioniste’l 2. The KKL was created in 1901 as a fund to
purchase land in Palestine to forward Jewish sadid.

151 caron,Uneasy Asyluppp. 105 and n. 548.

152 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 172.
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youth movements began to emerge across Européddirst time>® Jewish youth
actively took part in this youth renaissance, eifb@ing youth groups that were not
dependent on religious affiliation, or participgtim uniquely Jewish groups created
at the same tim€?’ Before the early 1920s, the only Jewish youth mumts to have
existed in France were the youth factions of théipal groupings such as the Jewish
Communists or Bundists; by 1939, there were 4Aacliewish youth movements

with a combined total of 5000 membérs.

A number of competing Zionist youth movements edsin France at this time.
Although popular amongst the children of immigrdetvs, these largely political
movements had few native French members duringnteewvar years. One example
of this was Betar, which like other Zionist youttganisations, aimed to prepare its
members for their eventual Aliyah to Palestine.aBetas founded in Riga in 1925 as
the youth division of the Revisionist Zionists, thght-wing Zionists that was led by
Vladimir Jabotinsky>® Jewish self-defence was at the heart of Revisionisd
Jabotinsky had helped form the Haganah (Jewishndefenilitia) in Palestine. In
France, Betar sought to physically rebuild the nwish man with a view to re-
conguering Palestine. The movement prepared Jeyaisth for the future struggle,

even creating a range of combative initiatives sashtheClub juif de Jiu-Jitsu

153 A, Coutrot, ‘Le Mouvement de Jeunesse, un phéneraérsingulier ?’ in G. Cholvy, (ed.),
Mouvements de Jeunesse Chrétiens et Juifs: satégbiénile dans un cadre européen, 178868
(Paris, 1985), pp. 109-123.

%4 D, Rechter, “Bubermania”: The Jewish Youth Movernim Vienna, 1917—-1919Modern
Judaism 16, 1, (1996), pp. 24-45; G.D. Sharfman, G.D viBsdn Identities: The German-Jewish
Youth Movement Blau-Weiss, 1912-26’, in M. Berkawi§. Tanenbaum, and S.W. Bloom, (eds.),
Forging Modern Jewish Identities: Public Faces d&milvate StrugglegLondon, 2003), pp. 198—-228,
C. Schatzker, ‘The Jewish Youth Movement as a HsitbPhenomenorStudies in Jewish
Civilisation, 3, (1992). pp. 149-164.

135 Nicault and Grynberg, ‘La Résistance Sioniste’l 0. The Bund was a Jewish workers movement
that was staunchly anti-Zionist.

1% For more on Betar see C. Shindlene Triumph of Military Zionism: Nationalism ancet®rigins
of the Israeli RighfLondon, 2006), pp. 116-133.
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(Figure 2).**" Nevertheless, such radical views attracted nomatightion amongst
native French youth, ‘en France, le Betar est presgexistant®®® While native
French Jewish youth were largely unreceptive torntfessages of the Zionist youth
movements this should not imply Zionism’s failue take hold of French Jewish
youth in other ways. On the contrary, by the endhef 1930s French Jewish youth
taking part in the Jewish scouts, the Eclaireuraélites de France [hereafter, EIF]
had accommodated the Zionist cause as a part iofidleatities as French Jews. The
EIF’'s success in transmitting these values stemfm@d the movement’'s wholly

religious origins, which were deeply entrenched tire Consistoire Central’s

conception of how to live a Jewish existence.

I:_?E'”Ej‘ﬂf de Jiu-Jitsu
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Figure 2. Le Club juif de Jiu-Jitsu, Paris

157 Archives of the Jabotinsky Institute, B38, 3-13@®Brochure on the Club juif de Jiu-Jitsu.
138 Archives of the Jabotinsky Institute, B38, 1-2t&dnternal bulletin, 11 December 1934.
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In France, the Scouting movement dominated abovetlaér youth organisations.
Created in Britain by Robert Baden-Powell in 190 Scouting movement had, by
1920, developed separate Catholic (Scouts de Prarfetestant (Eclaireurs
Unionistes) and secular (Eclaireurs de France)tsmpassociations>® A Girl Guide
movement, the Fédération Francaise des Eclaireusssalso launched at this time.
In 1923, a seventeen year old Robert Gamzon creéhgetirst Jewish scout troop in
Paris, the EIF. Gamzon’s aim was to do away withithfighting that had plagued
the political youth factions and to create a uxifraovement equipped with a dual
love of France and of Judaisfi!.Unlike some of the other youth movements that
were upsetting the assimilationist model by stregsiewish particularist elements,
the EIF was looked upon favourably by the Consist@entral for being a purely
religious organisation that sought to return yotathhe synagogues. This was helped
by the social background of the early scouts whediin the most middle class
districts of Parig®* However, despite at first staying within the definstructures of
French Jewry, by the mid-1930s, a number of fachad caused the movement to
adopt a different approach which, by introducingidé ethnicity as a cornerstone of
the movement, placed it in direct confrontationhnitefenders of the assimilationist

model.

First, Edmond Fleg’s influence transformed Gamzaasception of Franco-Judaism
which the scout leader considered moribund and #spdrate need of
reinvigoration®? Inspired by Fleg'4’Enfant prophéteGamzon moved the EIF away

from the Consistoire’s model that considered rehgas the sole basis of every Jewish

159 C. Guérin'utopie Scouts de Frand@aris, 1997).

10 The origins and development of the EIF are setroMtichel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France
pp.17-38.

181 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de Francep. 21-22.

162 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 180.
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organisation. To this end, Gamzon announced in 18@6the EIF would no longer
accept only religious Jewish youth into its rarkst rather, it was open to all Jewish
youth ‘y compris les sionistes et méme les libresseurs®®® Such an overt overhaul
of the ‘assimilationist model’ prompted a violemsponse from the Consistoire and
Rabbi Liber spoke out against the EIF, arguing thatlaism without religion does
not exist'!®* Second, beginning in 1927, the EIF began joirivitiets with Hachomer
Hatzair, a Zionist youth movement that was alsetam scouting® The infiltration

of Hachomer leaders into the EIF ranks introduced and exciting ways of being
Jewish, distancing the movement even further frsnpiirely religious beginnind§®
This move away from religious Judaism was const#idlauring the refugee crisis of
the 1930s and the introduction of Central and Eadteiropean youths into the EIF’s
ranks. Hachomer and the refugees brought with thémng Judaism which had been
hitherto unknown to French Jewry. Large parts & Hrench Jewish youth were
attracted to this brand of Judaism. The scoutseeldbadges in Judaica, sang Hebrew
songs and learn Hasidic and Zionist folk daniééslacques Weill remembers
welcoming the culture brought by the immigrantsttha felt would counter the

dormant Judaism which had led many to turn awaw fitee religion:

La culture juive a beaucoup diminué et ceux quits@mmu de Pologne, de
Roumanie ou d’Allemagne étaient plus compétents darjudaisme et plus
religieux. On a découvert le Hassidisme ; Ca ntaitigpas en France [...]
C’était une richesse qu'ils ont apporté, ce n’gtai une source de conffif

163 Gamzon, quoted in: L. Lazare, ‘EIF: Les Débutdvthuvement', in ‘Les Eclaireurs Israélites de
France dans la Guerre’, p. 17.

184 Hyman,From Dreyfus to Vichyp. 193.

185 Hachomer Hatzair was founded as a Zionist scoumtiogement in Austria in 1913. See Rechter
‘Bubermania’.

186 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelg. 327.

187 p E. Hyman, ‘Challenge to Assimilation: French id#wYouth Movements between the Wars’,
Jewish Journal of Sociologyol. XVIII, No. 2, Dec (1976), p. 105.

188 |nterview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.
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Although the entry of East European Jews to Fravee looked upon positively by
the EIF, mass Jewish immigration provoked a wavanif-Semitic incidents across
France. Newspapers suchla8dmi du PeupleandJe Suis Partoudid not hold back
from vicious attacks, attitudes also reflected le wiolent confrontations on the
streets by the various ‘Leagues’. The election ébr Blum as the head of the
Popular Front government gave way to a flood ofi-devish hatred. It was in
response to the increase of anti-Semitism that Garembarked on a task to change
‘la pyramide sociologique des Juif§® From 1934, the movement transformed itself
and placed the Hebrew slogan, ‘Simha va-Avodaly §od work) at the centre of its
ideology™"° It was vital that Jews were not seen as a draitherfrrench economy and
Gamzon hoped that a return to collective labour ld/dbwart anti-Semitism. He
sought to convince Jews to reject their previodssrof intermediaries and instead
focus on retraining and learning new skills to beeoproducers and engage in

manual tasks. The opening stanza of his call tsaem:

Je voudrais que tu sois un batisseur,

Non pas un discuteur,

Que tes mains ne s’agitent plus dans le vide p@augenir des mots

Mais saisissent un outil solide pour CONSTRUIRE.
At this time, Gamzon was not unique in hoping tangprabout Jewish youth’s
regeneration through a return to the land and mniamades. In seeking to move
Jewish youth away from the liberal professions amd physical work, Gamzon’s

vision appears to be heavily influenced by the ilmgdZionist and anti-modernist

thinker Max Nordau and his theory of degeneratdordau had argued that western

189 Expression of Pierre Kauffmann in an interview,Agril 2007.
10 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 328.
1 private archives of Léo Cohn, Gamzon letter toiskewouth.
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society had become decadent and degen¥fateDegenerationNordau laid out the

stereotypes attributed to Jews as a nervous, @ilysiweak and urban people. By
internalising society’s negative image of the J&wrdau proposed to end Jews’
decadent existence which would come about throbgtcteation of a new Jew. For
Nordau, Muskeljudentum (muscular Jewry) needecpbace the existing stereotype
and this would be created through manual work aeddult of the body’. As George

Mosse has observed, ‘the new Jew who would emenge the wreckage of the

diaspora symbolized the regeneration of the Jepésiple’?"®

The influence of the Zionist philosopher A.D. Gandon Gamzon'’s project was also
unmistakable. Like Nordau, Gordon sought to fundataley change Jews’ everyday
existence, encouraging a move away from the catnegsa return to the land. Gordon
idealised the ‘religion of work’ and the ‘sanctiby labour’ which he believed would
return Jews closer to God. At the age of 48 ant wit experience in manual labour,
Gordon left his wife and children in Russia to beeoan agricultural pioneer in
Palestine. Nordau and Gordon greatly influenced Zlmmist youth movements in
1920s Europe and in particular the Hehalutz moverftee ‘pioneer’), which based
its ideology around the principles of physical seiprovement and a return to the
land. A staunchly Zionist movement, the Hehalutk mhbt have a membership criteria
and took Jewish youth from a range of politicaliposs. A willingness to return to
the land was all that was required. The movemenitrithed in the interwar years and
in 1935 it had 89,500 members across twenty-fiventiies.’* Most of these youths

had spent time in the movement’s ‘Hachsharot’, adjurral training centres across

72 M. Nordau,Degeneratior(London, 1895).

13 G.L. Mosse, ‘Max Nordau, Liberalism and the NewvJelournal of Contemporary Historyol 27
(1992), p. 567.

174 G. ShimoniThe Zionist IdeologyHanover, NH, 1995), p. 233.

64



Europe!’® Hachomer Hatzair, who as has been explained hamgortant influence

on the EIF from the late 1920s, was also imbuedh wits ideology centring on the
creation of the ‘New Jew’, and constantly invokedr@n’s return to the land

ethos!’®

Although Gamzon was not at this stage a confirm@uhiZt, his project to reform
Jewish youth along Zionist lines was heavily inegiby the influence of Hachomer
Hatzair leaders, notably Djigo Hirsch, who by 19®%ll reached the highest ranks of
the EIF. Moreover, the influence of Gamzon’s owrfewbDenise is unmistakeable.
Highly educated, Denise Gamzon had travelled extelysin central Europe while
pursuing a university degree in German and had ieenover at an early stage to the
Zionist cause. During the 1930s she had been aativ&adima’, a precursor to
WIZO and was at the same time employed by the KKl also acted as general
secretary of the Fédération de la Jeunesse Simtifteo-Palestinienne de Frart¢e.
Her key role in the French Zionist movement led toeparticipate at the twenty-first

Zionist congress in Geneva in 1938.

Gamzon launched two major projects in the 19308 waitview to creating the new
Jewish worker amongst native French Jewry. A fives the establishment in the
sixteenth arrondissement of a community centretré&@ité’, which opened its doors
at the beginning of 1936. TI&té acted as a social space for Jewish youth to icttera

Youth formed a choir and were taught Hebrew andislewstudies. A carpentry

175 G. Bensoussatyne Histoire Intellectuelle et Politique du SionstB8606-1940(Paris, 2002),
pp.647—648.

78 |bid., pp.651-652.

7Wi1Z0O, the Women'’s International Zionist Organisatiwvas created in 1920 as a charity to help
women in Palestine. CDJC, Memoirs of Denise Gam288y, pp. 45-47.

178 See CZA, KH4 4299, Letter from Denise Gamzon toeikeHayesod, 6 March 1940 and Memoirs
of Denise Gamzon, 1997, p. 55.
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workshop was also created to train Jewish youth tanequip them with technical
skills.}”® The second initiative was a return to the landemto At the end of 1938 the
EIF’s first Hachshara, ferme-école, was set uphenautskirts of Saumur (Maine-et-
Loire) for male and female EIF youths. The groupsve@mposed of twenty two
young people, half of whom were French and camm fRaris and Strasbourg, the
other half being refugees from Germany and PolaktdSaumur, Jewish youth
engaged in physical labour, where they learnt tkareay, to harvest and to look after
their vegetable gardéefl® Seminars in Jewish History and Contemporary Jewese
organised by Isaac Pougatch and as a result oflyeisits by Robert Gamzon, the
group maintained regular contact with the EIF highg'®" Saumur was the first
opportunity for the Jewish Scouts to put into pl&anzon’s calls for a return to the
land. Although the Second World War meant that Sauomly lasted for little more
than a year, the experience proved positive amotigstyouths, many of whom

pledged to go back to the land as soon as ordebéenl restoretf?

By the end of the 1930s, the EIF was almost unneisagle from itgsraélite francais
precursor of the early 1920s. The influence of ®Won and Jewish culture had
reshaped the movement by transforming its concemifoJudaism amongst its 2500
participants. Pluralism took the place of religiamd sought to attract Jewish youth
from a range of social, political and religious kgrounds. As was the case with a
number of fascist and communist youth movementsniarwar Europe, the EIF

placed its ‘New Jew’ at the centre of its ideolotiysought to convert its youth from

19 AlU, CC 43, Report on EIF’s professional trainimgpgramme, 15 October 1940.

80 cpJC, CMXLIV Z, Report on Saumur, undated (likely to be from Noker 1939).

181 cDJC, Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, 1997, p 56, and@GICMXLIV 2°, Report on Saumur,
undated (likely to be from November 1939).

182 cDJC, DLXI-79, Transcript of interview with Isa®ougatch and interviews with Pierre Kauffmann
11 April 2007 and 26 September 2008.
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what it considered to be a mundane urban and boigrgeistence to one which
prioritised physical self-improvement and colleetivesponsibility. A new-found
recognition of Jewish ethnicity and a certain supfar the Zionist cause did not, in
the eyes of native French Jewish youth, compromissntradict its commitment to
France. On the contrary, and as was argued aitleg the scouts sought to give equal
service to France and to Judaism. As one EIF leadgred, Jewish youth would be
able to contribute more to France once they haabteced their originality as JeWs
The EIF remained a staunchly French movement whitdhle instilling a love for
Eretz Yisrael amongst its youth, did not considemiEe as a temporary home before
an eventual Aliyah. Henri Bily, born in Paris in 2D to recently-arrived East

European Jewish immigrants, recalled:

Autant que je me souviens, je me suis toujours $emicais, et juif en méme
temps. Juif dans le sens sioniste du mot. Je n@moais pas que les juifs
n'avaient pas de pays [...] J'ai été du fond de moguc sioniste [...] Ce
n’était pas dans le but d’aller vivre la-bas [...] Mdésir c’était que les juifs
aient un pays®*

While young people in the EIF did not see a conttazh between their patriotism for
France and a love for Jewish culture, such viewmgwet shared by all Jewish youth,
most of whom did not take part in a Jewish youthvemoeent during the interwar
years. A large number of parents did not want tlekitdren to deviate from the
traditional Franco-Jewish path and they saw Jewasith movements as upsetting the
integrationist balance. In the 1930s, Pierre Calvas a member of the secular

Eclaireurs de France, and Fernand Lévy was activéhé Protestant Eclaireurs

183 Sigismond Hait in a 1933 report, quoted in Michels Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 35.
184 USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Henri Bilynéul997.
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Unionistes:®® Both groups had a large number of Jewish partitipand according to
Lévy, there was never any reference to religfSnPhilippe Herzog's parents

prevented him from joining the EIF and he instezdgd the Eclaireurs Unionistes:

My parents never wanted me to mix with too manyslgw] they pushed us

[Herzog and his sister] to avoid them, as they ‘tigdrant us turning into

Zionists. They were anti-Zionist&’
In the same vein, some immigrant parents wanted tteldren to become fully
adjusted to French life and believed that mixingwioo many Jewish children would
only hinder their successful integration. Michelrt@uwas born in France in 1920 to
parents who had recently arrived from Poland. Altito Yiddish was spoken in the
home Kuna had mainly Catholic friends and was a besnof the Auberges de
Jeunesse movement rather than a Jewish youth segiam®® Similarly, Isaac Jafet,
whose parents had immigrated from Turkey and witasebrothers had been killed

after volunteering for the French army in the Fikgbrld War, spoke Judéo-Espagnol

at home but had no connection with a Jewish youtiiement:®°

These Jews who did not participate in Jewish yarthanisations lived out their
Judaism in multiple ways. Daniel Samuel explainiedt this father had raised his

children in the ‘culte de la patrie’:

I m’a amené voir tous les défilés pour le 14 giillle 11 novembre,
'enterrement du maréchal Foch. C’était un exub@réncriait, “Vive la
France!*®°

185 YsC Shoah Foundation Interviews with Pierre Calaly, 1997 and Fernand Lévy, February 1997.
186 YSC Shoah Foundation Interview with Fernand Léabruary 1997.

187 Interview with Philippe Herzog, 9 April 2007.

188 USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Michel Kuranudary 1996.

189 USC Shoah Foundation interview with Isaac Jagipary 1997.

199 yscC shoah Foundation Interview with Daniel Gautkie® Samuel), October 1996.
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His father’s patriotism should not suggest an absei Judaism. Although the family
avoided the synagogue and the dietary laws, Judatghplayed a symbolic and
private role within family life. For instance, Saatuvas blessed in Hebrew by his
father every time he left him to return to his nesta home'®* Numerous examples of
French Jewry’'s complete integration into France banfound during this period.
Hubert Chimeénes’ family had been in France for ssvgenerations and did not keep
kosher and never attended synagogeédis family was entirely detached from the
israélite francais community and especially frone tBastern European Jewish

immigrants. As Chiménes recalled:

On connaissait I'existence de la rue des Rosiem)yj ai jamais mit des pieds
avant I'apres guerre. Je savais que ca existaig ocaan’était pas familier, ni
des lieux, ni des boutiques, ni des gens qui g8ta’
André Ferber also grew up detached from Judaismtha bourgeois 7
arrondissement, where his neighbour on the seclmmdl 6f 8, Square de la Tour
Maubourg was Maréchal Philippe Pétain. Pétain’sevdftended Ferber’s sister’s
wedding in 1936 and André was on occasion takersctwool by the Maréchal
himself!®* Judaism was largely symbolic to the Ferber familpdré attempted to

engage with the EIF but soon found that he didfihan and left the movement after

having only attended a few sessiofrs.

91 bid., Samuels’ parents had divorced when he wgsuag child.

192ysc Shoah Foundation Interview with Hubert Chingri®95.
193 |

Ibid.
19 |Interview with André Ferber, 21 August 2009.
195 After Pétain was appointed Ambassador to Spainf#rber family lost all contact with Pétain.
According to André Ferber, his parents did notrafieto regain contact with Pétain or his wife under
the Occupation.
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Thus, on the eve of the Occupation, Jewish youtframce negotiated its relationship
with Judaism in multiple ways. Apart from the pichtly orientated Zionist

movements, youths, like their elders, were at dolte integrated and embedded into
French society. By 1939, the EIF, at the heart bbse project lay a desire to
transform the bourgeois existence of youth, hadfreed itself around a dual love for
France and for cultural Judaism. Jewish youths wkece not part of an organised
movement had not abandoned Judaism and aspetts wdligion continued to shape

their existence in a series of ways.

Upon the declaration of war in September 1939, éhrelewry contributed to the war
effort by enlisting in the army. Keen to reaffirmetr patriotism, foreign Jews also
sought mobilisation and by 1940, almost 40,000 igremt Jews were in active
service'®® As the editorial of one newspaper declared, ‘Fearanarching at the head
of civilisation. And the Israelites, who owe so rhuo her, are ready to give their
blood down to the last drop®” The defeat and armistice of 1940 did not alteristew
youths’ attachment to thBatrie and they responded to the new regime’s calls for
regeneration during the summer of 1940, in muchstmae way as their non-Jewish

peers.

19| azare Rescue as Resistange 20.
197 Editorial inL’Univers israélite 15 September 1939, quoted in Poznanski, JewsaincE, p. 18.
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The Jewish Question and the National Revolution

The Nazi victory in June 1940 and the creatiorhefYichy regime did not, however,
sever the links between France and its JewisheaiizIn the space of only a few
months, three fifths of the country became occupgeding the rest to be governed
by an authoritarian regime which did not hide itomotion of anti-Semitism.
Nevertheless, their attachment to French societhtigs and culture which Jews had
developed over several generations could not beEasity dismissed and Jews sought
various ways through which to play a role in thevN@rder. Similarly and in contrast
to the regime’s anti-Semitic drive, politicians aedhnocrats in Vichy included Jews

in their plans for France’s future.

In the immediate aftermath of the armistice, Vidought to bring about a moral
regeneration of France. Pétain believed that tHeatidhad been caused by people
moving away from France’s traditional moral valués.was argued that liberal
democracy had allowed confusion and disorder tp g&e the national spirit, which
had to be rehabilitated in order for France to éeorn. Regeneration was to be
achieved through Vichy’s project of a National Rieson, an all-encompassing term
that laid out the regime’s projects for fundamermtahnge. Unity and sacrifice were

called upon to replace egoism and corruption. AsiRéoted:

Une révolution ne se fait pas seulement a coupsisieet de décrets. Elle ne
s’accomplit que si la nation la comprend et I'apmelque si le peuple
accompagne le gouvernement dans la voie de laaénn nécessairg’

198 p_ pétain, Message du 10 octobre 1940, in P.rP8lisicours aux FrancaigParis, 1989), p. 93.
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From the summer of 1940, Pétain’s speeches sebiteefor France’s authoritarian
National Revolution and allowed the regime to pnéséself as unified behind a
single imagé?® Anti-parliamentarianism, natural hierarchies anel tepositioning of
gender roles were instantly promoted by Vichy asrieans to restore France to its
days of grandeur. Although the entirety of the biadil Revolution project impacted
on Jews in France, Vichy’s prioritisation of yowthd its programme for a return to
the land had particular resonance with Jewish yoakd requires momentary

consideration.

From the beginning of the regime, a regeneratedhyarmed the backbone of the
National Revolution. No previous government, noeérevhe Popular Front, had paid
such close attention to French youth. A Secrét@eiéral a la Jeunesse was created
and many important figures in the regime were amiedi because of their strong links
to pre-war youth movements. Nevertheless, as Fidllas suggested, Vichy's policies
towards youth privileged young men and a masculimision of renewaf®® A
Homme Nouveauneeded to be created in order to lead the NatiBeablution and
rebuild Francé®® Vichy thus placed great emphasis on the intelEctmoral and
physical capabilities of its young men. Youth moesits and training schools were at
the heart of this transformation, which aimed tstilin young men the importance of

a healthy and virile body, respect for authoritg éime need for self-sacrifice.

Before the ink was dry on the armistice, Pétain$igdalled that agriculture would be

another key method through which to reconstruchtiten. Agriculture served a dual

199 Kedward Resistance in Vichy Francp. 82.

20 po|lard,Reign of Virtuep. 72.

21 yvjichy’s Homme Nouveahas been treated in-depth, although with sometigneble
interpretations, by Limore Yagil. See YadilHomme Nouveau.
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purpose for practical and ideological reasons. iPétaadio messages on 23 and 25
June 1940 were embedded with clear instructions a@haeturn to the land and
traditional peasant values would lead France thraing calamity of the defedt
During the summer of 1940 a series of procedure® et in place to implement
radical changes. The agricultural engineer Pierazi@ took up his role as the
Minister of Agriculture on 15 July 1940 and was ieufrately struck by the scale of

the task at hand:

The unoccupied zone produced chiefly wine, fruit] aegetables, lacking the
basic foods such as grains, meat, and milk producisWithout deliveries
from the occupied zone there would be a faminéhateind of three months
[...] If we were to avoid imminent disaster it wascassary at all costs and
with the greatest urgency to bring the workers bactheir farms in order to
harvest the crops and prepare for the next plasifitig
German requisitioning and one and a half millionViPOin Germany, only added to
the precarious situation of French agriculture.nfFtbe outset, a number of measures
were put into place that aimed to put tleéour a la terreinto practice. To increase
the number of family farms, on 20 August 1940 Vicbseated a Mission de
Restauration Paysanne and on 2 December 1940, ¢mffyrmed its peasantism by
launching its peasant charter, the Corporation grays>* At this time, financial

incentives were offered to entice individuals tave the cities to take over abandoned

land and a law of July 1941 transformed the tearluh agricultural methods to

292 Appel du 23 juin and Appel du 25 juin 1940, inFRétain Discours aux Francais

23p_ Caziot, Report on period as Minister of Agriaté, inFrance During the German Occupation: A
Collection of 292 Statements on the Governemeiaoéchal Pétain and Pierre LaviaV/ol 1,

Stanford CA, The Hoover Institution Distributed $tanford University Press, 1958, p. 251.

204B M. Gordon, ‘The Countryside and the City: Sono¢es on the Collaboration Model during the
Vichy Period’, in Fishman, et al. (edshrance at Warp. 149. For the Corporation paysanne see |I.
BoussardVichy et la Corporation Paysanr{Paris, 1980).
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specialists and childreéf?® In its first year, Vichy's agricultural agenda was
everywhere. It was vigorously promoted in officcglmphlets and in the local press.
As Marc Bloch commented, ‘j'entends, chaque jouécher par la radio, le ‘retour a

la terre” 2%°

However, not everyone in France was expected ® pakt in the process of National
Revolution. French regeneration and renewal wabetdrought about through the
exclusion and purging of Jews and other internah@as. The Jew, the epitome of the
urban dweller and of business, personified the diewee that had led to France’s
defeat. Only true Frenchmen, with an understandinipe traditional French way of
life had the capacity to rebuild France. In Julg &ugust 1940, Vichy passed a series
of measures to regenerate the nation from the ¢eyndcleansing the administration
of its undesirable elements. Weisberg has obsahedin Vichy's first few weeks,
‘the bulk of its statutory work was directed to darralisation policy®’’ The German
ordinance in the Occupied Zone on 27 September 18#0duced a number of
measures that aimed to marginalise Jews from thieofethe population. This was
followed a week later in the non-Occupied Zone bghy’'s promulgation of its first
Statut des Juifon 3 October 1940. These laws, which Vichy passgdout any
prompting from the Occupier, went even further tithe German ordinandé&®
Vichy's anti-Semitic drive escalated throughout thecupation and by 1944 Vichy

ministers had put their names to several hundred kand decrees that humiliated

25 p_ Caziot, Report on period as Minister of Agriaté, inFrance During the German Occupation: A
Collection of 292 Statements on the Governmentasébhal Pétain and Pierre LavaVol 1, Stanford
CA, The Hoover Institution Distributed by Stanfdddiversity Press, 1958, pp. 254-262.

205\, Bloch, L'étrange défaite(Paris, 1990), p. 180.

27\WeisbergVichy Law p. 37.

28 Thjs is illustrated by its definition of a Jew. darding to the Nazis, a Jew was defined by having
more than two Jewish grandparents. For Vichy, awawalso defined by having more than two
Jewish grandparents, but added to this were thesel@ with only two Jewish grandparents, should
their spouse also be Jewish.
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Jews, reduced them to the margins of society arehteally, paved the way for their

deportatiorf®®

In event, those behind Vichy’s conservative Natid®avolution were not united over
a series of policy-related issues. An examinatito the heterogeneities that lay at
the heart of the regime’s dual priorities of yowthd Jewish affairs reveals that
contrary to its appearance of uniformity, differescover the direction that policy
should take persisted amongst ministers and awilats throughout the duration of

the regime.

Motivated by pre-war ideals, two camps quickly smruup offering alternative
conceptions on how to transform French youth. Atfivas based on scouting and
Catholic Action activities, while a second sougbtréinvent the nation’s youth by
creating a single youth movement, a Jeunesse uratpregg similar lines to the fascist
youth organisations that had been created in Gernaawl Italy. Throughout the
summer of 1940, youth policy remained under thepiges of Jean Ybarnégaray’s
short-lived Ministry for Family and Youth. In Septber 1940, a Secrétariat Général
a la Jeunesse (SGJ) was officially cre&t@drhe engineer Georges Lamirand was
appointed to head this new Ministry. A short ovewiof Lamirand before 1940 is
necessary to better understand his goals for theéhyof Vichy France. This is

however, no easy task, as Lamirand did not wrigeniiemoirs and he has not been the

29 For a complete listing of Vichy's anti-Semitic scsee C. Andrieu, (edl)a Persécution des Juifs
de France 19401944 et le Rétablissement de la Légalité Répullearecueil des Textes Officiels
(19406-1949)(Paris, 2000).

#%For a complete description of the dynamics of3fs), see Hallshe Youth of Vichy Franand
Giolitto, Histoire de la Jeunesse sous Vichy
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subject of a biograph§! Born in Toulouse in 1899, Lamirand came from agltine

of educationists: his grandfather, Francois Lantdrahad been the director of a
primary school in the Auvergne, while his fathexad-Baptiste Lamirand, had been
the Inspecteur générale de I'Instruction publigtfd.amirand’s training at the Ecole
Centrale as an engineer introduced him to the wafri@atholic militant$?® With the
revival of social Catholicism in the 1920s, Lamuldrecame active in Robert Garric’s
Equipes Sociales and made regular contribution§daic’s journalLa Revue des
Jeunes™ The Equipes Sociales were founded on the basikeotommunity spirit
across classes, which had been nurtured in thehtesnduring the First World War.
Garric had been deeply inspired by Social Cathitblizight and sought to encourage a
sense of civic responsibility from students of @rands Ecoles towards the working
classes, through what Philip Nord has labelledoatagthe masses CatholicisAt® In
deprived districts of France, the Equipes Sociatested study circles, encouraging

mutual education and exchange between the eduaatedorking class youths.

From the mid 1920s, Lamirand had become a discipMaréchal Lyautey*® In his

groundbreaking 1891 article on the ‘Réle Social'@fficier’, Lyautey had conveyed

1 Georges Lamirand died in 1994 and never renouhisepublic support for Pétain or for Vichy. In
the 1960s, he defended his principles and decisiogsvernment by taking part in a live radio debat
with former resisters. In the 1980s he headed badion pour défendre la mémoire du maréchal
Pétain. For the transcript of the radio debate Jaeeet] e Rendez-Vous Manqué de 1944

22 Francois Lamirand was remembered fondly by hiséarpupil, Pierre Laval, who relayed to
Georges Lamirand, at their first ever meeting idd,2hat any relative of Francois Lamirand was a
friend of his. See AN, 2AV 30, Recorded interviewhnGeorges Lamirand, 26 March 1984 also
interview with Gilbert Lamirand, 14 March 2008.

23 AN, 2AV 29, Recorded interview with Georges Lamiial February 1984.

#4The term ‘social Catholicism’ refers to groups amdividuals who became concerned by the social
changes brought about by the Industrial Revolut®otial Catholics aimed to improve the social
structure and social relations that had been comisexd by industrialisation. For further information
see A.R. VidlerA Century of Social Catholicism, 1820-192@ndon, 1964).

Z5p Nord,France’s New Deal: From the Thirties to the Postiaa (Princeton, NJ, 2010), p. 31.

2% |nterview with Gilbert Lamirand, 14 March 2008.& mfluence of Lyautey over Lamirand was
expressed several times in the interview. AfterRiféNar in Morocco, Lyautey had permanently
retired to Thorey (Meurthe-et-Moselle) in 1926.
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the role that the army officer should play in thebirth of Francé!’ Lyautey's
influence on Lamirand is obvious by the title oé tlatter's 1933 publicatior,e Role
Social de I'lngénieuf® According to Lamirand, it was the social respotiisjbof the
engineer to improve the lives of the workers, whatuld in-turn result in successful
production. By the mid-1930s, Lamirand’s ideas lo@ transformation of the worker
and his involvement in the Equipes Sociales (ofclwhine had become the vice-
president), had given him the reputation as a ysptskesman'® Following the fall

of France, Lamirand accepted a position as Gerenactor of Louis Renault’s
factory in Boulogne-Billancourt. It was from hereat Lamirand was recruited in
September 1940 to head the SGJ. Pétain, Lamirdéadriemarked, was adamant that
the youth should be led by an apolitical characeperson that put the needs of the
youth above any personal allegiance towards théy pgaolitical?*° Meeting this
criterion, it was, as it has been shown, in theldvof social Catholicism rather than
political movements and leagues that Lamirand Haasen to affiliate during the

193052

27 Anon. ‘Du Réle Social de I'Officier dans le sereimilitaire universel’Revue des Deux Mondds$
Mars 1891.

#8G, LamirandLe Roéle Social de I'IngénieyParis, 1932).

%19 Nord, France’s New Dealp. 263.

220 | amirand, in Jamet,e Rendez-Vous Manqué de 194467.

221 Reports into Lamirand’s lack of pre-war politiefiliation were presented at his trial. See AN, 3W
203, Reports and enquiries by inspectors ClerbadiiGolleta, 25 April 1947.
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Figure 3. Georges Lamir,c 941

In the autumn of 1940, the dual appointments of ikand to head the SGJ and
Jacques Chevalier to the post of Minister of Edooasignalled the direction that
Vichy's youth policy was to follow. Their Catholiéction work had inspired a
paternalistic approach which was placed at thefrimmé of their project. Under
Lamirand, Vichy's policies to revitalise French ylowere an amalgam of the various
social Catholic initiatives of the 1930s. Formermbers of the Equipes Sociales and
scouting associations were heavily representediuthyschemes of the New Order.
Robert Garric was asked to lead Vichy's SecourgsoNat and Pere Forestier played
an important role as chaplain to the Scoutisme ¢aignand the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse. The scouting commissioners General d®oii@ du Theil and Pierre
Schaeffer were appointed to head the Chantiera deunesse and Jeune France. The
self-proclaimed Péguyist, Louis Garonne was throuth1941 Directeur de la
formation des Jeunes and Lamirand’s right-hand matnhe SGJ. Garonne and
Lamirand were in broad agreement over the diredtiah youth policy should follow

under the New Order. As a former philosophy teaehehe Ecole des Roches and a
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devout Catholic, Garonne wanted to regenerate yoyitelebrating its pluralism and
diversity rather than encouraging its uniformityrKsaronne, It was vital that the
young refugees in the non-Occupied Zone maintaigir trexisting regional

idiosyncrasies. He sought to avoid their completssimailation, noting

‘l'uniformisation produit le francais moyeA® Their background in Catholic Action
groups united men like Lamirand, De la Porte duilTaed Garonne over the
direction that youth policy should take and theyrpioned the idea of a plural
youth. Youth, they believed, would benefit from maythe choice of adhering to a
variety of youth movements. A plural youth wouldceurage youth to think
creatively and it would give them the desire to elep their organisation through
collective work. Further, the idea of a Jeunessgquaalong Nazi lines horrified the
social Catholics, who believed that it would jeapse the future of Christianity in
France®®® A Jeunesse unique was, according to General L#ferttead of Scoutisme

Francais, a creation that everyone in his circls tegng to avoid?*

Not all figures at Vichy however, came from thigisd Catholic milieu. Throughout
the Occupation, Georges Pelorson had consistenllgdcfor a more totalitarian
approach to youth formation, which in his view ihxad the creation of a Jeunesse
unique. In June 1942, Pelorson was catapultedetdol of the SGJ where he became
deputy to Lamirand. His ideological position wa®ked upon favourably by the
newly-installed Minister of Education Abel Bonnaahd Paul Marion, Secrétaire
général de linformation, who sought to radicallitea the Catholic model of

revitalising French youth that was promoted by Lrami and the SGJ. Defenders of a

222 AlU, CC 39, Letter from Garonne to youth delegatethe non-Occupied Zone, 2 April 1941.
22 Halls, Youth of Vichy Frangep. 139.

224 AN, 2AG 440, Observations présentées par le Skesuojet de Loi portant organisation de la
Jeunesse Masculine. Remarques Générales, Vichyoe@mber 1940
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Jeunesse unique believed that the multiple preywath movements had failed in
their task of creating a strong, virile Frenchri@hA Jeunesse unique would, in their
view, pave the way for a single party, the existeatwhich was fundamental to the
modern state. Pelorson’s conception of how Frematihyshould be rebuilt was thus
diametrically opposite to Lamirand’s and the mutiealsion and mistrust between the

two men lasted until Lamirand’s resignatioh.

Pelorson was, for Halls, ‘one of the most curiotsracters that the regime threw
up’. %’ Politically situated on the left, Pelorson wasipporter of the Munich accords
and staunchly anti-clerical. His yearning for anfioof nationalist populism exposes
the connection between intellectual non-conformémd fascism and situates him at
the heart of Zeev Sternhell's ‘Neither Right norftLénterpretation of fascism?®
Pelorson’s daughter claims that the post-war adiousa against her father were
libellous provide additional motivation to delve mentarily into Pelorson’s function
at the SG3*° During the 1930s he contributed to a number ardity reviews
including Transitionand theNouvelle revue francaisélowever, his big break came

in 1937 when he createdolontés a monthly avant-garde literary review, which

25\ .D. Halls,Politics, Society and Christianity in Vichy Fran@@xford, 1995), p. 278.

226 pfter the war, Pelorson was sentenced to fiftesary of forced labour and national degradation, see
AN, Z6 417, Dossier 4224, Pelorson’s appearanceree¢he Cour de Justice de la Seine, 24 December
1947. He later changed his name to Georges Belemahtied in December 2008. In May 2008, the
author was denied an interview with Pelorson baselealth grounds. There has to date been
surprisingly little scholarship into this seniomking Vichy official, whose published memoirs end i
1939. See G. Belmorfsouvenirs d’outre-monde: Histoire d’'une naissa(fearis, 2001). See also V.
Giroud, ‘Transition to Vichy: The Case of Georgeddeson’ inModernism/modernityvVol 7, No 2,

April (2000), pp. 221-248. Giroud'’s insightful atg is constructed from Pelorson’s writings andrfro
the published memoirs of his associates.

227 Halls, The Youth of Vichy France. 136.

28 Claudine Frank-Elster makes a similar point irerehce to Armand Petitiean. See C. Frank-Elster,
‘Les Retournements Petitjeaniens: The Return ofanPetitiean’Modernism/modernityWol 3, No

1, January (1996), p. 90. See also Z. SternNelther Right nor Left: Fascist Ideology in France
(Princeton, NJ, 1986). Non-Conformism will be tezhtn more detail in a later section on Jeune
France.

229 1Mon pére [...] ayant été trop calomnié toute sa.\Feom Sophie Belmont to the author, 2 May
2008.
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attracted a host of leading writers (Henry Mill&aymond Queneau and Pierre
Prévost). From February 1941, Pelorson spent t86 dixteen months at the SGJ in
Paris, where he was head of the SGJ’s propagant&urthe Occupied Zone. His
speeches were, as Hellman has noted, noticeably fagcisantthan Lamirand’s>°
While Lamirand’s preferred method to mobilise youths educative, Pelorson’s was
political > Pelorson’s conception of regeneration existed iwithe confines of a
German-controlled Europe. This was evident to blkeagues at Vichy, where some,
in reference to the Nazi Minister for youth, reéefrto him as ‘Baldur von

Pelorson?®?

Yet unity did not exist even amongst those vyingddeunesse unique. Henri Massis,
a supporter of a Jeunesse unique, represents thelications of attempting to
pigeonhole thinkers at this time. Massis was agpdity Pétain in 1941 to Vichy's
Conseil National and was made an advisor, a ‘chdegadission’, to the SGJ. Jackson
has commented that Massis ‘shared the politicasematism of the SGJ, but not its
naive social idea$®® Massis was a Catholic and a supporter of Mauiftastion
Francaise and close to Brasillach. He was alseat griend of Lyautey, an admirer of
Péguy and yet a firm opponent of Mounier d@sprit?** Lamirand remarked that
although he and Massis did not see eye to eye ourrilen thinking, Massis’
Catholic Action work in the interwar years had laftmark on Lamirand who saw a

role for Massis as a contributor to the S&JAlthough Massis was favourable to a

230 Hellman, The Knight-Monks of Vichy France. 66. See for instance Pelorson’s speechesliP)
ARC 074-17 Solidarit§ December 1941 anders I'Unitié, undated.

%1 AN, 3W 203, Lamirand at Pelorson’s trial, 5 Novemt945. The document was later provided for
use at Lamirand’s trial.

232 Gjroud, ‘Transition to Vichy’, p. 236.

233 JacksonFrance the Dark Year. 339.

%4 Hellman, The Knight-Monks of Vichy Francg. 17 and n. 259.

235 |_amirand, quoted in an interview with Portejoie Fortejoie Vichyscopiep.118.
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Jeunesse unique, he was not convinced by the rpoojebsed by Déat and Brasillach
that relied upon totalitarian indoctrination. ThHise went too far and Massis later
claimed that ‘it was against that mystique [totaldn], merely copied from the Hitler
Youth, against which we had first to revdit® Those in command of youth policy
were relieved with Pétain’s conclusions at the imgeatf the Commission de Jeunesse
of the Conseil National that met only once in Madd42. Here, Pétain spoke out
firmly against a Jeunesse unique where it was ddcithat ‘a la formule de la

jeunesse unique est préférée celle de jeunesse’tinie

Vichy's position on the Jewish Question reveals theo area of heterogeneity
amongst ministers, a fissure which until now hashbe®n properly nuanced. In stark
contrast to how Vichy and its relationship with thews has been remembered, there
existed considerable variation amongst policy makeer the role Jews could play in
the New Order. For some figures, the Jewish Quesimminated their ministerial
briefings, whereas for others, such as Lamiraneljgbue entered their departments in

the aftermath of external pressures.

As head of the SGJ for two and a half years, Lamlingas a first-hand witness of the
regime’s exclusionary measures towards Jews. hesrcourse of the Occupation,
dealings between the SGJ and the CGQJ increasedhanchcial laws gradually

affected almost all of the organisms that were ddpet on the SGJ. Because of his
connection with the regime, Lamirand’s views on fesvs have not been nuanced.

Instead, all of Vichy’s ministers are seen to heagponded to the Jewish Question in

261 Massis, quoted in Hall¥he Youth of Vichy Francep. 164—165.
%37 pétain quoted in A. Basdevant, ‘Les Services dadkese pendant I'Occupation’, Revue
d’'histoire de la Deuxiéme Guerre mondiat® 56, quatorzieme année, octobre (1964), p. 70.
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much the same w&y® Lamirand’s interview in 1989 with documentary filmaker

Pierre Sauvage, did little to alter this impressirhim?*® The purpose of the next
section is to explore Lamirand’s personal relatmpmsvith the Jewish Question. For
Lamirand, regeneration did not have to come thrahghexclusion of France’s Jews.
This analysis does not aim to rehabilitate Lamirafdminister until the spring of

1943, Lamirand played a key role in an authoritag@vernment that curtailed the
liberty of thousand of its citizens. Not only was aware of the extent of the racial
laws, but he also had first-hand knowledge of tbend-ups and deportations
affecting Jews. Instead, a consideration of Landimelationship with the Jewish

Question illuminates the heterogeneity that exisimdngst policy makers at Vichy.

One method through which to evaluate Lamirand’sigpis on the Jewish Question is
to consider the assistance that he provided Jewsrudichy. Naturally, to have
helped certain individual Jews does not suggestlthairand was a defender of the
Jewish cause, or even that he was not anti-SenmAticsome point during the
Occupation almost all Vichy officials offered asarsce to a Jew, usually an associate
from the interwar years? Lamirand’s assistance is distinguishable from gian by
other leading figures, not just because it begag garly on, but also because of his
indiscriminate nature over which Jews should beérefm it. While Vallat helped his
comrades from the First World War, Lamirand, whaoalassisted personal
acquaintances, implemented measures to alleviatsufiering of large numbers of

Jews with whom he had previously had no contaciddfixce of such assistance was

238 Jacques Adler has accused all Vichy Ministerseifidp anti-Semitic. See Adler, ‘The Jews and
Vichy’, p. 1069.

2391 es Armes de I'Esprit’ — Film by Pierre Sauvag289.

29 The evidence for these acts of rescue was prowti#ieir post-war trials. See notably the case of
Xavier Vallat in: L. Joly Xavier Vallat: Du nationalisme chrétien & I'antiséisme d’Etat(Paris,

2001), pp. 90-94.
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presented at Lamirand’s post-war trial and priordismissing the case, the judge

made unusual reference to it in his summing<dp.

On the occasion of the rafle du Vél d’Hiv, one bétlowest moments for Jews in
Occupied France, Lamirand personally ordered thaths from a Centre de Jeunesse
be immediately dispatched to help distribute sigsphnd to improve the appalling
sanitation conditions at the stadidffiln his report on theafle, Georges Edinger, the
President of UGIF described the ‘sentiments d’hutéamparfaite’ that existed
amongst the ‘Jeunes de Georges LamirafidDespite protests from the Germans,
Lamirand refused to remove his Jeunes from thedtilv.%** In the SGJ, Lamirand
did not implement the racial laws with zeal andias able to keep a number of civil
servants in position. In October 1942, Jean Bué Who been the SGJ's délégué
départemental in the Gard was promoted to becomeés@®I’s délégué regional for

Lyon.2*°

When his Jewishness was later revealed in an sndpyi the CGQJ,
Lamirand attempted to keep him in his r&!&In the same vein, Maurice Rohrbach
was maintained in place as the head of LamirandissRlelegation until March
1943%" Moreover, like so many of his ministerial colleagulLamirand also assisted

Jews with whom he had been acquainted in the prepsaod. For example, he

personally assured the release of his friend SaBudl from Drancy in October

241 AN, 3W 203, Decision by the Procurer Général, @y 1947.

242 AN, 3W 203, Lamirand at his trial, June 1947, oborated in a letter from Samuel Brull to the
judge, 27 July 1945.

243CDJC, CCCLXXIX-33, Report by Georges Edinger om work of UGIF 1941-1944.

244 AN, 3W 203, Lamirand at his trial, June 1947, oborated in a letter from Samuel Brull to the
judge, 27 July 1945.

245 Archives départementales du Gard [ADG], 1W131tdrérom the Prefect of the Gard to the
Prefect of the Rhone in which Bué is describednesx@ellent candidate for the position, 1 October
1942.

246 AN, 3W 203, Letter from Lamirand to Darquier, 28hdiary 1943.

247 AN, 3W, 203, Appearance of Lamirand before the t-aour, 26 June 1947,
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1942 and helped the relatives of another frience&rifrranck, cross the demarcation

line 248

As Secrétaire Général a la Jeunesse, Lamirand atidliscriminate against French
Jewish youth, believing that they had a right tketpart in the rebuilding of the
nation. Although this theme will recur repeatediyoughout this thesis, Lamirand’s
active support of the EIF warrants special consitiien. During a visit to Périgueux
in March 1941 Lamirand publicly exclaimed that B were integral members of
Scoutisme Francais and he expected them to patiecip the official ceremonies on
the same terms as all other youth movem&Hn EIF report reveals that during one
of the movement’s training camps in the Var in M#&#1, Lamirand, who was close
by, met with its leaders and spoke very warmly alibe movement=° Finally, after
the EIF was disbanded, Lamirand turned a blindteythe funds that the movement
continued to receive from Scoutisme Frané&isThese attitudes were not kept
hidden. From as early as August 1941, Lamirand rhectne victim of an attack by
the Institut d’Etudes des Questions juives (IEQW) by its director Paul Sézille, who
described Lamirand as being ‘pro-juif’ for allowidgws to continue participating in
the Centres de Jeune$se.Attacks on Lamirand by the collaborationist press

continued until his resignation in March 1943. Aboalmost all else, it was

248 AN, 3W, 203, Appearance of Mme Brull at Lamiranttial, 6 June 1947. Samuel Brull had died
before the trial began. Appearance of Ernest Frantlamirand’s trial, 1 July 1946.

249 AN, 3W 203, Appearance of Scout de France chef, Anséne-Henry at Lamirand’s trial, 20 June
1947.

0 AlU, CC 42, Séance of the Consistoire CentralMVi2fy 1941.

%L AN, 3W 203, Appearance of General Lafont at Lamia trial, 23 June 1947.

2 AN, 3W 203, Report written by Sézille, 11 AuguS®l. For more on Sézille and the IEQJ, see
Kauffmann, G, ‘Paul Sézille’, in P-A. Taguieff, (¢d.’Antisémitisme de plume 1941044 (Paris,
1999), pp. 442-446.
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Lamirand’s support for Jews in state-sponsored lyauganisations that was most

frequently commented on by the collaborationisspf&’

The fact that certain members of Lamirand’s farhédyl married Jews offers only one
possible explanation for his position on the Jev@afestior?>* Lamirand’s devotion

to Catholicism, a defining feature of his persdyalisheds further light on his
reluctance to implement the racial laf¥3.As will be explained in a section that
follows, French Catholics were divided over the i3&wQuestion. While many pre-
war social Catholics were later active in condergnine regime’s racial laws and
assisting Jews, this should not imply a concretk lietween social Catholicism and
philo-Semitism. Despite attacking the radical &#mitism of Edouard Drumont,
Albert de Mun, a pioneer of social Catholicism, emed a staunch anti-Semftg.

Nevertheless, Lamirand’s interpretation of Cathdkaching led him to distance
himself from anti-Semitism. As he commented in &4l9nterview, ‘j'ai toujours

trouvé I'antisémitisme un péché mortel. Ca auraiapiver & nous aus<r’

While Catholicism provided Lamirand with reasonseexist with Jews, it provided
Xavier Vallat with reasons to exclude them. Valagpecific brand of state anti-
Semitism has fascinated scholars since it was expos detail at his post-war trial
and it has been well documented in recent ye&r¥allat's reputation as one of

France’s leading anti-Semites had been cementddsbgutburst in the Chamber of

53 Je Suis Partoytl0 and 24 January 1942 aRdvolution Nationalg23 January 1943.

24 AN, 2AV 32, Interview of Georges Lamirand and Claddle Tourtier Bonazzi, 3 April 1984 and
interview with Gilbert Lamirand, 14 March 2008.

25 Interview with Gilbert Lamirand, 14 March 2008.

26 5ee HarrisThe Man on Devil's Islandop. 181-184.

%7 AN, 2AV 32, Interview of Georges Lamirand and Claddle Tourtier Bonazzi, 3 April 1984 and
interview with Gilbert Lamirand, 14 March 2008.

8 5ee JolyXavier Vallat and D. Carroll, ‘What it meant to be a “Jew” iickly France: Xavier
Vallat, State Anti-Semitism, and the Question o§ifiglation’ in SubstancegVol 27, No 3, (1998).
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Deputies following the electoral victory of the Rdgr Front government and the
return of Léon Blum as the president of the Chanabddeputies. In a parliamentary
debate on 6 June 1936, Vallat had publically ercta that ‘il vaut mieux avoir
guelgu’un dont les origines, si modestes soiemtselbe perdent dans les entrailles de

notre sol, qu’un talmudiste subtff?

When combined with his fierce nationalism and herr@anophobia, Vallat's overt
anti-Semitism made him an ideal candidate in Mai&41l to be Vichy's first
Commissioner for Jewish Affairs, a position thatré&ined until May 1942 at which
point he was removed following German pres$fiteAt his trial and in his
autobiographylLe Nez de Cléopatré/allat claimed that his anti-Semitism took the
form of a legitimate defence against Jews that wasctioned by the Church’s
interpretation of the Jewish Questidh.For proof, Vallat listed a series of historic
Catholic measures that had been passed againdews over the ages. Saint Paul,
Vallat argued, had claimed that Jews were the exgewii man, while Saint Thomas
Aquinas called for restricting Jewish integratianoi society’** Vallat claimed that
between 1217 and 1755, twenty-nine popes had ehéftyseven bills that were
intended to reduce Jewish influence over Christf&h¥allat, whose personal anti-
Semitism stemmed from his reading of the Cathofiwspapele Pélerin believed
that the marginalisation of Jews went hand in haitdl the history of Catholicisrf’*

He argued that his racial laws were a continuatibRrench and Catholic restrictive

%9 30, 6 June 1936, pp. 1326-1327.

0 For a detailed overview of the Commissariat Géraa Questions Juives, see Jalchy dans la
Solution Finaleand Billig,Le Commissariat Général aux Questions Juives.

#lyallat, Le Nez de Cléopatr@p. 245-248.

22 |pid., p. 246.

23 |bid., p. 247. Writing at the same time, Jacquesitdin refuted such arguments. See J. Maritain,
‘Anti-Semitism as a problem for the Jew'Rour la Justice: Articles et Discours 1940-194ew
York, 1945), p. 158.

%4 Eor more on Vallat's reading b Pélerin see JolyXavier Vallat pp. 59-61.

87



measures that sought only to reduce Jewish infRi@md=rance. Unlike the Nazis’
brand, Vichy anti-Semitism, he maintained, did rfotce Jews into ghettos,
implement a yellow star or a curfew and it did rmevent mixed-marriages.
Crucially, its aim was not to expel the Jews andagaly not to physically persecute
them. Vallat posited his anti-Semitism as reprasgrthe ‘Old Guard’ rather than the
‘New Order’. After the war, it was Vallat's germastwbia and his French

interpretation of anti-Semitism that saved him fribra death penalty.

In reality, however, Vallat's anti-Semitism was ot clear cut. Contrary to the image
of a logical and inherently French brandamitisémitisme d’Etathat he described at
his post-war trial, his dealings with Jews and widwish youth in particular, were
instead hesitant, provocative and at times cordtadi. As the Commissioner for
Jewish Affairs, Vallat's attempts to marginalisevderom the rest of the population
extended far beyond those in the civil serviceherltberal professions. His targeting
of Jews in the lowliest of manual positions runmeu to the image that he created of

himself after the war. As Marrus and Paxton havedo

Vallat was everywhere, nipping at the heels of auceats too slow to
prosecute or too unimaginative in finding areas Jefvish influence to
eliminate?®

Jewish participation in agriculture represents sgaahat on the surface at least,
should not have merited much of Vallat's attentidn. February 1941, Darlan

announced that Jews involved in manual labour sragere not subject to the anti-

25 Marrus and Paxtoryichy France and the Jews. 105.
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Semitic legislatiorf®® Nevertheless, Vallat's desire to implement thealalaws as
broadly as possible, soon led him to focus hisnétia on Jews who had returned to
the land. Indeed, Jewish participation in agria@taxposes the tension between the
regime’s dual aims of reconstructing the nation aratginalising Jewish influence.
Reconciling the confusion between the two priositigas played out at Vichy by
Vallat and the Minister of Agriculture, Pierre CaiziVallat's position required him to
eliminate Jewish influence in areas even as makesgriculture. On the other hand,
Caziot’s briefing did not foresee a reduction ire thumbers of those engaged in
production. On the contrary, his role was to enagara return to the land in order to

maximise agricultural output.

Although Poznanski has shown that by December 1&#ls were prohibited from
purchasing land to cultivate, in reality, the sitoa of Jews in agriculture was far
more compleX®’ Legislation to restrict their participation in amdture did not

feature in either the first or secofdatut des Juifsnor had it been mentioned in the
law of 17 November 1941 which had extended the rarnolb professions that were
closed to Jew&? Its absence should not suggest that it had beenomked by

Vallat, who was instead active behind the scenelawing-up proposals that would
place restrictions on Jews who returned to the.f&hdallat did not want to ban Jews
completely from undertaking rural work and evenamaged it as an alternative
means of employment from commerce and the liberalepsion<’® However for

Vallat, a Jewish return to the land was subjectairol in order to prevent them from

%6 Archives départementales du Tarn-et-Garonne [ADB®]25, Darlan to prefects in the non-
Occupied Zone, 28 February 1941.

%7 poznanskiJews in Francepp. 126-127.

28| aw of 17 November 1941, appeared in the JO 2 Mbee 1941, p. 5180.

29 AN, AJ38 122, Letter from the MBF to Vallat, 25 Wamber 1941. In autumn 1941 Vallat had sent
the text of a proposed law to the Germans that avbmiit the participation of Jews in agriculture.

20 See Raymond-Raoul Lambert’s diary entry on 16 @41 in LambertDiary of a Witnessp. 56.
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dominating the industry. A motion to reduce Jewgsinticipation in agriculture was
thus put to Vichy's Conseil d’Etat in December 1841Amongst other proposals,
Vallat wanted to limit to a single plot the amowhiand that Jewish farmers could till
and he sought to ban them from holding positionsesponsibility’’? The Conseil

d’Etat supported Vallat's proposals in f&if

Nevertheless, before the decree could be enactedi ito be approved by the Minister
of Agriculture. Pierre Caziot represents a Vichynister for whom, like Lamiramd,

the marginalisation of Jewish influence had littigportance. Like so many of his
ministerial colleagues, Caziot arrived at Vichy lwiho political experience. A

renowned farmer, agricultural engineer and memiéhe Academy of Agriculture,

Caziot had made his name in the 1920s as an a@vot&mily farming and was a
‘dedicated peasantist’’ Having been brought to Vichy to rehabilitate Ftenc
agriculture, Caziot paid only minimal attention fiolicy issues falling beyond this
remit. He objected to Vallat's specific proposads &griculture and although it had
been approved by the Conseil d’Etat, he was umwilfor this decree to proceed. At a
time of crisis in French agriculture, Caziot notbat reducing the amount of land
upon which Jews were entitled to work ran countertite best interests of the
nation?”> For Caziot, the Jewish Question was unrelatedgiicature and Jews

wishing to participate should not be prevented frdong so. In January 1942, he

noted:

271 AN, AJ38 122, Note on the Conseil d’Etat’s séameé December 1941.

212 AN, F60 1440, Vallat's proposal to control the @ss of Jews into agricultural professions, 2
November 1941.

23 AN, AJ38 122, Note on the Conseil d’Etat’s séameé December 1941.

274 G, Wright,Rural Revolution in France: The Peasantry in theefitieth CenturyStanford, CA,
1964), p.78.

2> CDJC, CCCLXXIX-65, Caziot to Vallat, 2 January 294
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Si certains retours a la terre se révelent possillex-ci me paraissent devoir

étre réalisés sous I'angle de la production ageiedlnon sous I'angle racial ou

religieux?’®

In order to break this policy deadlock and to famccompromise, there followed a
series of correspondence between the two minigtenghich neither agreed to back
down completely”” In event, the law was never enacted. Vallat arziaEavere both

removed from their ministerial positions in theisgrof 1942 and neither of their

successors sought to push through the decree.

Caziot’s opposition to the recommendations of tlemseil d’Etat was not the first
occasion that he had protested against Vallat's dimegl in agricultural policy-
making. In October 1941, he had written to Valkguing that Jews needed to be
kept in positions of responsibility in agriculturespecially in solely Jewish
agricultural projects, whose creation he favouned encouraged® Caziot protested
against Vallat's aryanisation and spoliation meesuthat affected the output of
Jewish farming families. On occasion, Caziot's médkss support for these Jewish
farmers proved successful, forcing Vallat to cormctmihis demand<? However, his
influence could only extend to private individual$ie idea of a Jew remaining in the
civil service or in a position of responsibility sainthinkable for Vallat and he
refused to bend to Caziot’s demands to allow membéthe ‘corps du genie rural’

and ‘officiers des Eaux et Foréts’ to remain inittipesition*°

278 |pid.

2" CDJC, CCCLXXIX-65, Vallat to Caziot, 8 January 29dnd CDJC, CCCLXXIX-65, Caziot to
Vallat, 9 February 1942.

'8 AN, Fla 3686, Letter from Caziot to Vallat, 22 Gloer 1941.

219CDJC, ClI-33, In January 1942 Caziot sought a getion for the Jews of the Comtat Venaissin
(Vaucluse) who had lived in the region for centsiride petitioned in particular for the Garsin famil
who had farmed their land since 1844. On the 19a@n1942 Vallat approved the Garsin family’s
exception to the aryanisation and spoliation dexree

#0CcpJC, CCCLXXIX-26, Caziot to Vallat 9 February 294nd Vallat to Caziot 15 April 1942.
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Vallat’'s anti-Semitism took precedence over themegs priority of a return to the
land. Jews could participate in agriculture, bgfidation was needed to ensure they
remained at the very bottom of the rural laddeereif this came at the expense of
increased production. Conversely, in his attempteeinvigorate French agriculture,
Caziot sought to keep the most able people in plaespective of their religion. His
post-war trial revealed his success in keeping Jewsp positions of agriculture and
his disobedience towards Vallat's policies was roftsommented on by other
Ministers?®! The purpose of this section has not been to posither Lamirand or
Caziot as defenders of the Jews of Vichy Francéhd®ait has sought to nuance the
largely unhelpful distinction of seeing the Jewiuestion as a straightforward
decision between those that supported Jews anc tthag did not. Vichy's top
officials reacted differently to the Jewish QuestidVhile for Vallat, Jews were not
part of the national community, this was not theecéor Lamirand who consistently
supported Jewish youth’s participation in variouatessponsored schemes. The
situation was even more complex for Caziot whoe Ilkamirand, did not exclude
Jews from taking part in regeneration from belovawdver, Caziot's support for
Jews was not motivated by benevolence and it dicgkxiiend to all Jews. In the main,
he was generally uninterested in Jews and theldaeig, which only assumed high
importance once they had come into contact withagrscultural brief. Ministers with
responsibilities for Jewish youth were thus notfiadi over the limits of Jewish
participation in the New Order. Such heterogen&ms of course not limited to
policy-making circles. In fact, few groups had aheeent position on the Jewish
Question. Catholic thinkers, who, like Vichy's nsters, were in positions to

influence a generation of youth leaders, were diseply divided on the issue. Their

21 AN, 3W130, The following Jews were listed as hawtayed in position thanks to Caziot: Garcin,
Picard, Weigut, Strauss, Heilbronn, Crémieux, Heitimer. See Carcopin8puvenirs de Sept Ans
362.
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complex position merits further consideration inlerto illuminate broader patterns

on the Jewish Question across French society.

*kk

As Jewish influence was marginalised during theupation, the power and visibility
of the Church increase&? The Church’s central principles of obedience, ifiaer
family and duty went hand in hand with the aim$haf New Order its support became
vital to the success of the National Revolutionvéiéheless, the line adopted by the
‘official’ Church did not represent the whole Chias body which was far from
homogenou$®® The division of French Catholics over the JewisheQion had
important consequences for Jewish youth in theengits to coexist with the new
regime. Catholicism was crucial to many of the Iegdfigures charged with
renovating French youth, yet, as has been explai@adholics held contrasting
interpretation over the limits of Jewish participatin society. An analysis of the
attitudes of Jacques Maritain and Emmanuel Moutaesards the Jews will help to
shed light on the ways in which some of their gikes, including Pierre Schaffer and
Pierre Dunoyer de Segonzac, responded to Jewiditipation in Vichy's youth

organisations.

82 The position adopted by the Church under the Catimip has been addressed in a number of
detailed studies. See N. Atkin, ‘Ralliés and résits: Catholics in Vichy France, 1940-1944’, in K.
Chadwick, (ed.)Catholicism, Politics and Society in Twentieth-Cepnt-rance(Liverpool, 2000), pp.
97-118; J. Duquesnkes Catholiques francais sous I'Occupati@f edn (Paris, 1996); R. Bédarida,
Les Catholiques dans la Guerre, 1939-1945, Entobyet la Résistang®aris, 1998) and Halls,
Politics, Society and Christianity in Vichy Frandeor the Protestant Church, see P. Bolle, ‘Les
Protestants et leurs Eglises’ in G. Wellers, A.fi{and S. Klarsfeld (eds.)a France et la Question
Juive1940-1944(Paris, 1981), pp. 171-195.

23 Halls, ‘Catholics, the Vichy Interlude, and Aftein Fishman, et al. (edsFrance at Wayp. 232.
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Prior to the fall of France, French Catholics wdragmented along political,
intellectual, social and spiritual lines. In pamiant for instance, Catholicism was
intrinsically linked to the Right-wing and sociallconservative Fédération
républicaine, which adopted an anti-socialist, -&niinist and increasingly
nationalist platfornf>* The ‘polarisation of Catholic politics’ is besteseat this time
by the role of the Christian Democrats on the Geh&ft?®®> The left-leaning social
Catholics were represented by the Jeune Républitpaerallied to the Popular Front
in 1936 and whose députés voted against grantiigpfwers to Pétain in July
1940?%® The Jeune République was founded in 1912 by theristhatic Marc
Sangnier following the papal condemnation of Samgmisocial welfare Le Sillon
movement®’ La Jeune Républigue emerged as a small party aithadvanced
programme for reform to continue the work of Lel®il The movement had
consistently poor relations with the Parti Démoer&opulaire, the Centre-Right
Christian Democrats, whom Sangnier judged as hatwog many links with the
reactionary partie€® Finally, Sangnier was also extremely vocal a thine in his

condemnation of anti-Semitism and for his suppaorréfugee$®®

It should thus come as little surprise that undiehy the clergy and the laity adopted

multiple reactions to both the regime and its datavs. It was, as Jackson has

24 3ee K. Passmore, ‘Catholicism and NationalismFédération républicaine, 1927-39’, in
Chadwick, (ed.)Catholicism, Politics and Societyp. 47-72.

2> Term used by Martin Conway. See M. Conw@gtholic Politics in Europe, 1918945 (London,
1997), p. 72.

28 The department of the Meurthe-et-Moselle acts fasenating microcosm for the heterogeneity of
Catholic views. During the 1930s one of its députés Louis Marin, leader of the Fédération
républicaine, while another was Philippe Serre, memof the Jeune République.

%7 For more on Le Sillon see J. Carae, Sillon et la Démocratie Chrétieniiearis, 1966) and A.R.
Vidler, A Variety of Catholic Modernisid.ondon, 1970), pp. 191-220.

288 3.C. Delbreil, ‘Les formes politiques de la dénatier chrétienne en France au vingtiéme siécle’, in
Chadwick, (ed.)Catholicism, Politics and Society in Twentieth-Cent-rance p. 129. See also J-C.
Delbreil, Centrisme et Démocratie-Chrétienne en France, Igi P&mocrate Populaire des origines
au M.R.P 1919-194¢Paris, 1990).

29| Landau,De I'Aversion a I'Estime: Juifs et Catholiques erafice de 1919 a 193®aris, 1980),

p. 251.
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argued, amongst the Catholic intellectuals thasedis was initially most ardefit’
After a period of accommodation with Vichy, theseellectuals and their followers
such as Mounier and his journasprit, and Fumet and his journdemps nouveau
entered into active resistance activity where thigyke out against Vichy’s treatment
of Jews. While many Catholic intellectuals weretical of Vichy's racialist
legislation, these same Catholic thinkers had belderline anti-Semitic views in the
1920s and 1930s. These intellectuals had a profaoftigence on Vichy's youth
instructors, above all at Uriage and at Jeune eranbo made decisions that directly
impacted on Jewish youth. To understand the minafstteir disciples at Vichy vis-
a-vis the Jewish Question, there is a need to denshe nature of the relationship

between Catholic intellectuals and anti-Semitisrthminterwar years.

Jacques Maritain best illustrates intellectual GBtism’s ambivalent relationship
with the Jews. An avid opponent of Nazi anti-Sesniti Maritain wrote a number of
essays that aimed to create dialogue between @hssand Jews. His contribution to
Nostra Aetate, the document passed by Vatican lichvisought reconciliation
between Christians and Jews was philosophicallyspemhsible?®* Nevertheless,
Matritain’s opinions on Judaism on a purely theatagievel have led some scholars
to consider him as a ‘metaphysical anti-Senfite’Although Maritain’s relationship
with the Jewish Question can be broadly divided ithiree phases of his life, this
should not suggest that during any one of thesegtimularitain was completely rooted

in either the anti-Semite or philo-Semite camp.h@gtMaritain embodies intellectual

29 jacksonFrance, The Dark Yearp. 270.

291 M. Novak, ‘Maritain and the Jews’ in R. Royal, (edacques Maritain and the Jedotre Dame,
IN, 1994), p. 129.

292 Klenicki, ‘Jacques Maritain’s Vision of Judaisand anti-Semitism’, in Royal, (edJacques
Maritain, p. 73.
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Catholicism’s complicated relationship with the d@wQuestion by at once holding

anti-Semitic and philo-Semitic views.

Evidence exists of Maritain’s philo-Semitism durifgs early Dreyfusard years,
thanks largely to the influence of his wife, Rajssd&ussian-Jewish émigré who had
converted to Catholicism with Maritain in 1906. thar, it was through his friendship
with Péguy at this time that Maritain gained a sewd justice for the Jef:
However, his closeness at the same time with thding anti-Semite Léon Bloy,
whose anti-Semitic diatribee Salut par les Juiffad made a profound impact on
Maritain, complicates his early philo-Semiti$f.A second phase began in the early
1920s when Maritain was involved with the Actiomakgaise. At this time he had
written that it was, in some cases, morally jughbfe that a numerus clausus be
imposed on JewS> He also noted that Jews should be made to choetsesén an
allegiance to the nation state and an allegiancBalestine. In the event that they
chose Palestine, Jews should have their citizenshipked®® Although in 1921
Maritain had claimed that government had the righttke measures against the Jews,
he had never set out what such measures would.dntaiher, despite his calls for
Catholic writers to alert the public of a Jewislolgem, he nonetheless advocated

doing this in a way that would not fuel hatfed.

A third and final phase emerged after 1926, by Wwhgoint Maritain had left Action

Francaise and spent much of the 1930s attackingSantitism, culminating in his

293 B, Doering, ‘The Origin and Development of Maritsi Idea of the Chosen People’, in Royal, (ed.),
Jacques Maritainpp. 18-19.

# Hellman, ‘The Jews in the “New Middle Ages”: JaegMaritain’s Anti-Semitism in Its Times’, in
Royal, (ed.)Jacques Maritainpp. 90-94.

2% B, Doering,Jacques Maritain and the French Catholic Intelleda(Notre Dame, 1983), p. 142.

29 Doering, ‘The Origin and Development of Maritaiftkea of the Chosen People’, p. 28.

297 Doering,Jacques Maritainp. 143.
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1937 publication_'Impossible antisémitisnfé® However, to maintain that Maritain
passed from being an anti-Semite to a defendegews$ Jvould be misleading. Despite
Maritain’s vehement defence of the Jews from the-h®30s, he never fully rejected
the existence of a Jewish problem. As Crane ardaefelity to basic theological
presuppositions shackled his philosemitism in funeatally anti-Judaic

stereotypes??

® On this point, John Hellman has gone even furtdeiman maintains
that although large numbers of liberal and demari@atholics denounced ‘racist’
anti-Semitism, their Christianity always took préeat over any other tenets. The
ideal society was to be more Christian than lib&aAs Hellman argues, ‘many of
the more open-minded Catholics were preparddlévate [his emphasis] the Jews as
a community [...] if not to accept them completelyeagials*** Finally, Jacques and
Raissa Maritain were stalwarts of a supersessidhisblogy, which considered
Christianity to have ‘superseded’ or to have fidfil the covenant with the Children
of Israel**? Thus, for the Maritains, Judaism would only readmpletion after its
people’s conversion to the Church, which accordmghem had become the ‘New

Israel’.

The racial construction of the Jew that had beansmitted by the Nazis and latched
onto by Vichy was the antithesis of Maritain’s imeetation of Christian thinking. He
loathed Vichy's racial laws and condemned them feoate in New York. Writing in

1941, he argued that ‘to persecute the house afllss to persecute Chrisf®

298 3. Maritain, ‘L’lmpossible antisémitisme’, in PlaDidel, (ed.)Les Juifs(Paris, 1937), pp. 44-71.

29 R.F. Crane, ‘Surviving Maurras: Jacques Maritailésish Question’, iatterns of Prejudicevol.
42, No 4, (2008), p. 411.

30 Hellman, ‘The Jews in the “New Middle Ages™, @.9

31 Hellman, ‘The Jews in the “New Middle Ages™, @.9

392 For more see M. Marrus, ‘The Ambassador and thEeP®ius XlI, Jacques Maritain and the Jews’,
Commonwealvol. 131, no. 18, (2004), p. 19. | am gratefulltee Dunlop for bringing this argument to
my attention.

3033, Maritain, ‘On Anti-Semitism’ ifPour la Justicep. 52.
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Maritain and Vallat’s solutions on how to solve thewish Question were thus
fundamentally irreconcilable. Race played no parthie construction of Maritain’s
ideal Christian society which he hoped would resnltthe Jews’ conversion to
Christianity. Vallat, on the other hand refusedattknowledge Jewish converts to
Christianity who he argued would always remain Jawd were thus subject to the
racial laws. As Marrus and Paxton have argued, Mfallat, heredity was stronger

than holy water®**

Like Maritain, Emmanuel Mounier also provided alpbophical and moral basis to a
number of Vichy’s youth initiative®® Despite the debate over Mounier’s association
with fascism, there is a general consensus amosuisilars that he nevertheless
remained entirely opposed to anti-SemitfhHowever, some historians argue that
although hostile to a racist variety of anti-Sesmtj Mounier held ambiguous views
on the Jewd?’ The evidence for this is to be found in an arttblet he wrote in 1939,
as a response to a special editiodefbuis partouthat had been entitled ‘Les Juifs et
la France®%® In his article, which appeared ibe Voltigeur Mounier at once
condemned the racist foundation & suis partout’santi-Semitic discourse and

recognised the existence of a Jewish problem, ‘tleansesure ou des juifs, ici ou Ia,

304 Marrus and Paxtoryichy France and the Jews. 92.

305 For a more detailed analysis on Mounier &sgrit under Vichy, see M. Winock Esprit»: Des
Intellectuels dans la Cité, 1930950 (Paris, 1996); J. HellmaEkmmanuel Mounier and the New
Catholic Left(Toronto, 1981) and KedwarResistance in Vichy Francpp. 196—205.

3% See P. Birnbaunn Mythe Politique: La « République JuivéParis, 1988), p. 244 and P. Laborie,
Les Francais des Années Troub{Psiris, 2001), pp. 138—139. For more on Mouni@mngulgence
with fascism’, see SternheNleither Right nor Leftpp. 273—-290. Sternhell does not go as far as
Bernard-Henri Lévy’s critique of Mounier. See Bitévy, L'ldéologie FrancaisgParis, 1981), p. 32.
397 Hellman, ‘The Jews in the “New Middle Ages™, @@ and BirnbaumJn Mythe Politiquepp.
247-251.

308« es Juifs et la France’, G.Ue suis partoytl7 February 1939, no 430, Special edition edited
Lucien Rebatet.
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ont tendance a s’agglomérer et, sinon a faire sémesa former induration sans la

communauté nationalé®

As a response to a vitriolic anti-Semitic artidounier intended his reply to force
reconsiderations on the illogical nature of antm8sm. This he did by comparing
the Jewish presence in certain sectors to thodditmaally occupied by Auvergnats
and Corsicans. It is here that the ambiguity overuMer’s position on the Jewish
Question arises, for not only did he admit the texise of a Jewish problem, but when
describing the Jews, he did not modify his languag® that used by self-proclaimed
anti-Semites. In his response, Mounier describedptioblem of an abundant Jewish
presence in cinema, higher education and politia$ l#e questioned Léon Blum’s
decision to have ‘multipli€ imprudemment dans somoerrage’ so many Jewish

socialists>*?

However, from the founding dEsprit in 1932, the personalist and communitarian
society longed for by Mounier was never intended¢oexclusive or exclusionary.
Mounier's 1936 Personalist Manifesto had even eraged Catholics to partake in
communitarian ventures with non-religious gro@ffsMoreover, a series of Jewish
writers that included Alexandre Marc, Georges ZBeapWladimir Rabinovitch
(Rabi), Emmanuel Levinas and Jean Wahl were caritoib to Esprit during the

1930s%'? Mounier adopted the same line under the Occupa#itier its re-launch in

399 E. Mounier, ‘L’antisémitisme qui n'ose pas dirsmswm’, inLe Voltigeur 1 March 1939, quoted in
Birnbaum,Un Mythe Politiquep. 249.

319 |pid.

311 Mounier to Mme Guittet, 15 August 1936, in his Gasy IV, Paris, 1963, quoted in J. Hellman,
‘Communitarians, Non-conformists, and the SearclaftNew Man’ in Vichy France’, in Fishman et
al. (eds.)France at Warp. 93.

12 Marc, a Russian-born Jew, had converted to Caiboliin 1933. See J. Hellmahhe
Communitarian Third Way: Alexandre Marc’s Ordre Neau, 19362000 (Montréal, 2002).
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November 1940, Mounier usdtkprit to protest against the regime’s anti-Semitism.
In a February 1941 edition he invoked Péguy’s wagsiagainst anti-Semitism and in
June of the same year, an article appeared thaeoomed the showing of the film Le

Juif Siiss in Lyon, which defended the students hdmbprotested againstit

For their disciples at Vichy, the position of Marit and Mounier on the Jewish
Question was difficult to define. Jews were asgediavith Marxism, capitalism and
liberal democracy, the very things ti&dprit and Vichy sought to combat. Maritain
and Mounier abhorred and spoke out against antit&amon racial grounds, but in
their writings they had both expressed concern @elewish problem that they
wanted to see resolved. The tension and ambiguitychwhas been explored
throughout this chapter was to play out under Vishyeune France and at Uriage,

where both organisations adopted an ambivalerigakhip with Jewish youth.

313 Esprit, no. 97, February 1941 and no. 101, quoted in \dkneEsprit»,p. 239 and Kedward,
Resistance in Vichy Francpp. 201-202.
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Chapter 2. Jewish Youth’s Responses to Vichy

Jewish youth movements reacted in multiple wayshe fall of France and the
creation of the Vichy regime. An investigation biese diverse responses offers a
valuable lens through which to analyse the broaekationship between Vichy and
the Jews in the first phase of the New Order. Somaeements such as the EIF sought
to work with Vichy, seeing in it the possibility implement its pre-war plans for a
retour a la terreand the creation of the ‘New Jew’. The EIF’'s effdio coexist were
welcomed by the SGJ, which did not discriminateirssgathe movement and instead
included it in series of projects designed to rkbrance’s youth. Other Jewish
youth organisations refrained from making inroadshwichy. The Yechouroun
sought to implement a spiritual Jewish existenca ane of disorder and upheaval.
Zionist youth groups however, believed that fightMichy would prepare youths for
their future combat that was needed to create ashestate in Palestine. Yet Jews’
participation in youth schemes was not limited xalesively Jewish movements. A
second focus in this chapter will investigate Jawisuth’s participation in a series of

Vichy programmes for regeneration.
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Jewish Youth Movements

The EIF

The EIF was the biggest and the most important Jewislihymovement that existed
under the Occupation. Drawing on a large numberooth leaders, the organisation
benefitted from a series of important connectionihiw Jewish circles locally and
nationally. For the first year of the regime, nbet youth movement came close to
matching the EIF’s infrastructure which, equippéathva specific project, was backed
by numerous sectors from within the New Order. &armgination into elements of the
EIF’s project will explain the seemingly curiousatimstances that allowed for Vichy

and the EIF to cooperate and accommodate eachauhag the period 1940-42.

The Exodeof May—June 1940 and the German law that forba@gdes Jrom crossing
the demarcation line back to the Occupied Zonetted rapid increase of Jewish
inhabitants in the south of France. The south, whiad hitherto been home to only a
fraction of the country’s 330,000 Jews, suddeniynfb itself inundated with Jewish
refugees, including a large proportion of the Elétefsand children. However, the
EIF did not find itself in south-west France as ansequence of the chaos and
confusion that swept the country in 1940. Rathar,the summer of 1939, the
movement had developed a plan to relocate Jewistirem to the south west. While
government preparations had been put in placedouate French children from Paris
in the event of enemy attack, foreign children wesrcluded from these

arrangements-* In early 1939, the EIF with the help of OSE, sdelegates across

314p. FayolLes Deux France: 1936—-194Baris, 1994), p. 200.
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France to find evacuation centres that could hdabhseoptimum number of Jewish
children®® with young Jewish men called up to undergo mifitaervice, this

responsibility fell to the EIF’'s female leaders.

Having an overwhelmingly French leadership provedrumental for the EIF and the
movement drew on a range of existing networkssrsé@arch for suitable locations in
la France profonde Such opportunities were not readily availableotber Jewish
youth organisations. Although the EIF's searchhouses began in Normandy, it was
with the help of an unlikely personality, the dépuaff the Lot, Anatole de Monzie,
that the movement eventually settled in the sougstiv® Monzie provided the EIF
with a letter of recommendation to the prefect leé Lot who aided them in their
search™’ Similarly, EIF leader Shatta Simon was able toigéouch with the prefect
of the Tarn-et-Garonne with the help of Baron Rol# Rothschild®® By the
beginning of 1940, the EIF was firmly establishedhe south west where it housed
between 300 and 350 Jewish children in its six eaien centred™® Led by Shatta
Simon, Moissac (Tarn-et-Garonne) was the largesih@dge centres and straight away
it became a rallying point for the entire EIF moweh On 7 June 1940, at the height
of the débéacle, the EIF’s director Simon Lévitteided to relocate the movement'’s
entire secrétariat from Paris to Moissac. The defaad the armistice only

strengthened Moissac’s position as the new cerittekeomovement. Following their

35M. Pulver, ‘Les El aux Premiéres Mois de la Gueire'Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France dans la
Guerre’, p. 42. OSE is a Jewish humanitarian osggditin that was founded in St Petersburg in 1912.
%1% Via a contact, Denise Gamzon was able to relyherstipport of De Monzie, who along with being
the godfather to Darquier de Pellepoix, was alssally associated with other notable anti-Semitas th
included Marcel Déat. See CDJC, DLXI-96, Transcoipinterview with Shatta Simon, p. 3, Memoirs
of Denise Gamzon, p. 57. For Monzie, see P. BuFriance under the Germang. 379.

317 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p. 57.

318 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amaleki982, p. 147.

319cpJC, CMXLIV 2, Undated report (likely to be late 1941) p. 1. Gemwere located at La Ruffie
and Saint-Céré (Lot), Villefranche-de-Rouergue 8atht-Affrique (Aveyron), Beaulieu-sur-Dordogne
(Corréze) and Moissac (Tarn-et-Garonne).
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discharge from the army, the majority of Elkefsdiscovered that their families were
scattered across the country and disruption to aomcation rendered it difficult to

establish contact with them. Under these circuncgsyna large number of Etfhefs

headed to Moissac. To many EIF members, Moissaeredff the prospect of
familiarity and comradeship at a time of uncertgiahd isolation. In August 1940,
the leadership held a meeting of the executive ctteenin the town. Decisions
needed to be taken concerning the direction that d&tivities should take in the

context of the defeat.

The entire restructuring of the movement was nethas been suggested, a response
to the possible re-emergence of anti-Semitism enshmmer of 1948° The EIF’s
decision to reorganise the movement at this timenstfrom the specific social and
economic circumstances that pervaded France dthiengummer of 1940. In August
1940, the EIF was the only Jewish youth organisatiat had been able to resume
operations in the aftermath of the def&tThe other Jewish youth movements had
not taken advantage of their female leaders duhegeriod of male conscription and
found themselves without any fixed centres of ofi@na This was only made worse
by the large numbers of male leaders held as POWkebGermans. In this context,
the movement drew on its pre-war heritage of amst&. Aware of the perilous
situation of the other Jewish youth movements Bhedecided to take responsibility
for all Jewish youths in France. At the meetingloéfson 15 August, decisions were
made that would shape the movement for the duratidine Occupation. Above all, it
was decided that the movement needed to concemmathree specific tasks, each

designed to continue the EIF’'s projects of the $93Bhich had sought to return

320cpJc, DLXI-81, Transcript of interview with JacquRulver.
321 AJU, CC42, Report by Samy Klein on his activities1940-1941, 28 November 1941.
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Jewish youth to the manual trades and agricultwiele exposing them to Jewish
culture. A first was to convert the children’'s ewaton centres into permanent
children’s homes for Jewish youth, where vocatiosabjects would be taught
alongside the regular curriculum and Jewish histérgecond priority for thehefs
was to create and develop the EIF in the major soamd cities in the non-Occupied
Zone. The third priority was to establish Chanti®saraux, agricultural training

centres, for Jewish youf?

The appearance of Vichy holding a monolithic positon Jews is fundamentally
nuanced when considering its relationship with Bt in the period 1940 to 1942.
Poznanski is quite correct to argue that the EIB vegognised by the regime as its
principles ‘did not conflict’ with the regime’s a€ial ideology®*® However, Vichy
entered into a relationship with the EIF that wiemtbeyond a passive recognition of
the scouts. Vichy not only wanted to engage with EiF, but saw within it the
possibility for deeper cooperation on a number edfels. Here, Kedward is more
accurate and has spoken of the movement's ‘clemepaability’ to Vichy's

programme, while Marrus and Paxton have commenteth® regime’s ‘flexibility’

on the EIF?*

322 Robert Gamzon'’s carnet entry on 15 August 194@Gamzon)es Eaux Clairespp. 16-17. The
purpose of this investigation is to evaluate theirgaof the relationship between French Jewishlyout
and the Vichy regime. To this end, a study of thiédcen’s homes which sheltered predominately
foreign Jewish youth, lies beyond the confineshaf tesearch project. Their experience has received
considerable attention. See G. Isratdureux comme Dieu en Fran(Raris, 1975) and Lewertowski,
Les Enfants de Moissac

32 poznanskiJews in Francep. 139.

324 Kedward,Resistance in Vichy Francp. 170 and Marrus and Paxtafichy France and the Jews.
213.
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The principles of the EIF chimed with the ambitiohleading figures at the SGJ,
whose conception of youth under the New Order westbat encouraged pluralism
and diversity. Crucially, the EIF’s decision to ¢éakesponsibility for all the Jewish
youth in France at a time of great upheaval wamdiative that was looked upon
favourably by Vichy. The SGJ in particular saw hetEIF an organisation that it
could work with. To this end, the SGJ lent the EE-support and encouraged the
movement to take a leading role in a variety ofescés that fell under its auspices. In
January 1941 the SGJ charged the EIF with the nsdipibty of organising Jewish
youth in North Africa®® In February 1941, after so many Jewish civil setvaad
already been relieved of their positions becaugbebtatut des JuiffEdouard Simon

and Robert Schapiro left for Algiers endowed withGrdre de Mission from the SGJ:

M Simon utilisera pour se déplacer I'avion ou leéela. Les autorités civiles
et militaires sont priées de bien vouloir facilitdans toute la mesure du
possible la mission de M Simdft.
Another example of the cooperation between the &il the SGJ is illustrated
through the work performed by the EIF in Vichy’'samrment camps. Throughout the
Occupation tens of thousands of foreign Jewish m@men and children were held

in appalling conditions in Vichy’s internment camg@ut of 21,794 Jews at Gurs,

Vichy’s largest camp, only 755 Jews managed topescand across France, around

35 ADTG, 5W26, Letter from the Chef de Service at 8@J to Moissac, 9 January 1941. See also R.
Schapiro, ‘Les Eclaireurs et Eclaireuses Israéti&rance en Afrique du Nord durant la Guerre’, in
‘Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France dans la Gyqrr@7. The history of the EIF in North Africa der
Vichy has yet to be written. There is sporadicrefiee to it in M. LaskiefNorth African Jewry in the
Twentieth Century: the Jews of Morocco, Tunisia Afgkria, News York (New York, 1994). Albert
Memmi also makes reference to the EIF in Tunisisnsemi-autobiographical account of the
Occupation. See A. Memmithe Pillar of Sal{Boston, MA, 1955), pp. 192—-207.

32 ADTG, 5W26, Letter from the Chef de Service at #@J to Moissac, 9 January 1941.
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3000 interned Jews died as a result of food shestatjsease and overcrowdif§At
the time however, while relief organisations weneiggling to cope with demand,
few leading figures at Vichy acknowledged the abgfsiconditions of the camps
which were not reported on in the press. In adatiehe President of the Consistoire

in April 1941, Vallat noted:

Les juifs internés dans des camps spéciaux préaulsa poi du 4 octobre 1940

sont traités, m’assure-t-on, avec humanité et dassconditions hygiéniques

satisfaisante¥’®
In fact, during the winter of 1940-1941, the appagliconditions had led to the death
of over a thousand Jews at Gurs altfieSenior figures in the SGJ did not adopt the
same line as Vallat. Through cooperation with tile, Eamirand and Garonne instead
supported schemes designed to improve the consglitbnnterned Jewish children.
The SGJ’s decision to cooperate with the EIF cawibered from different angles.
One reading may suggest that the ministry was tmdykeen to entrust the EIF with
the task of helping Jewish children. A strategicd®yoid of any benevolence towards
the Jews, the SGJ may well have been delightedutsoorce this responsibility to
willing volunteers and would naturally have prowd#éem with the equipment and
bureaucracy necessary to complete the task. Howtsrreading through a lens of
persecution, fails to consider the human elemethade at the top of the SGJ. As has
been shown, Lamirand and Garonne had been invalvettie interwar Catholic
Action groups and their previous relief work wasmajor factor in shaping their

responses towards interned Jewish youth. Firstiwleemen believed that the EIF

327 For more on the appalling conditions of these cgrape A. Grynberd.es camps de la Honte
(Paris, 1991); Cohen and Malo, (edkgs Camps du Sud-Ouestd D. Peschanskia France des
Camps: L'internement 1938946 (Paris, 2002).

328 AJU, CC 49, Letter from Xavier Vallat to Jacqueslbronner, 29 April 1941.

329 See KedwardResistance in Vichy Francpp. 166-167.
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could continue the work of Garric’s Equipes Socaken organisation in which both
Lamirand and Garonne had been active during trexvilar years. In January 1941,
Lamirand entrusted the EIF with the responsibititycreating an Equipe Sociale that
was permitted to enter Gurs and attend to thoseeid of assistand&® Second,

Lamirand and Garonne sought the removal of Jevhddren from internment camps
and their relocation to EIF centres in the non-@oedl Zone. This is conveyed in a
passionate letter by Louis Garonne to the prefécthe Tarn-et-Garonne, which

contradicts Vallat's assessment of Gurs:

J'ai I'honneur de vous faire savoir que je donneawis trés favorable au
projet soumis a votre approbation par les El coraar 'accueil dans leur
Centre de Moissac de jeunes israélites du Camp uts. @e connais les
conditions de vie déplorables des enfants actueliérhébergés a Gurs et je
tiens & encourager une initiative qui permettrana quinzaine d’entre eux
d’échapper & un sort si misérabié.
The SGJ’s commitment to diversity also explainsitiingness to cooperate with the
EIF. The EIF's status as a Jewish youth movemestned deemed a relevant factor
for those in control of moulding the future genemas of French youth. As a
movement based on scouting, the EIF had innateitigsalsuch as respect for
hierarchy and authority, community work and resfohty that were instantly
looked upon favourably by the SGJ. However, the entent also manifested a range
of tenets that went beyond their scouting philogophd which went hand in hand
with Lamirand and Garonne’s chief concern, nam#éby,avoid the creation of a

Jeunesse unique. The EIF did not want its memioebe tidentical and like the SGJ,

saw diversity as a useful tool rather than a hincea Since the 1930s the EIF had

30 AlU, CC 43, Letter from Ninon Hait to EIF leadeBsjanuary 1941. Ninon Hait's rescue work with
Abbé Glasherg has been well documented elsewheeeZGccotti,The Holocaustp. 74 and Hammel,
Souviens-toi d’Amalelkpp. 196-197.

3L ADTG, 5W26, Letter from Louis Garonne to the Pogfef the Tarn-et-Garonne, 10 March 1941.
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adopted a plural attitude towards education andiogl. To participate in the EIF, a
minimum level of education was not required and slefrom all religious
backgrounds were welcome. Finally, the movemereal for spiritualism, folklore
and costume were welcomed by Vichy that had engedrahese ideals and had

placed a great emphasis on regional differéfice.

In the period before the EIF began its clandestwggvity, the movement was
involved in thorough negotiations with the SGJ otles future of Jewish youth in
France and well into 1942, EIF leaders continuedetanvited by the SGJ to take part
at its ‘intermouvements’ meetings at VicHy.From the outset, both parties entered
into a process that was reliant upon mutual codiperaNaturally, the EIF was by far
the smaller of the two parties, but this should aketract from the fact that it was, on
occasion, the SGJ who approached the EIF to fislfks. In 1940-42, the EIF was
looked upon favourably by the SGJ for the roleoitild play in the reorganisation of

Jewish youth and in providing another layer inlthéle against a Jeunesse unique.

From the summer of 1940, Ethefsresponded to the refugee crisis by creating scout
troops across the non-Occupied Zone. In June 1Bd0nmtovement had only two
troops in the south and this number had risen tetaen by January 194%. In
October 1940 the EIF, together with the Catholiptéstant and secular scouts,

became a founding member of Scoutisme Francaigdfter SF]. In July 1941, all

332 For regionalism and folklore under Vichy see QuiieaLe Projet Culturel de Vichy: Folklore et
révolution nationalgLyon, 1989), pp. 65-89.

333CDJC, CMXLIV (1), EIF Circulaire, 15 March 1942, §.

34 AU, CC, 43, EIF Report on the development of ti@vement since June 1940, January 1941.
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four branches of the SF officially fell under thespices of the SG3° In the summer
of 1940 the responsibility of founding an EIF traaghe town of Vichy fell to Henri
Wahl. Only a handful of Jews had lived in Vichygerto 1940, but in the aftermath of
the Exodeand Pétain’s decision to name Vichy the capitathef Etat Francais, the
population of the town increased, which resultediinse in the number of Jewish
inhabitants. Wahl, who arrived in Vichy followinge Exodeand worked full-time as
an optician, created the town’s first EIF troopcMy was home to a number of youths
with experience of scouting. From the summer of0194/ahl had enlisted fellow
refugees René and Théo Klein and Liliane Liebehiadocal commissioner§® In a
2009 interview, Théo Klein explained that regrogpyouth came naturally to those
with experience in scouting. For Klein, ‘c’étaitmual, pour nous qui avions fait le
scoutisme, il y avait des gosses qui étaient lg,alait une communauté juive, il y

avait une synagogué®’

Théo Klein does not believe that his decision tp lceeate an EIF troop in Vichy was
part of a broader project to combat anti-Semiti§tather, he saw it as part of a
practical solution to a refugee crisis that wasbdaced by the recently-arrived Jews
in Vichy, who lacked a social Jewish space in whhnteract. By July 1941, the
leadership’s efforts had been rewarded and theyMicop counted 113 members.
As part of its engagement with SF, the EIF joinedcés with local scouting
associations to undertake community work. This e@ingrom organising the

Christmas tree for the town of Vichy to helpinglwihe Secours National. The troop

%35 For a more thorough analysis of Scoutisme Frahcaation, see Guéri, Utopie Scouts de
France pp. 245-246.

33 Interview with René Klein, 11 November 2008, Th@ein, 10 March 2009, Liliane Klein-Lieber, 3
May 2009.

337 Interview with Théo Klein, 10 March 2009.

338 CDJC, CMLV-3, Letter from Henri Wahl to the Presid of Vichy’s Israélite Community, 30 July
1941.
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was in addition required to participate at offici@remonies. To celebrate th&éNay
and the féte de Jeanne d’Arc, the entire local tEdBp was invited to assemble in
front of Pétain’s residence at the Hotel du Parbene it took part in the official

celebrationgFigure 4).3*°

Figure 4. The Vichy troop of the EIF taing part in a ceremony
outside of the Hbétel du Parc, Vichy, 1 May 1941.

In the aftermath of the defeat, the EIF executises warticularly anxious about the
situation of Jewish youth in locations where themere no local EIF leaders. The
training of newchefswell versed in Jewish studies thus became of aemportance
to those at the top of the organisation. To achiéig the EIF launched a series of
training camps forchefs the purpose of which would offer scouting andgiels
instruction to leaders, many of whom had had Igtteerience of Jewish life. The first
Statut des Juiffiad excluded a large number of teachers andeotalls from their

professions and Gamzon sought to turn the rag@slbtion to the movement’s favour

339 |bid. Also interview with René Klein, 11 Novemh2008. According to Claire Andrieu, the EIF
were also invited to take part in the ceremony May 1942. See C. Andrieu, ‘Démographie, famille,
jeunesse’, in Azéma, J-P & Bédaridal B, France des années noira&l. 1,De la défaite a Vichy
(Paris, 2000), p. 488.
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by recruiting leaders from amongst thiatufiés**® Although the EIF had organised
training camps before the war, it seems that bysfireng of 1941, it had turned to

Vichy and in particular to Uriage, for inspirati@am how to run its camps. The first
training session after the passing of the raciaklavas held between 28 April and 12
May 1941 at Beauvallon (Var), and was directly miedeon the system at Uriag&

At this camp, thestatufiés many of whom had no knowledge of Jewish life,
experienced intense Jewish learning in classehitdnglLéo Cohn and Samy Klein.

Six statufiés graduates of the Beauvallon camp, were immediatesignated their

own local scout units, while many others becamemissioners andhefs**?

*kk

The sympathy manifested towards the EIF by Lamiramd Garonne was, of course,
not shared by all of their ministerial colleaguesavier Vallat's complicated

relationship with thdsraélites francaisis illustrated through his dealings with the
EIF. Although the movement was protected underbdmener of SF and the SGJ, the
EIF became a target for Vallat in the summer of 1194ho sought to reduce its
influence to a bare minimum. In August 1941, Va#laen recommended completely
cutting the allowance that the EIF had been edtiibereceive under ‘la résorption du
chdmage des jeunes’ scheme. Placing his anti-Smitver Vichy's priority to

return youth to work, Vallat maintained that he Idonot look favourably upon a

349 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 333. However, as Claude Singer has shown,@ntynority of
statufiégjoined Jewish organisations following their expaits Further, most of the new recruits had
already some connection to the movements datitigetpre-war period. Singer has argued that 70% of
‘statufiés’ reacted as Frenchmen and did not seedq temporarily, to recreate their lives as phat o
Jewish organisation. Many statufiés became prittates, a position that had not been banned by the
racial laws. See Singévjchy, I'Université et les Juifspp. 225-239

3411t was intended to be ‘I'équivalent, pour la JesseJuive, de I'Ecole Nationale d’Uriage’. CDJC,
CMXLYV (2), Report by Samy Klein to the Grand Rabdim France on the EIF training camp at
Beauvallon, 20 May 1941.

342 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p. 75.
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movement with so many Jewish lead®fsThis should not however suggest that
Vallat wanted to ban the EIF at this stage. In AiglO41 his recently-appointed
delegate in Toulouse, Joseph Lécussan, wrote tlatyabkking for direct instructions
on how to proceed with the Eff* Lécussan believed that under article 2 of the
Statuts des Juif@hich prohibited Jews from the teaching professtbr, EIF should
be disbanded® However, Vallat recognised that the EIF's exiseendid not
contravene any of Vichy’'s recently promulgated lawke vous informe que les
Statuts de I’Association dite « Mouvement des Elont réguliers et que je ne vois
pas la possibilité d'interdire cette sociét®. Vallat's short reply to Lécussan
confirms that in the summer of 1941, the EIF weileacceptable to him at the most
minimal level. In the same period Vallat had othencerns whose importance took

precedence over the EIF, such as the census afidstreryanisation measures.

Allowing the EIF to continue should not suggestttMallat fully accepted the
movement or that as a result of its position witl8f, that he regarded them
differently to their co-religionists. This is illtrated by a second example with
Lécussan from the same period. Following an amiige article that condemned the

EIF in Villeneuvois a regional newspaper, André Kisler, the heachefEIF for the

33CDJC, XXXI-72, Letter from Vallat to the Directof Youth and Technical Training at the Ministry
of Education, 4 August 1941.

34CDJC, XXXI-73, Letter from Lécussan to Vallat, AGgust 1941. Lécussan was a former
cagoulard and notorious anti-Semite who wanteddbil laws to be implemented as broadly as
possible. In April 1943 he was named head of thiichlfor the region of Lyon. Here he was given the
opportunity to unleash his anti-Semitic convictidnyspersonally assassinating hundreds of Jews
including the prominent Dreyfusard and PresiderihefLigue des Droits de 'Homme, Victor Basch.
See JolyVichy dans la Solution Final@p. 432—439. From his prison cell in Lyon in Dexer 1945,
Lécussan wrote to Vallat asking his to testify anbbehalf at his forthcoming trial. He asked Vattat
explain that ‘mon antisémitisme était rationnehen passionnel’ and that he had ‘appliqué les Lois
avec humanité et bienveillance’. See AML, FondsigaVallat, 21 1I-7, Letter from Lécussan to
Vallat, 30 December 1945.

35CDJC, XXXI-73, Letter from Lécussan to Vallat, AGgust 1941. Lécussan had been sent the EIF
handbook on 14 August from the censor control ihd@s. See AN, AJ38 1089, Letter from the
Control des Informations to Lécusan, 14 August 1941

346 CDJC, XXX-74, Vallat to Lécussan, 4 September 1941
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Lot-et-Garonne, argued that as part of SF, ankatiache EIF equated to a critique of
Vichy's regenerationist agenda and he called ferrtewspapers’ editors to apologise
in their next issué!” The newspaper asked Lécussan for advice, whatiindivected
the matter to Vallat. Vallat was adamant that Wikeneuvoisshould not retract its
article. His reply is noteworthy, insofar as it eals an important aspect of how he ran

his ministerial department:

J'estime qu’en des affaires de ce genre, il esteable de ne pas donner
d’avis écrit aux intéressés. Vous pourrez cepenpiquer verbalement au
journal Le Villeneuvoisqu'il ne nous parait pas opportun de déférer a la
demande de M. Kisléf'®

To permit an attack on the EIF, a movement supdditethe SGJ, was an indictment
of the regime. Although Vallat was secretly contientindermine Vichy’s programme
for rebirth, he did not want it made public thae t6GQJ had been responsible for
compromising the integrity of SF. Crucially, thrdugncouraging his administrators
to avoid giving anti-Semitic orders in writing, aepedent had been set and we are
exposed to another layer of the day-to-day funatigrof the CGQJ machine. With
such information brought to light, one can only@pate on the range of anti-Semitic
directives given by Vallat's delegates in the |acezd, for which no written evidence

would ever have existed.

Vallat did not have to wait long before he foundagpropriate way of marginalising

the EIF. At the end of 1941 the creation of UGIHE haajor implications on the future

347 AN, AJ38 1073, Letter from André Kisler to the Extiof Le Villeneuvois8 August 1941.
348 AN, AJ38 1073, Letter from Vallat to Lécussan,ép@mber 1941.
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functioning of the EIF. The purpose of UGIF was gmup all existing Jewish
organisations into a single coordinating agef{¢yOther than those purely religious
associations, the creation of UGIF was compulsoryafl Jewish organisations, who
were no longer allowed to belong to any other moy@mThis decision impacted on
the EIF, which found itself forced to relinquisk nfficial status as a member of SF.
In reality, the ties were not cut and until the soen of 1942, and the EIF continued
to participate in schemes organised by the SF.pEnsonal involvement of General
Lafont, head of Vichy's SF, explains why the ElFsaadlowed to continue. Kedward
is correct to single-out the importance of Genéwbnt, to the EIF's development
under Vichy**° Lafont’s resolute support for the EIF led him tergonally confront
those in control of the regime’s anti-Semitic légi®n, whom he hoped to persuade
to gain exceptions for Jewish youth. Although eiputation was discredited in 1948,
following a public show of support for Pétain, tB#'s esteem for Lafont did not
wane, owing to the assistance that he had rendiednovement under Vichy.
Writing to Lafont following his resignation as Ch&tout, Gamzon affirmed, ‘notre
affection et notre reconnaissance’, while Edouardo8 went even further, listing

point by point the help that Lafont had provided EiF under Vichy>*

In December 1941, General Lafont accompanied Garfmoa meeting with Vallat,
where the men protested against the EIF’s inclusidGIF 3°? Here, Lafont outlined

the central position of scouting to the National/&ation and explained to Vallat the

349 A debate over whether UGIF helped or hinderedstheation of Jews in France has existed for
many years. Rajfus considers UGIF to have beemaoritant factor in the Final Solution, while Kaspi
disputes this accusation. See M. Rajsiss Juifs dans la Collaboratioffraris, 1980) and Kaspies
Juifs pendant I'Occupatiori-or a more balanced account, see M. Laffitte Engrenage Fatal:

L'UGIF Face aux Réalités de la Shoah, 1941-1@34ris, 2003).

30 Kedward,Resistance in Vichy Francp. 169.

%1 private papers of General Lafont, Letter from Gamio Lafont, 4 May 1948 and letter from
Edouard Simon to Lafont, 19 May 1950.

$2CDJC, CMXLIV (2), Letter from Robert Gamzon to @eal Lafont thanking him for his
participation at the meeting, 19 December 1941.

115



need for the EIF to maintain its connection with®*8FThe extent of Vallat's disdain
for the EIF was such that he wanted to sever theement's connection with the
state. He did not want the movement banned andwthhe did not approve of them,
he did not seek to cut its social links with SF.thms instance, Lafont’s influence
ensured that Vallat placed national regenerati@valpersonal anti-Semitism. Taking
heed of Lafont’'s recommendations, Vallat organiedh special status to be created
for the EIF. Vallat decided that the EIF would en#&IF but would remain under the
control of the SGJ and the SF. The movement’s aljuial centres would fall under
the auspices of the Commissariat au Travail dese¥ewa branch of the S&J3.SF
became responsible for the EIF’s local trodpsGamzon was appointed to UGIF’s

council for the non-Occupied Zone, where he wagaesible for Jewish youth?®

By entering into UGIF on 23 March 1942, the EIF®@#ily lost its independent and
judicial status. Its day to day activity was nekeféss only minimally affected by its
incorporatior®>’ In a letter to the other scouting associationsne& Lafont

reiterated his desire that SF’s attitude towardsgH should not change:

Les groupes d’Eclaireurs Israélites continuéreptatiquer le scoutisme. lls
seront contrdlés par le Scoutisme Francais en ceoqeerne la régularité de
la doctrine et des méthodes [...] Il continuera @étrtile d’inviter les
Eclaireurs Israélites a assister aux Colléges dutBme Francai&?

33 AN, 3W 203, Lafont’s statement to the Haute Caurthe appearance of Georges Lamirand, 23
June 1947.

%4 This will be outlined further in a chapter thalldovs.

35CDJC, CMXLIV (2), Letter from Robert Gamzon to @eal Lafont, 19 December 1941.

3% Gamzon'’s role at UGIF lies beyond the scope ofifesent investigation. It has been discussed in
great length by Alain Michel amongst others. Seehdl,Les Eclaireurs Israélites de Francep.
101-118. Raymond-Raoul Lambert makes some fasegabservations on Gamzon’s role. See
Lambert,Diary of a Witnesspp. 83—95 (entries 28 December 1941 and 8 Jari@a3). Denise
Gamzon defends her husband’s decision to parteipat/GIF. See Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p.
80.

%7 poznanskiJews in Francep. 134.

%8 AlU, CC 43, Note from General Lafont to Scout Leedon the Situation des El, 19 March 1942,
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The only visible changes were the EIF’'s absencm fibchy’s official ceremonies,
which could be rescinded should they be expligitlyited. Second, the movement’s
headed paper removed SF and had UGIF in its St8adevertheless, the evidence
suggests that cooperation and communal activibesirmued long into 1942. In March
1942, the EIF invited SF’s national leading figutesvisit its centre at Moissac. A
report undertaken by the local Police aux Questihnges, reveals the harmony that
existed between the movements. The Secretary Geokr@F, André Basvedant
stated publically that the SF was against the rdaws and that the EIF could
‘compter sur l'aide la plus totale de tous les n@uents scouts pour leur rendre

moins dure leur conditiori®°

Similarly, Jean Gambastide, a leading figure inhbtite Protestant scouts and the
Compagnons de France commented that he would ne¢ the occasion to visit
Moissac to defend the EIF and ‘de les exalter @ounéliorer leur conditior®®* The
EIF were delighted that the scout leaders had bbnto see the work that was being
undertaken at the centre and deemed the visit@ssit? Two weeks later, Gamzon
attended a meeting in Vichy with Basvedant, Gamdbastand other leading
commissioners of SF. During the official lunch, tiaf made the ostentatious gesture
of asking Gamzon to sit next to hiitf. At this meeting, one of the delegates asked

about SF’s position on the EIF, to which Lafonfjrafing his allegiance to the EIF,

%99 |pid.

30 ADTG, 5W26, Report by the Police aux QuestionsdiToulouse) on the visit of SF to Moissac,
14 March 1942. André Basvedant was the son of BAssedant, who in May 1941 became one of the
few jurists to resign from his position as congeiluridique, because of his objections to Vichy’s
policy of collaboration.

%1 |bid.

%2CcpJc, CMXLIV (1), EIF Circulaire 15 March 1942.

33CcDJC, CMXLV (2), Compte-Rendu of Gamzon’s visit2® March 1942, p. 4.
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responded to a packed room, ‘depuis quand la oaliguive est-elle interdite en

France?®

At the local level in the spring and summer of 194 EIF continued to participate
in a variety of communal activities with the othsrouting associations. EIF youth
took part in regular camps and even technical itrgicamps fochefsthat were held

across the non-Occupied Zone. Writing about a canmygaugneray (Rhone), which
was organised jointly with Pere Montuclar and treh®lic scouts, Samy Klein made

reference to the feelings of fraternity that exddtetween the two movements:

Une atmosphére de sympathie mutuelle qui a “embliés les participants ;

la veille, notamment a été tres émouvante et $&Btinée par une promesse

faite en communi®
The EIF responded to this display of camaraderiesdigking to deepen their links
with the SF. They sent their leaders to SF trairsicigools where they were treated in
the same way as scouts representing the otheriatésons. Reports of the camps de
cadres (Cappy and Cepi) from the summer of 194Xencanstant reference to the
fraternal atmosphere between the trouffe#n a number of instances, the actions of
SF towards the EIF reveal that such description® wet reduced to empty words or
gestures. In November 1941, the EIF’s plaque wawlalissed at the Maison des

Jeunes in Montpellier. The head of SF for the negesponded by urging the délégué

régional de la jeunesse to launch an immediateigndie noted that an attack on the

%4 1bid., p. 5.

35 AlU, CC 42, Note from Samy Klein, April 1942. TR&re Montuclar in question was the chaplain
of the Catholic Scouts. He was the brother of tkd-tnown Dominican and contributor Esprit,

Pére Maurice Montuclar, who had lived with Mourtiefore the war. See WinodEsprit, p. n. 357.

3% Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Pierre Cadieetiber of the Equipe Nationale of the Protestant
Scouts to the EIF, 31 July 1942. In his letter, i€adives the grades of five EIF chefs who had
participated at a recent camp. To become a Ch&falgpe it was essential to complete a CEPI training
camp.
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EIF represented an attack on SF, which as a gowrmbacked body was
unacceptabl&®’ Similarly, following the attack on an EIF centmre Nimes, local
divisions of the Protestant scouts displayed tlw®jalty to the EIF, by offering its
support to the movemefft Even after the EIF’s official exclusion from SF,
following its incorporation into UGIF, many troons the non-Occupied Zone could
count on the friendship and assistance of theimésr counterparts until the
dissolution of the EIF in January 1943. This enagement emanated from the base
as well as from the top. During the period 1940-219%e increase in communal
activities between the various scouting factiortstle a greater understanding of the
movement’s different customs and traditions. Thesey links laid the foundations
for future cooperation after the summer of 1942 whbe EIF launched its
programme to hide foreign Jewish children. Untig thiberation, a host of local
scouting units provided identification cards andfarms to the EIF which allowed

them to pass into clandestiniy’

*kk

Although during the period 1940-42 the EIF was withquestion the largest and
most successful Jewish youth movement, it did nahage to attract all of French
Jewish youth to its cause. The chaos offkedeand the defeat and the large number
of youth leaders that were POWs momentarily crusheaxistence of France’s other

Jewish youth movements. In 1940, the EIF went &aglengths to draw members of

%7CDJC, CMXLV (2), Commissaire Leclerc to the délégégional de la jeunesse, 11 November
1941.

38 AlU, CC 29, Letter from Pierre Clavel, CommissaieeDistrict EU to Jean-Jacques Rein,
Commissaire de District EIF, 11 May 1942.

39 |nterviews with Guy de Rouville 17 November 2008iane Klein-Lieber, 19 May 2009. For more
on the help given to the EIF by SF in the period2t9.944, see Guérih;utopie Scouts de France.

n. 514, HammelSouviens-toi D’Amalekpp. 198-199.
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other Jewish youth movements towards scouting. itlesess, the divisions that had
plagued interwar French Jewry continued under tbeu@ation and a large number of
young French Jews found themselves unwilling topada the EIF model on

ideological grounds. By the spring of 1941 howewecertain degree of stability had
returned and the EIF no longer represented the amggnised movement. A Jewish
infrastructure was gradually put in place throuple treation of synagogues and
centres of Jewish learning in the non-Occupied Zame it was in such conditions

that Jewish youth movements were able to germinate.

The Yechouroun was the first of these movementstadapt in the non-Occupied
Zone and like the EIF, it organised a series ofsior displaced Jewish youtff,
Founded in 1926 in Strasbourg, the Yechouroun waserthodox youth movement
that promoted spiritual learning through study mess Although before the war it
had positioned itself against the EIF, the Yechaoarleadership realised that the most
effective way to rebuild Jewish life in the aftetmaf the defeat was to join forces
and to accept the assistance of the EIF. In th&svimat followed his demobilisation,
Marc Breuer, a founder of Yechouroun, became irehvith the EIF in Lyon, where
he helped to expand both movements simultaned(’sBreuer created a Talmud
Thora, a Jewish studies centre, in the major ctfdbe non-Occupied Zone, that was

open to French and foreign youth. At this time, BIE was also in need of religious

370 Under Vichy, Yechouroun’s camps were organisecbifaboration with OSE (Oeuvre de Secours
aux Enfants), See K. Hazdres Orphelins de la ShodRaris, 2000), pp. 111-123. With several
hundred members the Yechouroun represented antampgouth movement that existed throughout
the Occupation. Fleeting reference is sometimesenad echouroun in a number of studies of Jewish
life under Vichy. Nevertheless, like the history@ifthodox Jewry, a study of Yechouroun under the
Occupation has yet to be written. A large propaortidd the movement’s archives are held by Alex
Klein, at the Michlala Centre in Jerusalem.

371 M. Breuer Ask thy father and he will tell you: A Recountifigramily History(New York, 1997), p.
75.
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instructors and hired Breuer to lecture at its m@tespecially the Chantier Rural at

Taluyers®’?

Contrary to the EIF, in the period 1940-42, the heroun did not adopt a political
position nor did it seek accommodation with the SBY/ichy. Its purpose was to
maintain and develop a religious and spiritual &rddor young Jews without access
to a formal Jewish environment. To this end, thelReiroun launched an ambitious
scheme to bring Jewish learning to Vichy’s locasti First, Marc Breuer wrote a
weekly commentary on the weeks’ Torah portion, \wHite Yechouroun distributed
to 300 childrer’’® Second, from Limoges, Théo Klein and B6 Cohn ewadn
orthodox learning by distance programme, known dw tCours par
Correspondancé’ By April 1942, ten different classes were disttémieach week to
more than 350 subscribers, both teachers and ehijldn all major Jewish youth
centres in the non-Occupied Zotfeln the spirit of fraternal relations, these classes
were not destined solely to members of the Yechourand were also sent to EIF

leaders who used them in their own study sessions.

Limoges was one of the main centres of Orthodoxaidud under Vichy, where it was

home to Jewish refugees predominantly from Alsawe keorraine®”®

Here, in the
period 1940-42, they were able to lead a vibramtiskelife. Poznanski has shown

that under the Occupation, Vichy did not discrinknagainst the practicing of the

372 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 59.

373 Breuer,Ask thy fatherp. 77. The Torah (Pentateuch) is divided intg8#ions. Every week, a
different one is studied.

37 Interview with Margot Cohn, wife of B6 Cohn, 13 gwst 2009. Margot Cohn was responsible for
typing theCours par Correspondancalmost all of which can be found in the Yad Vastachives
(YV, 0.9 126).

7> poznanskiJews in Francep. 153.

378, Landau, ‘La Communauté de Strasbourg-Limog&89:1944)’ inAlmanach KKL-Strasbourg
1964-1965 also available at http://judaisme.schidtbire/shh/limoges/commun.htm.
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Jewish religior?’” Synagogues remained open and in those communiesuvi place
of worship, permission was granted to create 6h®likvoth (ritual baths) were set-
up, kosher butchers were allowed to continue opeyand so too did the practice of
ritual slaughter, which was not outlaw&d.A large number of Yechouroun’s
members lived in the city where many were in futlé religious education at the
religious school, the Petit Séminaire Israélite Ldmoges (PSIL), which remained
open throughout the Occupation. Although from 18%8y of its students joined the
maquis, they engaged in no such clandestine workglthe period 1940-4%°
Their priority at this time was to develop theindgh knowledge in order to enter the
Yeshiva at Chamaliéres and eventually become coritynleaders™®! Edgard Weill,

a former rabbinical student at Chamaliéres recalek®97:

Comme Clermont-Ferrand fait partie a ce momenteldadzone libre, ¢ca se
passe normalement, les études se passent normaleme@n est un peu en
vase clos, et on ne sait pas tellement ce quiseepal’extérieuts
Weill's comments are crucial in revealing how som@ethodox Jewish youth
negotiated their relationship with the regime. Whkir spiritual wellbeing seemingly
secured, Vichy did not become an immediate tar§etisalain for Orthodox Jewish

youth, who were able to continue their study andsivip in a new setting of the non-

Occupied Zone.

*k%k

37" poznanskiJews in Francepp. 143-151.

378 ADT, 506W123, Letter from the Commandant Militagethe Tarn to Salomon Reich in which he
gives his permission for Reich to open a synagag@astres, 25 January 1941. This file also costain
letters from Jews across the Tarn, in which thd&ga@dor permission to hold religious services fue t
High Holy days. Permission was always granted.

379 poznanskiJews in Francepp. 143-151.

380 Notable maquisards who were members of Yechouirminde: Bernard Picard, Lucien Lazare,
Théo Dreyfuss, Max Warshawski (later the Grand Rabbthe Bas-Rhin) and Jean-Paul Bader.

31 After the fall of France, the Seminaire rabbinigieeParis relocated to Chamaliéres on the outskirts
of Clermont-Ferrand.

32 ysC Shoah Foundation, interview with Rabbi Edgafeill, 26 January 1997.
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The Yechouroun’s passive response to Vichy wasnmatiched by French Jewish
youth who were engaged in Zionist youth movemefiswude Strauss, later the
renowned poet Claude Vigée, combined his role i@ Hionist resistance with
contributions to Pierre Seghers’ resistance jouRuasie Strauss, whose family had
been in France for five generations, was completetggrated into French life.
Having never been part of a Jewish organisatioauSs, a refugee in Toulouse,

reacted as a Jew rather than as a Frenchman fiestiétatut des Juifs

| started looking for my equals in the same fatd &muickly contacted in

Toulouse in those months of October, November, ez 1940, other Jews;

French, with or without the citizenshi®
In Toulouse, Strauss developed a Jewish identitputih his interactions with
intellectuals from the Jewish refugee communitywdts through his participation at
Jewish study circles and his work in the medicat oh the interment camps that
Strauss developed a ‘crise de conscience’ andtifiion with the Jewish faté®*
Under Vichy, Strauss found himself drawn to comeditZionists, whose political and
ideological aspirations revealed a world that hd hat known. The government’s

oppressive measures towards foreign Jews creaspédee that allowed Zionism to

flourish and this was open to French as well dsrteign Jews.

Under Vichy, Toulouse played a central role in thevelopment of the Zionist
resistance. Strauss joined the graapMain fortein early 1941. French youths with a

variety of social and political leanings particigetin this group which significantly

383 AHICJ, The Rescue of Jews via Spain and Portlig@rview # 49 with Claude Vigée, 1963. See
also Vigée’s memoirs: Vigée, Ca Lune d’Hiver Paris, 1970.
384 |1hi

Ibid.
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altered their life trajectories. Having not had amigious or Zionist upbringing,
Strauss spent forty years in Israel after the &he. Rothnemer was another founding
member ofLa Main forte Rothnemer, a native Parisian was a self-declathdist
and anarchist, who was also a member of the leftihg) Zionist organisation,
Hashomer Hatzaff® Rothnemer subsequently became extremely religgmaswas,

at the end of his life, the head rabbi of the Fulgle Yeshiva.

By the end of 1941, the various competing Zionigiugs, which ranged from the
ultra-right revisionists Betar, to the socialisbdist Poalé-Zion, had come together to
form the Armée Juive, which by 1944 had recruitdchost 2000 member§?
However, the Liberation of France was only thetfstep in the programme of the
Armée Juive, which had as its eventual goal thatare of a Jewish homeland in
Palestine. Before being accepted into the orgaarsaStrauss and all other recruits

were blindfolded and recited the following oathatiegiance:

Je jure fidélité a ’Armée juive et obéissance axceefs.
Que revive mon peuple !

Que renaisse Eretz Israél !
La liberté ou la mort®®’

From the outset, the Armée Juive prepared its meshlpefor armed resistance with a
view to fighting the Nazis and later the BritishPalestine. However, the day to day
activities varied. Strauss and Arnold Mandel, atgomm Strasbourg, were charged

with the task of creating study circles acrossrdmgion and recruiting youths to the

385 | ewertowski,Les enfants de Moissag 223 and Vigéd,a Lune d’'Hiver p. 57.

3% Nicault and Grynberg, ‘La résistance sioniste’1 7. There exist a small number of academic
studies on the Zionist Resistance see notably Miead Grynberg, ‘La résistance sioniste sous
I'Occupation’, and R. Poznanski, ‘La Resistanced@in France’, ilRevue d’histoire de la Deuxieme
Guerre mondialeVol. 137, (1985), pp. 3—-32.

387 Cited in Latour)a Résistance Juive en Fran@®aris, 1970), p. 90.
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cause’®® Other members embarked on a programme to briief @eid assistance to

Jews interned in camps.

Nevertheless, Strauss knew that his experiencehén period 1940-42 was not
representative of the majority of French JeffyMost members of 'Armée Juive
were not French. Strauss observed that Frenchwevesslow to recognise the danger
in the period 1940-42, especially the EIF, whosarmodment to scouting rendered
them simply ‘an organisation of nice little boyke further noted, ‘don’t forget that
Eclaireurs business was the opposite of reallyhisil engagement [...] It was nice

little games, you seé®

Despite the overwhelming presence of foreign Jewsthe Armée Juive, the
organisation had still been able to attract a nunalbgroungisraélites francaigo its
cause in the period 1940-42. This was also the fms&louvement de Jeunesse
Sioniste (MJS), whom the majority of the Armée é&uisupported following its
creation®®* Founded at the Congrés de Montpellier in May 1948 MJS aimed to
unite the disparate Zionist youth organisationghi@ whole country under a single
banner. There was a need to eliminate the poliaaal religious infighting that had

plagued the various factions, each of which shahed same goal of eventually

388 AHICJ, The Rescue of Jews via Spain and Portlig@rview # 49 with Claude Vigée, 1963. See
also, J. Brauman, G. Loinger and F. Wattenberg.Jgdrganisation Juive de CombgRaris, 2002),

pp. 90-91.

%% For a short biography of participants in the Arndéive, see J. Brauman, et al. (ed3rganisation
Juive de Combapp.42-111. For information on tieaélite francaispresence from 1940-41, see the
entries of Rodolphe Furth and Raymond Lévy-Seckel.

39 AHICJ, The Rescue of Jews via Spain and Portiig@rview # 49 with Claude Vigée, 1963.

31T, Hershco, ‘Le Mouvement de la Jeunesse Sioriist®’ Brauman, et al. (edsQrganisation Juive
de Combatp. 119. For a short biography of participantthe MJS, see J. Brauman, et al. (eds).
Organisation Juive de Combatp. 122-167.
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creating a Jewish state in Palestiffelmmediately following the Congrés, the MJS
formed a series of gdoudim (battalions) in a dazietowns in the non-occupied Zone
and like the EIF they sought to imbue Jewish yauith elements of Jewish history,

tradition and folklore. Naturally, this culturaltean was heavily ‘palestino-centrique’,

and as Paul Giniewski recalled, ‘on I'a dit: on&atides Juifs et on maintenait leur
spiritualité, les deux étant inséparabl€&'From its inception the MJS produced false
identification cards and its rescue work drasticaficreased after the summer of

1942, when it began smuggling Jewish children Buatzerland.

French Jews in the Armée Juive and the MJS didseek cooperation with Vichy,
nor did they aspire to the rebuilding of Jewisk ifh France. Nothing could be done
to repair the feelings of betrayal that these ysd#it in the aftermath of the racial
laws. In stark contrast to the EIF’s initial pragje¢ accommodation and to the passive
reactions that came from the majority of French ryewhese young Jews looked

instead towards a collective Jewish existence lasfiae.

*kk

In the period 1940-42, the EIF, the Yechouroun #mel Armée Juive sought
contrasting ways for its youth to lead a Jewislstexice under the New Order. The
EIF’s pre-war project to transform the ‘pyramideistogique des Juifs’ coupled with
its priority for scouting led the movement to enggmpsitively with Vichy and the
National Revolution. Well into 1942, the EIF’'s deammitments to serve France and

Judaism and the backing that it received from kgwrés proved too powerful for

392 |nterview with one of the three founders of theS\iToto Giniewski, now Eytan Guinat, 3 June
20009.
393 p. GiniewskiUne Résistance Jui@aris, 2009), p. 18.
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Xavier Vallat, who was unable to completely cut thevement off from playing a
role in public life. The EIF continued to interaeith other scouting associations and
took part in official parades at Vichy ceremoni@s.the other end of the spectrum,
few elements of Vichy's programme for renewal pbadtractive for the Yechouroun
or the Armée Juive. Unlike the EIF, they did notegrinto dialogue with the regime.
That said, a certaiattentismeexisted within the Yechouroun, whose aim of cregti
an orthodox, spiritual existence amongst Jewishhyotas not threatened by Vichy.
Yeshivas remained open and even Jewish youth refugeisolated pockets of the
non-Occupied Zone could continue their religiouaaadion, thanks to th€ours par
Correspondanceln contrast, the Armée Juive opposed such pagsitiom as early
as the autumn of 1940, it saw the fight againsthyias preparation for a broader
struggle in the creation of a Jewish state in RaesFrench Jewish youth in the
Armée Juive chastised the EIF's project of regdimraunder Vichy and its
coexistence with the regime. For the Armée Juivenigm offered the only solution
to the Jewish Question. However, in the period ¥420immigrant Jews made up the

majority of those adopting a Zionist response tohyi

Attitudes and behaviour inherited from the pre-194@iod allowed Jewish youth to
remain active in 1940-42, forging new allianceshwitand outside of Jewish
communal structures. Young Jews’ desire for deeyegration into French civic life

did not go unanswered. Rather, Vichy also solicitedish youths to take part in its
regeneration schemes, revealing that the relatiprisgétween Jewish youth and the

regime was never a one sided affair.
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The interface between Vichy and Jewish youth: Jewm state sponsored youth

schemes

Vichy's prioritisation for multiple youth schemesd to the creation of a series of
loosely organised youth initiatives, each of whindd to develop its own position on
the Jewish Question. While some, confident of taeionomy, freely admitted Jews,
others were more cautious and on occasion soughadbice of the SGJ or the CGQJ
before making decisions that specifically relatedJewish youth. The lack of a
coherent policy towards Jewish youth amongst tivest@utions was mirrored by the
multiple responses of Jewish youth towards thastusion. Three main motivations
underpinned Jews’ participation in Vichy's youthhemes. First, some had little
choice and owed their inclusion to being the selkcepresentatives sent by the EIF
and other Jewish organisations. Second, full-tirmgi@pation in a youth movement
led to a regular supply of food and accommodatiomth of which were sought after
commodities in an unstable climate where unemploynamd shortages were rife.
Third, in some instances, the aims of some of tleeganisations resonated with the
ideological convictions of Jewish youth and allowtkém to play out their pre-war

ambitions under Vichy.
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Uriage

The Ecole des cadres d'Uriage enjoyed an ambivalelationship with Jewish
youth®** The school, located in the Chateau Bayard (Iséme)s created in the
immediate aftermath of the armistice by CaptainrrBieDunoyer de Segonzac.
Originally independent of Vichy, the Christian aadthoritarian ethos of Uriage was
soon looked upon favourably by the new regime, vibok it under its wing,
financing it and promoting its developméfit.De Segonzac's idea was to rebuild
France by retraining its most intelligent and ajpbeing men to become leaders, and
he emphasised their moral, psychological, physical intellectual characteristics.
Further, de Segonzac was a devout Catholic ancdbhis ambitions for Uriage was
for it to offer a religious alternative to the aftatholic Ecole Normale Supérieut&.
The influence ofEsprit and Mounier were central to this training. THEsprit
contributor Abbé Naurois became the school’s chiapknd Mounier was a frequent
visitor to Uriage, giving lectures and leading dissions on personalisif. Students
also received regular lectures from other promin@atholics thinkers linked with

Esprit, including Bruno de Solages and Jean Lactdix.

394 Until now, the few studies that have consideredredationship between Uriage and the Jews have
limited their focus to the summer of 1944, when safithe school’s former instructors joined the
Maquis du Tarn, a resistance cell which containedenthan 100 Jewish Maquisards. See J-P. Nathan-
Aymon, ‘Compagnie Marc Haguenau’, in ‘Les Eclaireisraélites de France dans la Guerre’.

3% There exist two schools of thought over Uriage isidelationship with Vichy. A first, developed

by Bernard Comte, considers Uriage to have beercoaformist, acting independently of the New
Order and as a breeding ground for the ResistaeecB. Comte,Jne Utopie Combattante

Conversely, a revisionist approach to Uriage hastaelopted by John Hellman, who questions the
resistance legacy of the Ecole and considers Utmfave been inextricably entangled with Pétainist
ideology. See Hellmaihe Knight-Monks of Vichy Franc&he philosopher Bernard-Henri Lévy has
gone even further than Hellman in his critique:iddie est mieux qu’'une thébaide ou une cathédrale du
vichysme, il en est le laboratoire’. See Léldydéologie francaisep. 53.

39% 3. Hellman, ‘Maritain, Simon, and Vichy's Elite I8mls’, in Torre, M.D.Freedom in the Modern
World: Jacques Maritain, Yves R. Simon, MortimeAdler (Notre Dame, IN, 1989), p. 167.

397 Ibid., p. 168 and Kedwar@Resistance in Vichy Francp. 206.

3% Hellman, The Knight-Monks of Vichy Francp. 85.
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De Segonzac did not display any signs of hostitdywards Jewish youth and
constantly encouraged their participation at UriaBeior to the Occupation, de
Segonzac had mixed in the same pre-war circles a#tdvh, and his views on Jews
appear heavily influenced by the latter's ambivateon the Jewish Question. Like
Maritain and Mounier, de Segonzac condemned raciitSemitism and th&tatut
des Juifs$®® However, he was also in favour of some measuresyliaken against
Jews, ‘le probléme existe, une place est a délindisms le pays pour les Juif§®
Although a Catholic society remained his goal, ppears that, like Maritain, de
Segonzac also saw a role for the Jewish peoplethdticoming of Christ. To this end,
he did not intend Uriage to be a wholly Catholistitution, and distinctions were not
made between the youths according to whether othegtwere Catholi¢’* A critical
position vis-a-vis the racial variety of anti-Seist was also adopted by a number of
Uriage’s leading instructors, many of whom wereefab marry Jewish woméff
This environment did not go unnoticed by the call@bonist press who, as they did
with Lamirand, criticised de Segonzac for not inmpdating racial criteria when

constructing ‘le nouvel homme francaf8®

As has been shown, the training of the EIF’s lesedeas modelled on the system used
at Uriage. Uriage appealed to the EIF secretarmt imtended to glean from it a new

pedagogical approach towards training future geiogrs of Jewish youth leaders. In

399 Comte,Une Utopie Combattante. 380.

‘P Dunoyer de Segonzac, Exposé aux journées B&JI'21 October 1942, quoted in Comitine
Utopie Combattantp. 495.

01 Hellman, The Knight-Monks of Vichy Francp. 60. Nevertheless, following the closure ofddg
in December 1942, several dozen men and women étbansecret society, The Order, to continue
living within the spirit of Uriage. Its provisionabnstitution forbade Jewish participation. See
Hellman,The Knight-Monks of Vichy Francp. 197.

“9235ee A. Delestrdjriage: Une communauté et une école dans la touren#®40-1945(Nancy,
1989), p. n. 201.

493 M. Augier, ‘Les Chevaliers sans armures’LiaGerbe 24 July 1941, reprinted in full in ibid, pp.
111-112.
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November 1940, the EIF was invited to send a délmgaéo Uriage to undertake an
eighteen-day session in the school's ‘promotionédy Bayard’s purpose, as has
been noted by Comte, was to prepare participaltsf shom were scouts, for their

future roles in public sector schemes, especiaihgé organised by the SB3.0On 4

November 1940, the EIF leaders Edouard Simon, R&shapiro, Henry Moskow,

405

Sylvain Adolphe and Georges Weill arrived at Uriggigure 5).

T SR %ﬁ- = e 2
Figure 5. EIF chefs at Uriage from left to right, Sylvain Adolphe, Geages
Weill, Henri Moskow, Edouard Simon, November 1940.

The testimonies of three of the five men revealdbese of comradeship and respect

that existed between the different scout associatiaking part at Uriag¥® Georges

Weill recalled the ‘grand esprit’ that he found the school, ‘avec un espace

404 Comte,Une Utopie Combattante. 343.

4% personal papers of Georges Weill and interviews Georges Weill, 25 May 2009 and 3 June
20009.

406 Robert Schapiro, Edouard Simon and Georges V@siliain Adolphe emigrated to Tahiti in 1946
and became a photographer. The fifth youth, Henogldw, was deported to Auschwitz on convoy 58
from where he did not return.
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d’humanité que je n'ai jamais conn(Figure 6).*°” Through the practical activities
and communal living, Edouard Simon rediscoveredréage the values that had first
attracted him to scouting. By the end of the sesh® had been awarded the right to
lead one of the SGJ's écoles régiondf&sdowever, to take on a role with the SGJ
was unthinkable for Simon who, together with hidewihad by the end of 1940
established himself as a director of the MaisorMidéssac. Robert Schapiro did not
have such responsibilities in the autumn of 1940il&his coreligionists were being
forced out of public sector roles, Schapiro’s skdk a youth leader had been noticed
by the direction of Uriage who recommended thatake up a position in the SGJ.
For the leadership of Uriage, the racial lawsrftbia separate area of Vichy policy-
making. Their priority was to form strong leadessrébuild the nation. The question
of whether or not a candidate was a Jew was nateign for selection. In theory at
least, a space had been created in which Jews abge@ through Uriage were
entitled to a position in the regime’s administrati Upon the successful completion
of his training, Schapiro was incorporated into 8@J, representing Lamirand as
Délégué régional adjoint & la Jeunesse for the Liatioc RoussilloAi®® However, this
overlap in policy making could only last so longedpite the patronage that he
received from Uriage and the SGJ'’s initial willirgggs to recruit him, in this instance,
the regime’s anti-Semitism took precedence ovarotey of regeneration, and by the

spring of 1941 Schapiro had rejoined the EIF.

97 Interview with Georges Weill, 25 May 2009.

%8 Comte,Une Utopie Combattante. 343.

499 Schapiro, R, ‘Les Eclaireurs et Eclaireuses l#eséte France en Afrique du Nord durant la
Guerre’, p. 33.
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Figure 6. Lamirand at a visit to Uriage in November1940. Georges Weill
is in the background in between Lamirand and De Semzac.

Relations between the EIF and Uriage were not nedfto 1940 or to the ‘promotion
Bayard’. Well into 1941, the EIF continued to setsdleaders to training sessions at
Uriage. However, its decision to do so was notateral and should not be seen as an
attempt to pander to the regime. Of the two paritesas Vichy, more than the EIF,
who wanted Jewish youth to take part in UriagedEnrce of this is found in a letter
from Marc Haguenau, the secretary of the EIF, #@dEric Hammel, the head of the
EIF's Chantier Rural at Taluyers (Rhdéne). In Septem1941, Haguenau urged
Hammel to send some of the youth at Taluyers tcetiakle a training session at
Uriage, noting that the SGJ had insisted that E#&dérs be preseHf To entice
Hammel, Haguenau singled out the experiences oeR®bunnich, who like other
EIF leaders had undertaken spells at Uriage anddtached ‘enchanté** Munnich

was the only representative of the EIF when hendéé the ‘promotion Foucauld’ at

410CcpJC, CMXLV (1), Letter from Marc Haguenau to Fééid Hammel, 10 September 1941.
411 i
Ibid.
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Uriage in March 19442 By the spring of 1941, Munnich had already experés
the racial laws first hand. After completing hisidies at the Ecole Polytechnique in
1936, he became a military engineer, a positiomfrehich he was expelled after the
passing of the firsStatut des JuifsMunnich’s early persecution followed by his
participation at the Ecoles de Cadres, points ¢oréilyime’s inconsistent relationship
with Jewish youth. As a Jew, Munnich could not dendted into the army, yet by re-
inventing himself as a youth leader, even a Jewns) he became acceptable and was

invited to participate at Uriage.

The EIF did not constitute the only Jewish presemicHriage. It is likely that Jews
from the EDF and EU also represented their scowsspciation at the Ecole. In the
same vein, individual Jews who were not linked watlyouth movement also took
part at Uriage. According to Bernard Comte, therdarely any trace of organised
Jewish youth having spent time at UridgéAssessing the experiences of Jews at
Uriage who did not participate as part of a youtbvement is an even more difficult
task. However, Jean-Louis Lévy represents one sash. As a grandson of Captain
Alfred Dreyfus, Jewish life played an important tpiarLévy’s upbringing*** He was

attracted to the spiritualism of Uriage and wasardo the new conceptions of the

person and of man that was being advanced at bu®ksc

12 |nterview with Robert Munnich, 19 April 2009.

“13 Comte,Une Utopie Combattantg. 340.

414 évy was born in February 1920 to Dr Pierre-Patihy and Jeanne Dreyfus Lévy, daughter of
Captain Dreyfus. During the 1930s a number of Léfgmily members, including his grandmother
Lucie Dreyfus and his uncle Pierre Dreyfus, hadhteive in Jewish philanthropic organisations. See
M. Burns,Dreyfus, A Family Affair, 1784.945(New York, 1991), pp. 443—-446. In 1943, Jean-Louis
and his younger brother Etienne both joined thésaigsistance unit the Sixieme. See Brauman et al.
(eds.),Organisation Juive de Combhat. 321 and pp. 342-343
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Il y avait des maitres mots: les valeurs, la persohumaine, I'engagement
[...] Ce nétait pas du tout un scoutisme dans less&onne action’ un
scoutisme du dimancH&

De Segonzac’s openness towards Jewish participatiomiage is confirmed by Lévy,

who labelled him a ‘rassembleur’, someone who wesable of forging spiritual

relations across religious divid&$.

Unlike Jean-Louis Lévy, Jewish life had only playetharginal role in the upbringing
of Simon Nora. From a highly integrated Jewish fgmNora had never been
involved in a Jewish youth organisation. Nora’s ifgnwvas very much a part of the
‘grande bourgeoisie israélite parisienne’. His éattibr Gaston Nora, had been a close
friend of Xavier Vallat since their days in thertohes during the First World War,
and their friendship continued during the interyears. After the Occupation, Gaston
Nora testified in favour of Vallat at his trial, wie he maintained that Vallat had
always strived to protect thsraélites francais™’ It was Simon Nora’s background in
the Auberges de Jeunesse movement, his left-legrandism and his reading of

Giono that first attracted him to the communitge ldt Uriagée''®

Nora recalled that a
mutual disdain for the Third Republic united thenmteere!® The fraternity and
intellectually charged environment, fuelled by Higendship with Gadoffre and

Beuve-Méry, allowed Nora to discover a new worldl dandamentally altered the

415 |_évy interview with Pierre Bitoun, in P. Bitoubhes Hommes d’UriagéParis, 1988), p. 80.

“1%|bid., p. 42.

*"Born in Paris in 1921, Simon Nora spent the Octiapan the Isére. Later, Nora became one of the
most respected economists in post-war France. Seeihterview with Pierre Bitoun, in Bitouhes
Hommes d’'Uriagep. 103. More information on Nora's background bargleaned from accounts of
his brother, the historian Pierre Nora. See F. Bddgrre Nora: Homo Historicu¢Paris, 2011). For
more on Gaston Nora'’s friendship with Vallat, seelMffitte, Juif dans la France Allemand®aris,
2006), pp. 54-55 and Jolfavier Vallat p. 27 and pp. 380-381.

“18 Nora interview with Pierre Bitoun, in Bitouhes Hommes d’Uriage. 104.

“19bid., p. 107.
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course of his lifé?°

Retreating into a Jewish movement did not seemataactive
option. His father's exemption from the racial lamay have led Nora to believe that
he had slightly more room for manoeuvre than haghlsdlowed his co-religionists.
Although his political views and his participatiomth Uriage would have been
atypical amongst the majority of French Jewish Routis engagement with the
regime, albeit temporary, propelled him towards atge integration with the
institutions of the New Order. To contrast Noraxperience with the route taken by
Claude Strauss, another integrated Jew, who addms shown, joined the Zionist
resistance in 1940, reveals two opposite endsefpectrum. Their cases elucidate

the multiple reactions to Vichy that existed amangsung French Jews during the

regime’s first two years.

Since the leadership of Uriage was not overtly ilogd Jewish participation, Jewish
groups and individuals sought to spend time thidegurally not all Jews were able to
attend Uriage. Only those of exceptional abilityomwould contribute to rebuilding
society were eligible to attend. This was, as weehseen, to be built on firmly
Catholic foundations. Profoundly inspired by Mantand Mounier, the leadership
held ambivalent views on the Jewish Question. Tdidynot deny the existence of a
Jewish problem, but agreed that racial anti-Semitigas not the solution. Uriage,
whose aim was to train the most talented youthetcolme future leaders, perfectly
encapsulates the complicated relationship betweahyVand the Jews. Henry

Moskow’s participation at Uriage and his later degibon to Auschwitz illustrates

“20 Upon joining Uriage, Nora had been working onesth that examined planning in the USSR. At
the Liberation, like so many of Uriage’s graduatesentered ENA and began a career in the public
service: ‘Nous nous voyions comme une minorité gbate rénover le sens de I'Etat’, Nora interview
with Pierre Bitoun, in Bitoun,.es Hommes d’'Uriagep. 155. For more on the continuities between
Uriage and ENA, see Hellmamfhe Knight-Monks of Vichy Francpp. 233—-234 and Noréfrance’s
New Deal p. 205.
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that the approval of Jewish youth to contributéhi® New Order was dependent upon

boundaries that were constantly shifting and begugfined.

Jeune France and the Comédiens Routiers

The range of artistic initiatives supported by thew regime had important
consequences for Jewish youth. From the summe®48,lleading figures in music,
dance and theatre attempted to work with Vichy rgplement their ideas for a
renaissance of French youth culture. Vichy's ‘Ratkoinesse’ was broadcast daily
from the beginning of August 1940 and was led bg Hound engineer Pierre
Schaeffer. To launch this initiative, Schaefferemskled a team of young technicians,
artists and musicians who formed the core of thmddrance movemefft Before
the war, the majority of those in the upper echelohJeune France had either been
acquainted with Jacques Maritain or Emmanuel Mauaied, like the leaders of
Uriage, had mixed views on the Jewish Question.hSaimbiguity was to have

important repercussions on Jewish youth’s attetgpparticipate with Jeune France.

The background of those at the top of the movemed extremely varied. While
some were supporters of the Action Francaise anher @xtreme right organisations,
others were followers of Mounier'gsprit, the Ordre Nouveau and the scouting
movement§?? However, despite such political variation, the oniéy of the

leadership of Jeune France was united by a strongcanformist Catholic ethos. To

2 For a more detailed discussion on Jeune Franeé\sgl, P, ‘Pierre Schaeffer and Jeune France:
Cultural Politics in the Vichy Yearskrench Historical Studigsvol. 30, No. 4, Fall (2007), and V.
Chabrol, ‘Jeune France — Une expérience de rechetotle décentralisation culturelle, novembre
1940-mars 1942, Université de Paris, thése deodaictle troisieme cycle, 1974.

422 Amongst some of its leading figures, Pierre Sdeaéfad been very involved in scouting, Roger
Leenhardt with Esprit and Jean de Fabrégues wiitanticircles on the extreme right.
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this end, it was the Action Francaise writer Clatbgy, a former resident of the Peéres
Maristes, who proposed making the Catholic poetr(th POW), Patrice de la Tour du
Pin, president of the movemeht.Mounier was considered the ‘pére spirituel’ of the
association and, as Philip Nord has argued, theememnt was embedded with a
‘religion-inflected’ philosophy*®* It was through a cultural reawakening that Jeune
France intended to transform everyday life. Youmgpple needed to be given the
space and the equipment with which to express tekess creatively in order to
transform the decadent, bourgeois culture of ti8&9nto one worthy of thdomme
Nouveau”® Recognised by the SGJ in November 1940, this gieleplerogeneous
movement immediately set out to organise theatrigalsical and artistic groups
across the non-Occupied Zone. Folklore, regionaésih outdoor entertainment were
prioritised; as was the mission to reach a univgrahlic that included workers and

peasants, while avoiding entering into mass enten@nt.

As the movement was profoundly inspired by sociathGlicism, there is a need to
discover what role, if any, was made available éwsf*® Making reference to the

German decision to ban Jewish artists at a Jewsngc€&rexhibition, Philip Nord asks
whether Jeune France would ‘have wanted it othef®{ In some respects the
answer is no. A report from summer 1941 shows #sah state institution, Jeune
France respected tietatut des Juifsand did not recruit Jews to official positions

within the organisation:

23 Schaefferles Antennes de Jérichp. 277.

24 M. Robert Pierre Schaeffer: Des Transmissions a Orphée, Camwation et Musique en France
entre 1936 et 198@Paris, 1999), p. 46 and Nord, ‘Pierre Schaeffet Zeune France’, p. 701.

%5 Nord, ‘Pierre Schaeffer and Jeune France’, p. 697.

426 Until now, the Jewish Question has not featureithrestigations of Jeune France. In her recent
book on Jewish rescue, Limore Yagil includes a patitled ‘Jeune France et les Juifs’. Curioudhs t
section only goes as far as to describe Jeune &rand Yagil makes no reference at all to Jews or
their interaction with the movement. See Yagd,France Terre de Refuge et de Désobéissance=Civil
Vol |, pp. 429-431.

2" Nord, ‘Pierre Schaeffer and Jeune France’, p. 695.
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Il'y eut en véritable scandale Frangois Crémieir{ pt il fallut I'intervention
du Cabinet du Maréchal pour que ce juif, ancientamt communisant au
Lycée Janson de Sailly, qui signait des contrata@u de Jeune France, qui
parlait a la Radio au nom de Secrétariat GénélalJeunesse, fut renvoyé a
ses étude$?
The leadership of Jeune France agreed to limitdleof Jews in its administration,
an issue which — as has been shown — was supfdmytedme Catholic writers who
had been opponents of anti-Semitism during therwae years. However, at least
initially, the implementation of the racial laws Jeune France only affected those at
the top of the movement, and it did not discriménagainst Jewish performéfd.The
creative appeal of Jeune France was such thabvegrattractive to large numbers of
Jewish youth, who, despite not being able to dadfigibelong to the movement, were
still eligible to take part in its recitals and popomote a new French culture on the
same terms as other youths. Anti-Semitism in thgemeent was at this stage limited
to a level that had been set by the state, andhbgfiltered down to the performance

level. This is illustrated by a report that conferthe large numbers of Jews that

participated in Jeune France schemes:

Les juifs ont toujours trouvé un excellent accieleune France. On n’osait
peu leur trouver de postes administratifs, mais étaient extrémement
nombreux dans les tournées organisées par Jeumeefia

%8 AN, Fla 3686, Papiers André Cherier, Report emtitiDe Quelques Juifs & Jeune France’,
unsigned and undated. Philip Nord believes thatdbcument was written by Jean de Fabregues. | am
grateful to Philip Nord for bringing this to my atition.

29 Only in June 1942 were Jewish performers outlawed;JO, 11 June 1942: Décret no 1301 du 6
juin 1942 réglementant, en ce qui concerne les.Juds professions d’artiste dramatique,
cinématographique ou lyrique.

430 AN, F1a 3686, Papiers André Cherier, Report entitiDe Quelques Juifs & Jeune France’,
unsigned and undated.
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Unlike in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse which inited anti-Semitic measures
independent of Vichy, the leadership of Jeune Fgatid not initiate independent

measures that would limit the participation of J#wyouth in its movemefit*

The Comeédiens Routiers was one movement that weaéruthe banner of Jeune
France. This organisation had been formed by Catptdywright Léon Chancerel in
1929 with a view to transforming the relationshigtieeen the people and culture.
Heavily based on scouting and open-air theatr@jitswas to combat the centralised,
commercial theatre and to democratise existinguoefft? The main company of the
Comédiens Routiers was based at Uriage and wasdeatlirby Jean-Pierre Grenier and
Olivier Hussenot, leading actors of the popularatte*® In December 1940, the
twelve-man troupe advertised for a pair of singen® could play the flute and the
guitar. Two young Jewish men, both of whom had mdgecompleted a training
period as EIF representatives at Uriage, appliedl ware immediately taken on.
Between December 1940 and July 1941, Georges il Sylvain Adolphe were
based at Uriage, where the Comédiens Routiers gigem the task of introducing

434
S

music and amateur dramatics to the nation’s fukemders:”™ At the same time, the

Comédiens Routiers also toured the non-Occupiea Zahere they played to mass

31 This offers an explanation as to why Jeune Fréiacesuch poor relations with the Ministry of the
Interior. Pucheu hated Mounier and Jeune Franakthanthought of a Jewish presence would have
doubled his revulsion. | am grateful to Philip Ndeod alerting me to this. See also Nord, ‘Pierre
Schaeffer and Jeune France’, p. 701 and M. Bexgély contre Mounier: Les non-conformistes face
aux années 4(Paris, 1997), p. 26. For Pucheu’s anti-Semitise, Bucheuyla Vie pp. 268-271.

32 gee J. Wardhaugh Pursuit of the People: Political Culture in Frae, 1934-193%9Basingstoke,
2009), pp. 154-176.

33 |n addition to Hussenot and Grenier, this smalbr contained singers and actors including Marc
Chevalier and Madeleine Barbulée who were to etfjastrious careers post-war France.

434 For more on the Uriage troop of the Comédiens iRmisee DelestréJriage, pp. 79-80.
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audiences. They routinely performed as part of amamap act before Georges

435

Lamirand and other Vichy officials gave speectiggure 7).

Figure 7. Georges Weill and Sylvain Adolphe perforimg with the Comédiens
Routiers.

Despite being Jewish, Georges Weill and Sylvain|plde participated in this Jeune
France initiative in exactly the same way as theeoperformers in their company.
Moreover, their Jewishness was not, or as Weiksotould not’, have been hidden

from the other youths:

Moi, Weill, lui Simsovitch [Adolphe was a francigat]. C’était clair comme
le jour, mais ils savaient aussi que nous, on litaaacun probléme ni de
nourriture, ni de shabbatot, ni rien de t&t.

435 J-P. GrenierEn passant par la scér{Besancon, 1992), pp. 81-85 and interviews witbrges
Weill, 25 May 2009 and 3 June 2009.

43¢ Interview with Georges Weill, 3 June 2009. Shabbistthe Hebrew plural for the Sabbath. Here,
Weill is inferring that neither he nor Adolphe réga kosher food and nor did they require
dispensation for the Sabbath.
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The decision of Weill and Adolphe to join the Coneéd Routiers paints another
unfamiliar picture of Jewish youth’s engagemenhwiichy. Having come to Uriage
from the EIF in Moissac, the two young men chosetooeturn there following their
training session at the Ecole de Cadres. Eight hsoint the Comédiens Routiers was
followed by an eight-month spell in the Chantieesld Jeunesse, which was itself
followed by a period in the Compagnons de FrandwirTchoice to turn to Jeune
France, rather than to identify themselves witlewaish organisation such as the EIF,
reveals that after the passing of the racial latishy still remained a viable option of
cooperation for some Jews. Such a trajectory ronster to the official memory that
suggests a constantly deteriorating situation éevsJunder Vichy. However in 1941,
Weill and Adolphe were allowed to continue in theidte, because they were not
engaged in professions prohibited by the raciaklafs Weill explained, ‘ca ne nous

concernait pas du tout®’

Participation in Jeune France represented an apptytin defeat for Weill and
Adolphe. They were provided with a unique spacéhwihich to reconstruct their
lives in a way unavailable to them under the TiRegpublic. Before the war Weill had
been a student at the Ecole de Commerce in Streggband it was expected that upon
completion he would enter his father’'s businese Utcupation liberated him from
these unwanted responsibilities, and the diredti@rchose to follow in its place was
being vigorously encouraged by Vichy. At a time wis® many of his co-religionists
were being pushed to the margins of the nationadnsonity, Weill believed that the

new regime offered an opportunity for him to reghisa ‘liberty’, and he used it to

37 bid., 25 May 2009.
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explore multiple forms of youth cultuf&® As part of a privileged group equipped
with a secretary to organise the tours, supplied accommodation, Weill was
relieved of the day-to-day uncertainties and resjmlities of other Jewish youth and
was able to dedicate more time to improving his inalsand theatrical recitals,

performing at some of the most prestigious ventidgisenday*3°

Some ElFchefssought to combine their membership of the EIF \piinticipation in
Jeune France. A commitment to a Jewish youth osgéion under the Occupation
should not suggest isolation from the entirety ofhy’s youth projects. The EIF
executive made it possible, and even encouraged lk@ders to enhance their
programme for Jewish youth with skills that coull dleaned from Jeune France. As
late as May 1942, Léo Cohn, one of the most semioking members of the EIF

leadership, sought to benefit from such opportasipiresented by New Order:

Je voudrais aussi avant la transformation de r@ftwmtier en école, passer un
stage a la Compagnie Hussenot a Uriage pour apereéndhe perfectionner
dans les occupations et métiers de loisits.
Throughout his time with the Comédiens Routiersjl\emained in contact with the
EIF. In the spring of 1941, Weill was called uportriansmit what he had learnt from
Jeune France to EIF leaders from across the noogiet Zone. Released by the

Comédiens Routiers, Weill attended the EIF's tregncamps at Montintin (Haute

Vienne) in the spring of 1941. Here, one of Weiitsidents, Marcel Mangel, was so

% |pid., 3 June 2009.

39 |bid. Weill's newfound zest for life was also ra®il by his contemporaries: ‘{Georges Weill] est
continuellement en vadrouille et qui semble de pluplus emballé de la vie qu'il mene et qui lui
convient a merveille’. In YV, 0.9, 137, letter frafenri and Denise Lévy to Frédéric Hammel, 30
April 1941.

40 |_etter from Léo Cohn to Frédéric Hammel, 20 May29quoted in Hamme§ouviens-toi
d’Amalek p. 301.
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inspired that he also took part in a Jeune Franiti@tive in the non-Occupied Zone.
After the war Mangel changed his name to Marcelddau and joined the Comédiens
Routiers, eventually becoming France’s greatest-was mime artist** Weill is

adamant that Montintin was a ‘paranthese’. It ditl entice him to give up his dream
of being a full-time artist, despite being surroeddoy contemporaries who were
resolved to dedicating their time to working fomwdgh causes. After the week he
rejoined the Comédiens Routiers and continued riguttie non-Occupied Zone until

he and Adolphe were called-up to the Chantieradielinesse in July 194F.

Many leading figures in Jeune France passionagghcted Vichy's anti-Semitism.
Like Mounier, some participants of the movementenective in their support for the
Jews. This included the renowned future actor amdcir Jean-Marie Serreau.
Before the war, Serreau had played a central rofgangnier’'s Auberges de Jeunesse
movement. A friend of Mounier, Serreau became wmeolwith Jeune Franc&sprit

and later the clandestine Christian resistance npurCahiers du témoignage
chrétien**® From 1942, Serrau took part in smuggling foreigwidh children to the
Protestant village of Dieulefit (Dromé&j? The head of Jeune France, Pierre Schaeffer,
later recalled how Jean-Marie Serrau together \aitbther young colleague, Jean-
Marie Soutou, prioritised Jewish rescue above therk for Jeune France. For

Schaeffer, the two men were ‘beaucoup plus pré@uwu sauvetage des enfants

1 The son of a Polish-Jewish butcher, Marcel Mamged born in Strasbourg in 1923 and before
joining the Resistance worked with German-Jewishgees as a monitor at the Chateau de Montintin.
For Marceau’s participation with Jeune France utittesnne Decroux, see Schaefiees Antennes de
Jérichg p. 274 and Nord, ‘Pierre Schaeffer and Jeunedérap. 698.

“42 By the time of their release from the Chantierdad@eunesse, Jeune France had been dissolved and
the Comédiens Routiers refused to readmit Weill addlphe. The racial laws were cited as their
explanation. Interview with Georges Weill, 3 Juit®2.

43 BergésVichy contre Mounierpp. 87 and Bédaridags Armes de I'Esptipp. 127—-136.

4443, Sauvageon, ‘La Drome, refuge des intellectuBishales de la Société des amis de Louis Aragon
et Elsa Trioletno 6 (2004), p. 29.
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juifs que des cantilénes de I'Auvergri& Before the Occupation, Jean-Marie Soutou
had also been heavily involved witbsprit, where he had been a member of the
editorial staff. In 1940, Mounier introduced Soutoueune France and he joined the
central secretariat in Lyon. However, from the isgrof 1941, Soutou combined his
membership of Jeune France with active involvenredmitié Chrétienne, and from
November 1941 he became one of the earliest cotdrid toCahiers du témoignage

chrétien**®

As the threat of Jewish deportations escalatedidbodedicated more
energy to his rescue work and in the summer of 192vas able to save Jewish

children from deportation by placing them in sorhideune France’s faciliti€’

Jeune France’s acceptance of Jews into the orgimsaveals that to have supported
some aspects of the National Revolution does nptyimcceptance of the totality of
Vichy's ideological agenda. Referring specifically the case of Jeune France,
Jackson has noted that ‘Vichy's official values &esusceptible to various
interpretations**® United in their non-conformism but politically fraented, the

leadership of Jeune France did not adopt a fixegitipao on the Jewish Question.
Combating anti-Semitism was more important to Meurand Soutou than their
commitment to Jeune France. Other members, suathe asabrégues, based their
hostility towards Jews on the Catholic argumentmased by Maritain in the early
1920s, and sought Jews’ removal from the adminig&rasectors of Jeune France.

Such mixed reactions did not impact on Jewish @a#tion at the performing level.

44> Schaefferles Antennes de Jérichp. 275.

446 Under the direction of Abbé Glasberg and Fathemil@h, Amitié Chrétienne was a Christian
(Catholic and Protestant) relief organisation thas heavily opposed to anti-Semitism. It aided Jews
internment camps and worked directly with Jewislifave agencies. For the strong links between
Jean-Marie Soutou, Amitié Chrétienne and the EE,ldammelSouviens-toi d’Amalelpp. 107-108.
Kedward has argued that from November 1941 andigfirout 1942, the Cahiers du témoignage
chrétien were the ‘most potent countercharge thwganti-Semitic propaganda. See Kedward,
Resistance in Vichy Francp. 178.

47 See Nord, ‘Pierre Schaeffer and Jeune Francé8®.and Poznanskiews in Francep.283.

48 JacksonFrance the Dark Yearp. 346.
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In the summer of 1941, the large number of Jewdeime France suggests that anti-
Semitism was not a priority for the leadership, witoappears, did not consider
Jewish participation to have been in contradictoth their ultimate aim of bringing

about France’s cultural reawakening.

Auberges de Jeunesse

During the 1930s, many young Jews had been drawNam Sangnier’'s Ligue
Francaise pour les Auberges de la Jeunesse moveamehthis did not cease under
Vichy. Michel Kuna, who had never taken part irewish youth movement, recalled
that it was the principle of community living whidinst attracted him to the Auberges
de la Jeunes$é’ The purpose of the Auberges de la Jeunesse wascmurage
predominantly urban youth to become reacquaintétd nature and outdoor living.
Youths stayed in an Auberge for several days wierg were exposed to communal
activities which fostered cultural and intellecteadchange§>® At the beginning of
the Occupation, Ernest Moszer, a chemistry studemwh Mulhouse who was a
refugee in Toulouse, abandoned his work with the téltake on a greater role with
the Auberges de Jeuned3kThis case should not, however, suggest that Jewish
youth needed to choose between membership of otie @ther organisation. Rather,
the EIF maintained excellent relations with the arges de Jeunesse throughout the

Occupation, encouraging its youth to spend timiaénAuberges de Jeune$se.

#49USC Shoah Foundation, Interview with Michel Kudanuary 1996.

50 See L. Heller-Goldenbergistoire des Auberges de Jeunesse en France, igses a la
Libération (19291945)(Nice, 1985).

51 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 458. Moszer rejoined the EIF in 1943 to talig pn its
resistance work. He was deported to Auschwitz awveg 77 and although Moszer survived until the
liberation of the camp, he died in hospital in JaAd5.

452CDJC, CMXLIV 1e, EIF Circulaire 10 July 1942.
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Although Jewish youth were not excluded from thééuges de Jeunesse, discussions
existed at the policy-making level over their cangd presence. From the spring of
1941, the Germans placed pressure on the Aubeggdsuhesse to expel Jews from
the movement®® However, at a secret meeting of the leadershih@fAuberges de
Jeunesse in May 1941, it was decided that the mermemvould refuse to pass an
order that would expel Jewish yodtf All of the Auberges de Jeunesse’s key figures,
including Sangnier, were present at this meetingh@ Gard, which the SGJ’s
representative for the region, Raoul de Lagausie attended. Over the course of the
discussion, de Lagausie suggested that Lamirandhimaself opposed to the Jews’
expulsion®® It was unanimously decided that, should the Dioectbe asked to
implement measures that would result in the expnlsof the Jews, the entire
leadership committee would resiffi.Although the Germans pressed Vichy to expel
the Jews from participating in the Auberges inba-Occupied Zone, the SGJ held
off from conceding to this demand, despite the redfoof Vallat to force their

expulsion.

In September 1941, Vallat wrote to the SGJ reconaingnthe complete elimination
of Jews from the Auberges de Jeunés3&é his reply, Louis Garonne stated that he
would study the question of Jewish expulsitisyet it seems that this was never

undertaken. A report from the Ministry of the Interin December 1941 suggests that

453 etter from the President of the Auberge de JamB®minique Magnant to the Secretary General
of the Auberges, Luc Bonnet, 3 May 1941, quoteHeétier-GoldenbergHistoire des Auberges de
Jeunesse en Frange. 854.
454 ADG, 1W131, Report on the secret meeting of the@ion of the Auberges de Jeunesse at
Esemoulins, sent from the Commissaire Spécial tdPitedect of the Gard, 17 June 1941.

Ibid.
%% |hid.
57 AN, AJ38 64, Letter from Vallat to Lamirand, 17pember 1941.
%8 AN, AJ38 64, Letter from Garonne to Vallat, 6 Qo 1941.
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Garonne had deliberately ignored Vallat's reqdesa year later, Jews continued to
be present in the Auberges of the non-Occupied Zbespite various attempts by the
CGQJ to have them removéli. After the summer of 1942, Georges Pelorson,
Lamirand’s newly appointed deputy at the SGJ becHmaebiggest threat to Jewish
participation in the Auberges de Jeunesse. At timg, Pelorson offered financial
incentives in return for the expulsion of Jews frira movement®* The leadership,

however, rebuked Pelorson’s advances and did el és Jewish members.

Compagnons de France

While some young Jews were attracted to the culprgect of Jeune France, others
found in the Compagnons de France the opportuaitiwé out a full-time scouting
existence. The Compagnons was the first movemeatex after the Armistice. In the
aftermath of the chaos that had characterised Bkede and the defeat, the
Compagnons aimed to equip unemployed youth withchslslls and provide them
with an immediate vocation. In the non-Occupied &€aliring the summer of 1940,
the Compagnons launched a programme to bring aieftigees and prisoners of war
and to shelter displaced children. Art and amadgizamatics were also promoted. For
some Jewish youth who had taken part in the Exadendno found themselves in the
unfamiliar surroundings of the non-Occupied Zorgirt voluntary participation in

the Compagnons in the summer of 1940 was an opptytio do something positive

59 AN, Fla 3687, Note on the situation of youth ia ccupied Zone, 20 December 1941.

0 Renée Poznanski is incorrect when suggestinglthas were removed from the Auberges de
Jeunesse in the non-Occupied Zone in September $&€1Poznanskiews in Francepp. 80 and n.
506.

%1 Report of the 13th Meeting of the Comité Directéd® August 1942, quoted in Heller-Goldenberg,
Histoire des Auberges de Jeunegse360.
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in an otherwise uncertain situation. Their reactioderlines the multiple motivations
amongst individual Jews to partake in national wesg beyond the structures of
French Jewry. This was particularly the case fos¢éhyouths who had been involved
in the various pre-war scouting associations. Wimlembers of the EIF were
encouraged to head to Moissac, this was not agwsit of call for Jews who had

hitherto been members of the EDF or the EU.

For Pierre Cahen, the Compagnons appeared a logpodinuation of his pre-war
activities. Cahen, who in the 1930s had been aatitke EDF’s programme to aide
German refugees, found himself a refugee in thetésaByrénées in the summer of
1940. The experience of tlk&xodedrove him to take part in the reconstruction & th
nation, ‘il fallait que je fasse quelque cho®¥.The Compagnons’ similarity to
scouting made it instantly attractive to Cahen, vidletween September 1940 and
April 1941 was in charge of a centre that regroup2@ displaced childreff® The
paucity of evidence related to individual participin the Compagnons makes it
impossible to know how many Jews took part in thgaoisation. According to a
local historian of the Compagnons in the Hérawditys) were ‘relativement nombreux’
in the movement prior to their eventual expulsiorMay 1942'°* Nevertheless, with
Jewish youth’s expulsion from the Compagnons comimgVay 1942, Yagil is
incorrect to suggest that Jewish participationhi@ €ompagnons violated the racial
laws?®®° Like in other state-led programmes, the anti-Siemégislation prevented

Jews from holding positions of responsibility witlthe Compagnons. But this was as

*62UsC Shoah Foundation, Interview with Pierre Caldety 1997.

“53|bid. Cahen left the Compagnons in April 1941daling his call-up to the Chantiers de la Jeunesse.
64 For this information, | am grateful to Christiaio€h, historian of the Chateau de Cambous, for
granting me access to a draft of his forthcominiglar ‘Cambous aux heures sombres des années
1940: De I'armée belge aux Compagnons de Frand&tlides héraultaises

%> yagil, L’'Homme Nouveap. 71.
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far as they went and even the CGQJ’s jurist, Robatfet, did not seek their
complete expulsion when ordering the Jews’ remiéngah positions of responsibility
in October 1941% Well into 1942, Jews continued to contribute te @ompagnons’
schemes and on occasion, were even maintainedsitigns of leadership that were
barred to themi®’As a case study of the Chantiers de la Jeunesde stuatly
demonstrate, situations often arose when Vichysatalaws were deliberately

overlooked and Jews were maintained in high-rangimgjtions.

The very ethos of the Compagnons, its priority andoor living and community
work, explains why it proved so attractive to Jéwysuth that had been involved in
the pre-war scouting movements. Kedward has spokéhne Compagnon’s code of
solidarity while Halls remarks that its main purpagas to take part in socially useful
tasks?®® Jewish youth did not necessarily see a contradictbetween their
participation and their Jewishness. As it has bmonstrated, the racial laws were
implemented gradually across the regime’s youth enments. At the time it was not
clear that Jewish exclusion from one organisatiayuld ultimately lead to their
exclusion from another. After being refused to irejthe Comédiens Routiers in
March 1942, Georges Weill and Sylvain Adolphe wiekated to join a local branch
of the Compagnons de France. As in the Comédiensid®s, they were happy to be

469
e

undertaking theatrical work for which they receivedvage.”” Despite the law of

May 1942 that banned Jewish participation in thenGagnons and the law of June

%6 AN, AJ38 64, Note from Reffert to the Regional &itor of Aryanisation Economique for Lyon, 24
October 1941. For more on Reffert, see Jdlghy dans la Solution Final@p. 165 and 221.

“57In February 1942, Edouard Lévy’s son was stilhafdn the Compagnons at Pau and in March 1942
Jean X, a chef at Le Grand-Lemps (Isére), wassdiban position. See CDJC, CMXLV, Letter from
Lévy to Gamzon, 13 February 1942 and Letter froanJd¢ to Gamzon, 4 March 1942,

%8 Kedward,La Vie en Bleup. 256 and HallsThe Youth of Vichy France. 268.

%9 Halls notes that in 1940 the men received 20—28&ya See HallsThe Youth of Vichy France.

269.
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1942 that banned Jews from the acting and musrodégsions, Weill and Adolphe
continued to perform with the Compagnons until 8egider 1942. The two young
men were part of a group of twenty youths thateliad across the Alps, taking part

in public rallies to inaugurate the opening of tagion’s Auberges de Jeune&5e.

As has been shown to have been the case with sp ather organs of the regime,
from the summer of 1940 the Compagnons’ aim ofiserto the nation regularly took
priority over Vichy’s racial laws. Following the pulsion of the Jews of Alsace and
Lorraine to the non-Occupied Zone, the CompagnenBrdnce were first at the scene
to aid the Jewish refugees and to help relocata tioetheir temporary homes in the

Jura?™

Representatives from the EIF were invited to talet at training camps
organised by the Compagnons. An EIF report from smeh camp highlights the
pluralist and tolerant attitude of the Compagnowosvards minoritied’? One
Compagnorchef the future educationist Jean-Marie Despinettes siagled out for
particular praise by Jewish youtff. It seems that Despinette adopted a similar

position on the Jewish Question to the one thatéBanad formulated during the First

World War:

Le Chef Despinette [...] a précisé que le mouvemers Gompagnons se
proposait de servir I'idéal politique et social aréchal, tant en restant fidele
a la mystique d’'une France forte mais humaine. eCetystique n’excluant

7% Interview with Georges Weill, 3 June 2009.

"1 Hammel,Souviens-Toi d’Amalelp. 33. For more on the expulsion of Jews in tiraraer of 1940,
see Marrus and Paxtoviichy France and the Jewsp. 7-10.

472 CC, B.CC-17, Assistance et Oeuvres 1940-1941Raport from an EIF chef on a Camp Ecole
organised by the Compagnons de France at the Chdée@ambous (Hérault), undated and unsigned,
but reference to Juif Siiss means that it is likelge from the spring of 1941.

*73 Under Vichy Despinette found himself drawn to Metional Revolution. The pedagogical values
that Despinette experienced in the Compagnons Ipadfaund affect on his life and those of his
disciples. After the war, Despinette became a teadducationist, publishing a number of seminal
works and editing the Revue Educateurs. For tliggnmation, | am grateful to Christian Pioch.

151



aucune des grandes familles spirituelles et relgpe ne serve sa place dans
une jeunesse pluraliste et non pas totalifite.
These sentiments were echoed by a Jewish chef @mopan March 1942, who in
summing up the Compagnons’ position on the Jewisas@on remarked that ‘en ce
qui concerne la doctrine, le mouvement consideeelesi Juifs Francais font partie de

la communauté francaise au méme titre que tousrles;ais™’>

Despinette’s tolerance towards the Jews is fughemwn through his support of those
Compagnons that had tried to prevent the showirthefilm Le Juif Siiss in Lyof®
The defence of the Jews was not limited to isolaiaskes in the localities. On 11
October 1941, several days after a series of atankseven synagogues in Paris, the
leading editorial in the Compagnons’ newspaper esmtitled ‘Tolerance’ and had
been copied from an article in tl®urnal des Débatend dedicated to religious

477
e

tolerance.’ " Explicitly condemning the attacks on the synagsgiteeported that:

Parmi les « grandes vérités de la morale chrétiengee le Maréchal veut

remettre en honneur, une des plus nobles et desphacinées dans I'ame de

notre peuple est le principe de la tolérance mligg*®

Naturally, these examples should not suggest beCobmpagnons were free of anti-

Semitic episode¥’® The movement contained figures whose anti-Semitisoald

474 CC, B.CC-17, Assistance et Oeuvres 1940-1941R@aport from an EIF chef on a Camp Ecole
organised by the Compagnons de France at the Ghdée@ambous (Hérault), undated and unsigned,
but reference to Juif Siiss means that it is likelge from the spring of 1941. The Chateau de
Cambous was rented by the Compagnons throughopetied 1940-1942. During the 1950s, it was
rented as a Jewish children’s home by several Ziswmirganisations.

475CDJC, CMXLV, Letter from Jean X to Gamzon, 4 Maf@#?2.

476 CC, B.CC-17 Assistance et Oeuvres 1940-1941 (&poR from an EIF chef on a Camp Ecole
organised by the Compagnons de France, undatedraighed, but likely to be from the
spring/summer of 1941.

"7 For further information on the attacks on sevamagpgues in Paris on 3—4 October 1941, see
PoznanskiJews in Francep. 212-213.

48 AlU, CC, 6, ‘Tolérance’, Editorial i€ompagnonsl1 October 1941.
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later be explicitly revealetf It was even reported that some Compagnons, whe wer
supporters of Doriot, were responsible for blowing the synagogue in Vichy in
August 1941*%! Still, anti-Semitism never became a priority foe tCompagnons. Its
leadership had other messages that it wantedrientiato French youth and, as Halls
has argued, propaganda against the Jews did reitveixiin the Compagnon&? As
was the case with the Chantiers de la Jeunesséshlgauth participating in the
Compagnons responded to the National Revolutioalls ©f duty and community
work. This gave them the right to contribute to thek of rebuilding the nation,
which was looked upon favourably by Lamirand andd@ae. During this time, their
participation in the movement did not become adtfgr the CGQJ who permitted

Jewish involvement in the purely manual tasks efrtftovement.

*kk

The points of intersection between Vichy and Jewyshth, characterised by the
latter's participation in a range of state spondopeogrammes, has illustrated the
contradictions of the regime’s anti-Semitic projectews were not expelled
simultaneously from the entirety of Vichy's youthitiatives. Even though the
movements sometimes gave in to certain anti-Semgasures as time progressed,
this was not always made obvious to Jewish youtigse voluntary participation and

contribution to these projects often continued at@th. Even if they were removed,

479 Even in the article defending religious tolerartbe, author does not disagree with the racial laws,
claiming them to be a necessity in limiting: ‘I'loénce et I'activité envahissante de la race
internationale juive’.

“80 Having previously been a member of the PPF, PRogade was a Commissioner of the
Compagnons in Figeac (Lot). Joseph Antignac wasragagnon Commissioner for the Provence
region until his appointment as head of PoliceJfawish Affairs in Limoges in the summer of 1941.
Antignac replaced Charles du Paty de Clam as hietdhet €GQJ in June 1944,

81 Halls, The Youth of Vichy France.277.

82 bid., p.275.
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Jewish youth’s rejection from one organisation dal, in their eyes, prohibit them
from seeking to participate in another. Neitheridawouth, nor anybody else at the
time, knew the direction that the regime’s anti-8enmpath would follow. When

making decisions on the Jewish Question, the |saafethese movements, inspired by
Maritain and Mounier, reflected the ambivalence tokir teachers and held
inconsistent positions over the role of Jews inrtbeganisations. While they did not
seek their expulsion, some privately expressed exoiscover Jewish integration.
Indeed, their continued participation gave Jewdhsag Georges Weill and Sylvain
Adolphe reason to believe that they had not beesluded from taking part in

regeneration from below.
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Chapter 3. Lautrec: The EIF's Return to the Land Project

Notre idéal n’était pas de refaire une société cenawant; on ne voulait pas

tous étre commercants ou professeurs. L'idée t'éai créer un type

d’humanité nouvellé&®®
Having outlined the central themes in the relatimpsetween Vichy and Jewish
youth, this study now seeks to consolidate itsifigs through a case study of a
specific EIF project that was put into place unte® Occupation. Indeed, Vichy
provided an opportunity for the EIF to implemenbtwf its pre-war plans, both of
which aimed to rejuvenate Jewish youth. From thersar of 1940 the EIF was
successful in establishing a series of technicalses that aimed to direct Jewish
youth towards the manual professions. A secondeprggought to ‘return’ Jewish
youth to the land. It was envisaged that Jewistih®would live in Chantiers Ruraux,
agricultural training centres, where they would drae self-sufficient producers. By
1943, the movement had eight farms under its chnivbich were administered
solely by Jews. The three largest farms were atreau(Tarn), Charry (Tarn-et-

Garonne) and Taluyers (Rhone).

The current investigation will perform a micro-syuof the Chantier Rural at Lautrec
for three reasons. First, during the Occupationytieer was the largest of the
Chantiers Ruraux, which constantly held on ave@@@éfricheurs® It is estimated

that throughout the war, more than two hundredly®litved at Lautrec for sustained
periods. Second, the fact that Lautrec housed swyroéthe movement's leading
figures, namely Robert and Denise Gamzon and LémQoade it an EIF focal point

and regularly attracted local and national attemtidhird, there is little surviving

“83 |nterview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.
84 youth engaged in a return to the land at Lautrereweferred to by other EIF troops as the
défricheurs de Lautrec
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evidence which pertains to Charry and Taluyers,rede numerous archives across

France and Israel contain documentation relatirthedEIF’s presence at Lautrec.

This chapter will be separated into three part® fiiist will consider the planning and
establishment of Lautrec from the summer of 1940l tme spring of 1941. It will
consider the EIF'setour a la terreproject, which became a priority of the movement
at the same time that it was being adopted andliedtas a driving force of Vichy
propaganda. This section also will explore how té and the local Vichy
authorities negotiated the creation of Lautrec. Tdexond will examine the
functioning of Lautrec. It will ask how far the Bd#Fagricultural project was loyal to
its pre-war ideals or rather, to what extent it \@agsponse to and shaped by Vichy’s
calls for aretour a la terre This section will explore the impact that thecteiag of
Zionism and Jewish history had on the youth and wenld by considering how
individual youths reacted to the EIF’'s broader metto the land project. A final
section will consider the EIF’'s interactions thatesmded beyond the confines of the
Chantier. The EIF's relations with Jewish organtse and with local villagers will
be used to shed light on the Chantier's motivationovercome its geographic

isolation and to engage with external realties.

*kk

The EIF seized the opportunity to implement manitopre-war ideals under Vichy.
At a meeting of ElFchefsin Moissac on 15 August 1940, the creation of the

Chantiers Ruraux became a priority for the moverfi@nvichy’s influence behind

85 Robert Gamzon’s carnet entry on 15 August 194Gamzon)es Eaux Clairespp. 16-17.
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this decision was paramount. From June 1940, thiope state of French agriculture
had been placed at the centre of the regime’s girdgg renewal. As Pearson has
noted, ‘it was imperative to maximise availableunak resources and cultivate as
much of its territory as possibl&® This was to be achieved by a law of 27 July 1940,
which offered financial incentives to those willing work on land that had been
abandoned for over two yedf€.In the summer of 1940 Jews and non-Jews in the
non-Occupied Zone were at once confronted withigedor a return to the land and
fresh waves of anti-Semitic outpourings, which téeeal of the Marchandeau decree
had rendered legal in the press. A major local peysr in the Toulouse regioba
Garonne captured this dual agenda, with one edition’siffiaover dominated by two
stories, ‘La Révision des Naturalisations’ and Rapatriement des Agriculteur$®
Nevertheless, the EIF’s decision to restructureetigre movement around a ‘return
to the land’ had its origins in the 1930s and itswet, as some historians have
suggested, a survival strategy developed in regptmthe regime’s first anti-Semitic
measure$®® In the summer of 1940, the direction that Vichgtgi-Semitic legislation
would take was not inevitable. On the contrary18410-42, Lautrec was not in a
continuous battle with the authorities. This Chantural was composed of French
Jews with a real desire to ‘return to the land’ owdy engaging with Vichy intended
to implement its pre-war ideals on creating the iNdew’. Lautrec endured a
turbulent relationship with the Vichy authoritiesraughout the three years of the

Chantier’s existence; sometimes painfully hostuédt other times highly amicable.

“86 pearsonScarred Landscapep. 23. See also Gordon, ‘The Countryside andCihg, p. 149.

“87 Gordon, ‘The Countryside and the City’, p. 149.

88| a Garonne 24 July 1940, p. 1.

489\, Ermosilla-Pietravalle, ‘La Résistance Juive slsnTarn’, in FijalkowVichy, Les Juifs et Les
Justesp. 183.
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In the aftermath of the meeting of 15 August 194 movement quickly
implemented its plan for atour a la terreand rented land close to Moissac at
Viarose (Tarn-et-Garonne). By the middle of Septeni®40 Gamzon had shared the
details of his project with a number of senior figeiat Vichy. The Director for Youth

at the SGJ responded favourably to Gamzon’s plarrellied that the details:

Ont particulierement retenu mon attention. En effetit ce qui concerne la

réadaptation a la vie rurale nous est particuli@m@nther et nous ne serions

trop vous encourager a poursuivre votre action datte voie'®

The Ministers of Agriculture and Work and the SesolNational also assured
Gamzon of their moral and financial support for pigan?®®* The Vichy-created
Service de la Formation Professionnelle de la Bamea division of the Ministry of

Agriculture, went particularly far in its approvai the EIF’s plan:

Ces projets soigneusement étudiés et qui sont dajss la voie des
réalisations, ne peuvent que rencontrer notre &apian et je ne manquerai
pas de les signaler comme ils le méritent aux Does des Services
Agricoles des départements intéressés en les mleambus assister dans vos

efforts pour I'application d’'une formule qui me delm réellement digne

d’attention?®?

With not enough land to cultivate, Viarose was ogNer intended to be a temporary
Chantier, before a larger property could be puretidgs the Midi**®* Once this had

been achieved, Gamzon envisaged relocating theee@Gtiantier and immediately
recruiting an additional seventy youft{§.Even before a functioning Chantier Rural

had been created, Gamzon was clear that the optinwmier ofisraélites francais

90 ADTG, 5W26, Letter from the Director of Youth te@zon, 17 September 1940.

491 CZA, C3, 1, Report on the state of the movemeadtscultural project, 17 September 1940.
492CDJC, CMXLIV, 2e, Letter from Bonnet, Chargé desslbn at the Service de la Formation de la
Jeunesse to Gamzon, Vichy, 11 November 1940.

49 CDJC, CMXLV (1), Letter from Gamzon to Hammel, $38ptember 1940.

9 bid., 9 October 1940.
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should form its coré®® In mid-October 1940 the EIF's secretary, Marc Hamau,

discovered a suitable property situated next to utitlege of Lautrec, and after
consultation with the owner a meeting was arrangd the prefect. In the aftermath
of this meeting, Marc Haguenau wrote to Jean Cleaignthe prefect of the Tarn,
reaffirming the movement’s ambition to contributevards ‘I'ceuvre nationale de
retour a la terre’ that would see 80-100 Jewishth@uwvorking the land within a
year?®® On 11 November 1940, the day that the contractsigrsed, half the group
from Viarose descended upon Lautrec where theialiyitsettled at the farm of La

Grasse which had been rented by Gamzon for a pefisit years.’

Figure 8. Chateau des Ormes

% bid.

49 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Marc Haguenau to thef@reof the Tarn, 26 October 1940.

497 ADT, 506W171, Local police report on Lautrec, 9rikfi941. One can only speculate over
Gamzon'’s motivation in renting the land for six ggedt is possible that Gamzon was bracing the
movement for a long war, or that he believed sixrgea sufficient period to train the maximum number
of future leaders. Alternatively, the landlord niggwve only agreed to rent his land for a minimum of
six years.
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The Chantier Rural of Lautrec was located in theugds of the imposing Chéateau
des OrmegFigure 8). Jewish youth lived and worked on the farms adjate the
chateau but had no access to it. La Grasse beldogéd Lugan who agreed to rent
his land to the EIF on the condition that the Elffghase half the livestock with the
resulting products being divided equally.La Grasse made up 27 hectares of ‘first
rate’ land*® There were approximately 12 Jewish pioneers aGkasse over the
winter of 1940-41, almost all of whom were Frenitizens>® The first task was to
make Lautrec habitable for other youths who werensto arrive and to begin
working the land®* The land had to be cleared for cultivation to i food and
dormitories, a carpentry workshop had to be coosttl in the existing farm
buildings, and livestock had to be purcha¥&dlhe first steps towards constructing
the Chantier were taken in appalling conditiong@nFiwhen records began in 1900,
only the winters of 1928-1929 and 1933-1934 haad lmedder than the winter of
1940-194F° The freezing climate coupled with underprepared huangry youths
exposed the difficulties of communal living. Gamzwoted that at this time, the boys
were constantly exhausted and the girls could retajong with each othé?
Moreover, ‘toute la journée on travaille dehors, feaid, pour faire des fagots; ce

n'est pas drole la vie paysanne dans ce pays &fte gu’est le Tarn®%

98 GamzonlLes Eaux Clairesp. 24.

499 CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Undated report on Lautrec, likétybe from January 1941.

0 ADT, 506W171, Individual forms on each inhabitahthe Chantier Rural, February 1942. A police
report from February 1942 reveals that of the aagjdozen, all had French citizenship and that only
one, Annette Hertanu, had been naturalised. BoRoimania in 1921, Hertanu immigrated to Paris
with her family in 1926 where she attended Frerutios| and eventually began to train as a lawyer.
Interview with Annette Porat, née Hertanu, 24 Seybier 2010.

9 Interview with Pierre Kauffmann, 11 April 2007.

*2CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Report on the exploitation of lteec, May 1941.

%3 Météo France, Températures en France en hiveigi&pQo.
http://france.meteofrance.com/content/2009/2/20432yif, accessed 27 January 2011.

%04 GamzonlLes Eaux Clairesp. 27.

°% |bid.
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A second phase in the development of Lautrec begdanuary 1941 following the
arrival of new members and the Chantier's physesglansion. Both of these factors
transformed the Chantier from a mere experimerd etworking reality. On 10
January 1941, the Chantier expanded to take irrthefiu34 hectares at Les Ormes,
situated less than 100 metres away from the ChaleauOrmes, where particular
attention would be paid to dairy production andvwjny vegetables® A report from
January 1941 shows the land to be in a good ¥afeurther, the new property
contained several buildings to be converted intokalwops, dormitories and stables.
Les Ormes also contained the maison d’Estampesusehinhabited by the leaders

and their families.

By the beginning of March 1941 Viarose no longersed. Half the group had
formed Charry— another Chantier Rurat that opened on 11 March 1941 and that
was located 7 km away from Moissdt.The remaining half relocated to Lautrec
which was in the midst of expansion. From Febru&%1 a major recruitment drive
had been launched for Lautrec which sought to rearuadditional 30 youths aged
between 17 and 282 In April 1941 Denise Gamzon returned to Francemfro
Portugal, where she had fled during theode and immediately became the head of
the Chantier. By this time, Lautrec had begun t@dpce tangible results. As Marc
Haguenau observed, ‘Lautrec n’est plus un projesmae école sérieuse de travail

agricole intense et enthousiaste’.

% CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Undated report on Lautrec, likébybe from January 1941.
507 {|A;
Ibid.
*% For more information on Charry, see: PougatcBhirry, 1946, p. 12.
9 AU, CC 43, Circular from Marc Haguenau to EIFdess in the non-Occupied Zone and North
Africa, Lyon, 25 February 1941.
%19 hid.
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Figure 9. Carpentry workshop at Lautec

The youth’s dedication in bringing about this pexg was facilitated by the granting
of machinery and horses by the SGJTwo instructors were also hired to teach youth
how to work the land effectively. One was Lugane(tandlord) and the other was
Raymond Hirsch, a non-Jewish refugee from Lorraumo was appointed head
gardener at Lautre? The youth spent eight hours a day undertaking mlaasks at
the Chantier and on top of which they also compled® minutes of physical

educatior*® In addition, they spent a further six hours eagekvfollowing courses

*1CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Report on the exploitation of lteec, May 1941.

*12 Gamzon)es Eaux Clairesp. 32 and ADT, 506W171, Individual forms on eauabitant of the
Chantier Rural, February 1942.

*13 AlU, CC 43, Circular from Marc Haguenau to ElFdess in the non-Occupied Zone and North
Africa, Lyon, 25 February 1941.
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on agricultural training** However, what marked Lautrec out from Vichy's athe
Chantiers Ruraux was its ambition to create thewNew’, which would derive from
the study of Hebrew and Jewish Studies. Jewishmilegrat Lautrec went hand in
hand with the youths’ agricultural retraining. lagvorganised by the EIF leader Léo
Cohn, who intended to instil in Jewish youth a lé»ethe land, Zionism and Jewish

spirituality.

-,

¥
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Figure 10. Les

T

défrichusde Lautrec

*k%k

The functioning of Lautrec was largely charactatid®y the teaching of Judaism
alongside a return to the land, where the comlmnatif both was promoted as the
ultimate expression of a living Jewish existence.aAresult of this, Jewish youth, far

away from their pre-war lives and living in an et&d community, became immersed

1 bid.
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in a new way of life where Judaism played a coristan decisive role. Nicault and
Grynberg have described the EIF’'s Chantiers Ruemusfoyers de ferveur juivé®
For Jewish scouts across the non-Occupied Zonetrdausymbolised the
continuation of Judaism during the Occupation. Hmvethe Chantier went further
than representing a mere example. In fact, viarabau of initiatives, it was able to
extend Jewish life beyond Lautrec. Leaders fronallggoups came to Lautrec for
training in Jewish studies. The Chantier offeredamal assistance to groups seeking
to create a religious environment elsewhere. Jewashh across the non-Occupied
Zone could rely on the work being undertaken attitemuto fulfil their personal
religious obligations. In the build-up to Sukkoth 1942, the Chantier encouraged
youths across France to build a Sukkah, claimirg they could rely on Lautrec to
equip it ‘de superbes épis de mais, des concong#asts ou d’autres décorations
terriennes seront offerts par Lautré®.To understand the evolving attitudes of
Jewish youth towards their religion, it is necegstr identify the factors that
launched Jewish life at Lautrec. To this end, tile of Lautrec’s chaplain Léo Cohn

was decisive.

Léo Cohn has been described as ‘the soul’ of LadlfeAs Isaac Pougatch wrote,
‘c’était un jeune Juif allemand nouveau style. Tpésux, artiste dans tout ce qu'il
entreprenait, il se révéla un Hassid de la plukeegu>'® Born in Hamburg in 1913,
Cohn came from a devoutly orthodox family; bothhid grandfathers were rabbis.

His mother had been born into the well-known Catdbrabbinical family; her father

*15 Nicault and Grynberg, ‘La résistance sioniste’]1 3.

1 CDJC, CMXLIV 1e, Communiqué from Lautrec that appeel in the EIF's newsletter, 10 July
1942. A Sukkah is a temporary house constructeglebrate the festival of Sukkoth. Its roof must be
made from something that once grew, such as branehd it is decorated by hanging fruits and
vegetables.

17 |nterview with Erwin Fleischer, 1 September 2009.

°18|. Pougatchpn Batisseur: Robert Gamzd@Raris, 1971), p. 40.
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and five of her brothers were rabbBtS.Coupled with his knowledge of Judaism was
his musical prowess which he constantly displaygdibging and playing the flute

and piano. Cohn arrived in France in 1933 and dyibkcame a leading educator in
the EIF. After two years in Paris, he settled ira§&bourg where, through music, he
sought to instil a sense of Jewish culture amotigstocal youth. Conscripted to the
Légion Etrangére for the 1939/1940 campaign, Cahineal at Lautrec on 22 January

1941°%°

Upon his arrival at Lautrec, Léo Cohn assumed msipdity for teaching and
imbuing the youths with Judaism. Cohn’s aim at kexitvas to turn the Chantier into
a community with religion firmly at its heart. Algeide instructing Jewish studies,
Cohn organised all of the religious services, legdhoir and edited Lautrec’s internal
newsletter Sois Chic At the Chantier, Cohn continued to emphasiseartiportance
of adopting a plural conception of Judaism, a @renet of the EIF in the 1930s.
Jewish youth arrived with varying degrees of relsygiy and those that were less
religious were not reproached or forced to pradineer faith differently. That said,
certain religious activities which were dependgmbrucommunal participation, such
as the Friday night service, were compulsory fomembers. As Pierre Kauffmann
recalled, ‘la célébration du vendredi soir faigartie de la vie commune, et tout le
monde y participait®* The communal aspect of Shabbat, coupled with alethat

youth did not undertake their regular manual tadkgjnguished Friday nights from

the rest of the week:

19 |nterview with Aviva Geva, daughter of Léo Coh#, August 2009.
320 ADT, 506W171, Individual forms on each inhabitahthe Chantier Rural, February 1942.
%21 cDJC, DLXI-46, Transcript of interview with Pierkauffmann.
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Léo organisait avec brio l'office du vendredi sgu’on faisait pres de la
grande table aux nappes blanches et ornées ds,fletull chantait des duos
avec Rachel?

The notion of a ‘minimum commun’, which instilledmainimum level of religious

observance, existed at Lautrec. Jacques Weilllegt#that cigarettes were prohibited

on the Sabbath but bicycles were T6t.

All Jewish festivals were celebrated at Lautrec|uding those which the EIF had not
hitherto given great significance and Cohn wengteat lengths to ensure that they
would be properly observed. From as early as 4 ueelprl1941, importance was
placed on obtaining Matzah in order to celebrates®aer that fell on 11 April 1941
(Figure 11).>** For the Passover Seder of 1941 and with his ltiraStrasbourg, Léo
Cohn crafted a fully illustrated Hagaddah for theiths(Figure 12)°* Léo Cohn's
personal papers shed considerable light on whéobed to achieve during his time
at Lautrec. Alongside the letters that he recemed draft copies of replies, one finds
numerous handwritten files on the various Jewishivfals and how they were to be
observed at Lautrec. Ceremonies were organisechg¢osimallest detail and the
programme of events for each Shabbat was condistenated to allow maximum
participation. For instance, a plan of a Fridayhtigervice from 1941 is laid out in
sixteen steps and each step has a sub-s€Eigure 13). For step four, the singing of
Lecha Dodi, each verse was sung by a differenthyodtose name was indicated

alongside the appropriate coupl&tA close reading of Cohn’s class material reveals

22 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, pp. 78-78. Rachel Coas ko Cohn’s wife.

>3 |nterview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007. Botimsking and cycling is prohibited on the Sabbath.
%24CDJC, CMLV-13, Letter from the Consistoire Centathe Comité d’Assistance aux Réfugiés in
Albi, 4 February 1941. Matzah is unleavened bresidreby Jews during Passover.

2 Archives of Léo Cohn. A Hagaddah is a religioud that charts the Israelites exodus from Egypt
and is read at the Seder, the communal ceremomatk the beginning of Passover.

528 Archives of Léo Cohn, plan d’office 1941.
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the messages that he hoped to transmit to Jewisth yat Lautrec. As he had
previously done in Strasbourg, Cohn’s lessons aoedareferences to the weekly

torah portion, midrash, Jewish history and Zionism.

=
L FEE — e
Figure 11. The Matza oven at

are'c

Figure 12. Léo Cohn’s Hagaddah Figure 13. Plan d’office for Shabbat,c,
1941
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These classes were not simply repetitions of heswar notes: some of the themes
were temporally specific. As the anti-Semitic légfion that affected their families
and co-religionists intensified into 1942, Cohnraasingly drew on historic cases of
Jewish resilience to bring Jewish youth back taaikrd. For Cohn, Jewish youth had
to reinvent themselves spiritually. He argued trdy by returning to religious values
would they be best equipped to confront their eesmiLessons needed to be learnt
from Rabbi Akiva, medieval pogroms and the expuisid the Jews from Spafi’
Nevertheless, Cohn noted that the contemporarylgmabhad the potential to be far

worse as a result of the secularisation of the modew:

Maintenant, nous souffrons de nouveau, mais nousjuans pour la plupart,

du réconfort dans la Foi a laquelle les vieux #dguifs d’autrefois restaient

solidement attaché&s®
Later, some former participants considered thermeto Judaism as a means of
resistance. For Maurice Bernsohn, Jewish life attle& was carried out in the ‘esprit
de Yavné>?° But though a large number of youths from Lautrietelentually join
the Resistance, it may be overhasty to see a tgjieal link between references to
Jewish history and the youths’ later resistancevigact How far Cohn believed that
Vichy anti-Semitism would impact on Lautrec in 194@Q is questionable. Privately,
at least until the summer of 1942, Cohn continwedegard Lautrec as a haven and
not a training group for resistance activity. Hittérs at this time do not speak of the
dangers affecting the Chantier. Writing to his p#ésen February 1942, he outlined

the support that the Chantier received from thehaittes, suggesting Lautrec’s

%27 Archives of Léo Cohn, Cohn, L, ‘Omer’ Bois Chi¢ May 1942. Rabbi Akiva, one of the most
important Jewish sages, had supported the Jewssiréction against the Romans in AD 132. After the
rebellion was crushed, Rabbi Akiva was tortureddath.
528 [|ai

Ibid.
2 cDJC, DLXI-6, Transcript of interview with Maurid@ernsohn. After the destruction of the Second
Temple in 70 AD, the Sanhedrin relocated from Jdam to Yavneh.
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possible exception from any future anti-Semitic sugas; ‘nous travaillons en marge
des événements qui bouleversent le mortleCohn’s desire to return Jewish youth
to a spiritual Judaism did not emerge as a reat¢tiovichy. In pre-war Strasbourg a
reinvigorated Judaism had always been his goaltlaadacial laws merely provided
an opportunity with which to implement his conceptof Jewish spirituality amongst

the youth.

The philosopher and leading proponent of spiridiahism, Martin Buber was one of
Cohn’s greatest inspirations and Cohn was to useBsineo-Hasidism as the driving
force behind the Jewish renaissance at Lautreor Ryi Buber, Hasidism had been
considered a backward system of Eastern Europewamshlebeliefs steeped in
superstition and marked by an almost cult-likedwihg of prominent rabbi¥*! Neo-
Hasidism, a prominent theme in the writings of Bulbed other German intellectuals
in the early twentieth century, sought to revivéerast in Hasidism amongst non-
orthodox Jews by promoting its model of personatitsility, displaying ‘simcha’
(joy) in the performance of ritual commands andticating community life. As a
product of this German-Jewish background, Cohnldesh inspired early on by neo-
Hasidism and sought to introduce a living JudaisnLdutrec. Youths were taught
Jewish music and Hasidic songs and by February 10d2n had produced a
handbook with 150 song#? In an article inSois Chi¢ Cohn laid out his vision for a
spiritual Jewish life. This would be achieved thgbuhe introduction of, ‘un élément

de joie et d’entrain dans les offices en particudiedans la vie juive en générat®

>3 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to parents, 13 February 1942,
31 M. FriedmanMartin Buber's Life and WorkDetroit, 1983), pp. 94-123.
%32 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to pients, 13 February 1942.
°33 Archives of Léo Cohn, Cohn, L, ‘Néo-Hassidisme’Sois Chi¢ undated.
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Ultimately, however, spiritual Judaism could onby &chieved if it went hand in hand

with the fulfilment of religious obligations:

Je cherche des Néo-hassidim, des nouveaux-pieuxpB®des flemmards qui

sous prétexte de manque de joie dans notre riidgbnt pas de priere du

tout>**

Cohn brought religious spirituality to Lautrec aingtilled in Jewish youth a culture
that had hitherto been abséftCohn and neo-Hasidism were so intertwined that his
method of a living Judaism became known as Léo-dissse amongst EIF circl&g®
Although Cohn seldom made direct reference to amgezmporary Jewish thinkers, it
is clear from his writings that Buber, more so tlaay other writer, influenced Cohn
and eventually led him towards Zionism. Howeverh@e attempts to introduce

Zionism to Lautrec deviated significantly from tmedel put forth by Buber.

Unlike the Chantiers Ruraux at Blémont (Haute-Venand Fretteserpes (Haute-
Garonne), Lautrec was not supposed to be an dffidechshara and official
documents and reports never referred to it as’OrEhis absence could explain why
Zionism at Lautrec has not aroused interest amdmggirians. Nevertheless, with so
many of Lautrec’s participants who had hitherto vehdittle interest in Zionism
making their Aliyah after the war, there is a néedonsider to what elements of the
Zionist project the youth was exposed and how #fiiscted their relationship with

France in the context of the Occupation. This itigation suggests that Léo Cohn

% |pid.

35 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p. 39.

3 See Pougatch)n Batisseurp. 41 and Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p. 39.

%37 A Hachshara is a Zionist agricultural trainingsch There have been no studies to date on the
Zionist Chantiers Ruraux at Blémont or FretteserRederence to both can be found in Hammel,
Souviens-toi d’Amalelpp. 117-119 and in LazafRescue as Resistange 65.
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was instrumental in introducing Zionism to Lauteet adapting it to meet the needs

of Jewish youth.

Cohn’s parents and siblings had emigrated to Raéefom Germany in 1936. Since
his youth, Zionism had been extremely importan€tahn, who had almost made his
Aliyah in the late 1930s, but decided to remairFrance to continue his work with
Jewish youth, which he considered of greater ingmme at the tim&® From early
on, Cohn believed that Lautrec should play a foiweatole in a broader Zionist
context. He was adamant that his teachings shaulee saas an inspiration to prepare
Jewish youth’s imminent departure for Eretz Yisraetl his descriptions of Lautrec
were embedded with Zionist terminology. In a letteihis parents, Cohn referred to
Lautrec as both a Hachshara and a Kibbutz, wherenvirk being undertaken was

preparing the youth for its post-war Aliyafy.

Cohn’s articles inSois Chicwere laden with explicit references to Zionism. &th
explaining a purely religious obligation unrelatedZionism, Cohn often described
how such requirements should be carried out irHiblg Land. Readingois Chi¢the
youth was aware of Cohn’s desire for them to ewdhtuo fulfil their religious

practices in Palestine:

Le grand Concours Agricole annuel qui se pratigpaiir 'OMER d’aprés le
Talmud, en Eretz Israél, est un chapitre oublidad€ie Juive, et il appartient
a la jeune Palestine — (& nous, quand nous y sBrerge le faire revivré*®

>3 |nterview with Aviva Geva, daughter of Léo Coh#, August 2009.

%39 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to pients, 13 February 1942.

%40 Archives of Léo Cohn, Cohn, L, ‘Omer’ Bois Chi¢c May 1942. The Omer is the period of forty-
nine days between the festivals of Passover andoBha
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Moreover, Cohn did not hold back in criticising tinéerpretation of Zionism that had
been so widespread in France before the war. Fréewshy, as has been explained,
supported Palestine as a home for East Europeas, Jaw did not entertain the

possibility of ever settling there themselves:

Notre « Sionisme sans Sion » n’est gqu'un lache tdg®i des anciennes

conceptions que nous-mémes n'avons pas eu le @uedagla force

d’abandonner, malgré tout ce qui nous est arffié.
Cohn was adamant in his desire to quell French yleweticence over the Zionist
project. Drawing on the writings of Zionist thinkerCohn and the EIF leadership
attempted to create a ‘New Jew’ at the same time\Wichy was promoting its own
Homme NouvealAs was explained in chapter one, there was wigespagreement
amongst leading Zionist thinkers that Jews needexbandon their ‘degenerate’ state
in society in order to transform their lives aneéithbodies to become producers and
men of action. However, the Zionists did not agoger the roles that spirituality,
Jewish culture and the teaching of Jewish histasuld/ play for the regenerated Jew.
Even before Vichy had come into existence, thetmeaof the Chantier Rural at
Saumur had placed the main tenets of Max Nord&e&sri of degeneration and A.D.
Gordon’s return to the land project at the cenfréhe movement. Cohn argued that
the ‘New Jew’ needed to rediscover his naturakstaid that this was to be found in a
return to the land, which he argued, was autheatitewish origing*?* An emphasis
on improving the body and on physical exercise tadigvith a return to the land and

manual trades was aimed to rejuvenate Jewish y@stkeorge Mosse has written:

1 Cohn, L, ‘Alors, pourquoi ce Sionisme SANS SION®'Sois Chi¢ August 1942, quoted in
Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 304.
%42 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to lemiLazare, 25 October 1942.
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Nordau was interested in the creation of a newthesugh the regeneration of

his body and will-power, rather than by way of aival of Jewish culture in

the Holy Land®*®
Cohn did not follow Nordau’s ideology to the lett&evealing Buber’s influence,
Cohn adapted this ‘cult of the body’ attitude telude Jewish culture and Jewish
spirituality. In doing so, Cohn revealed the potityb of combining what are
generally considered to be mutually exclusive padlasards Zionism. Reminiscing in
2007, Jacques Weill commented that Lautrec’s ‘Newish Man’ was marked by
two features, ‘d'une part plus pres de la natutautde part qui gardait sa culture
littéraire et philosophique et musicafé* However, these acquisitions were, for
Cohn, to be put into use only temporarily in thasgiora. Cohn was not the only
Zionist at the Chantier. In 1941 amongst the leqgiersonalities at Lautrec there
were several with unambiguous Zionist convictioAs. has been shown, Denise
Gamzon had played important roles in various Zionigcles in the 1930s. In the
same way, Ben and Rose Lifschitz had been activthénMizrachi movemeni?>
Further, Robert Seror had spent two years in Ragsthile Pierre Kauffmann and
Maurice Bernsohn had made clear their ambition ®hy to settle therg*® With
such solid support at its foundations, Zionism wagkly able to permeate every
aspect of day to day living at Lautrec. As earlyrabruary 1941 the two heifers at the
Chantier had been named Degania and Hafitauch ideologically charged names
were far from accidental. Degania was the first itz formed by Zionists in

Palestine in 1910. Hanita was a Kibbutz cruciath® Zionist imagination that had

>3 Mosse, ‘Max Nordau, Liberalism and the New Jew’5p2.

** |Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.

45 The Mizrachi were the religious Zionists

>4 Gamzon)es Eaux Clairespp. 21-22. Kauffman and Bernsohn’s pre-war Zionigas further
outlined to the author in an interview with Pielkauffmann, 11 April 2007.

%47 AlU, CC43, Circular from Marc Haguenau to EIF leeslin the non-Occupied Zone and North
Africa, Lyon, 25 February 1941.
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been created in 1938 during a period in which thiisB prohibited Jews from

building new settlement§®

Culture, in the form of Jewish music and theatrs @waother method through which
Cohn intended to transmit Zionism at the Chanaerapproach which went hand in
hand with his emphasis on neo-Hasidism. A file legla®ionisme’ contained a large
amount of Zionist tracts and poems which Cohn ptechat Lautrec. Bialik was
discussed almost daily and articles on Herzl armhen Abraham Kalisker, a Rebbe
from the first Hassidic Aliyah in the eighteenthntgy, appeared itSois Chic*®
Another writer was Albert Cohen who by the Secondrd/War had become one of
the leading Zionists amongst French-speaking extalll circles. During thérGle de

guerre Cohen’s work for the Jewish Agency attracted wjtead attentiorr”

At the Chantier, Cohn created an amateur dramatickshop and his notes reveal the
range of performances that were put on for theakste youth at Lautrec. Alongside
a number of popular Jewish and non-Jewish produgtibat included An-Ski'She
Dybbukand the Russian folk storgntipka and his bad-tempered witéphn wrote a
selection of short plays that were performed atGhantier>* Some of these plays
were based on contemporary events affecting Jew$iethad done with the teaching
of Jewish history, Cohn on occasion used theatra agans to prompt reflections
amongst Jewish youth on their own lives. In hig/plae Juif des Ormes’, Cohn made

up a story that was set centuries ago at Lautneahich following a previousStatut

8 \W. LaqueurA History of Zionism3“ edn (London, 2003), p. 330.

>4 For Bialik see Fabrice, ‘La Vie de Chez Nous’Siois Chiged. 1, December 1941. For Kalisker
see ‘Ha’Hcharah’ irsois Chi¢ 30 October 1942. In the possession of Alain Miche

% For a detailed study of Cohen’s Zionism see CaMig ‘Albert Cohen et les Sionistes’, in A.
Schaffner, and P. Zard, (ed#4Jbert Cohen dans son siédlearis, 2005), pp. 99-118.

! Archives of Léo Cohn.
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des Juifsa Jewish family was killed by the lord of the marEven at their death the

family continued to pray and chant Hebrew sotigs.

Lautrec’s choir best illustrates the tension betwdw EIF’'s desire to remain loyal to
France and the movement’s Zionist ambitions. Tharchas mixed and youths were
divided into the four sections of soprano, altmoreand bass voices. Many youths
were attracted to the choir which performed twiceveek in front of the entire
Chantier>® Notes from January 1942 show that there were $egermembers of the
choir and that by March 1943, their number hadhrisethirty four>* As was the case
for the religious ceremonies, there was never amyravisation. On the contrary, a
detailed programme was mapped out by Cohn. In dariig2, the choir went on a
two-week tour of the non-Occupied Zone. For theiblie performances, the act was
divided into a series of sections that includeddfis Synagogaux, Chants Populaires
Francais, Chants Palestiniens and Chants Populhiitss®>° A selection of the songs
reveals the eclectic nature of the programme. Arsbage of the opening songs one
finds ‘Hashivenu’ — ‘Cause us to Return’ - a tramhal Jewish song whose explicit
message seeks to return Jews to God. There follevgstties of non-Jewish classical
pieces including Beethoven and Mozart, amongst hvhiandel’sJudas Maccabaeus
a piece which tells a story of Jewish resiliencethe struggle to maintain their
religion. Popular French songs also had their piade programme, as did regional

Breton and Provencal melodies. Just as there i@ and Provencgal tradition, the

%52 Archives of Léo Cohn, L. Cohies Juifs des Ormes

3CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Report on Lautrec, 11 Novembe#19

>4 Archives of Léo Cohn.

5% Archives of Léo Cohn, Performance of the Charf@eral de Lautrec in Toulouse, 15 January 1942.
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Jewish tradition is also a part of France’s righetstry and the concert ended with a

series of popular Palestinian and Jewish songs.

Figure 14. Programme of the choir.

The choir did not sing to solely Jewish audienaed iavitations were sent to local
youth groups>® The audiences would not have been surprised toZieaist songs,

for the invitation made it clear that the music Wwbbe, ‘une grande variété de
chansons et danses populaires francaises et paesgs>®’ On the evening of the
performance, programmes which included a list afgsoand a description of the
Chantier de Lautrec were distribut®d. A section headed ‘Toi qui veux étre

défricheur’ laid out the motivation for Jewish ybutio return to the land and was

::j CDJC, CMXLIV 1e, Invitation to local scout groujpsToulouse, 8 January 1942,
Ibid.

%8 Archives of Léo Cohn, Programme d’Audition des @tears du Chantier Rural des EIF, Sunday 18
January 1942, Marseille.
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reminiscent of Vichy propaganda. The language, tomteimagery reflected the same

discourse used by the regime to implement its Mati®evolution.

Tu viens a nous parce que [...] Tu veux choisir anentation nouvelle pour
ta vie, et non adopter une ‘solution d’attente’.

Tu veux laisser a d’'autres les solutions facilepréféres mener une vie active
et utile bien que pleine d'efforts et de Iuttes.

On only one occasion did a reference to Judaisreapp

Tu veux vivre le judaisme autrement que par des mottrouvant pour toi et
tes fréres une solution profonde du problémeflif.
As Max Nordau had done in the 1890s, the youthaatriec internalised the image of
the Jew that was used by those seeking to marginddiws from the rest of society. In
so doing, they openly conveyed their willingnesgrémsform this image to one which

would contribute — on the same terms as everybtsdy-eto rebuilding France.

The tour of January 1942 was a roaring successhen@hantier made an unexpected
profit of 3000 Francs® The choir decided communally that this profit sldobe
donated?® Cohn’s notes carefully trace how the youths detitte distribute the
money. A large donation was made to improve theasin of Jewish children at the
internment camp at Rivesaltes and two smaller domatwere made to the EIF and
the KKL.>*® The donation to the EIF reveals the inextricalvik between Lautrec and

the EIF movement. As Cohn commented:

%9 bid.

0 bid.

%1 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to Mataguenau, 9 February 1942.
%92 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to Jus€isher, 9 February 1942.
%53 Archives of Léo Cohn, Document entitled Comptesifiée.
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Le mandat de 500 Frs que tu recevras comme suittta lettre n'est pas
considéré par nos chanteurs comme un dd mais coom@emanifestation
d’attachement du mouvemetit.

However, a donation of 500 Frs to the KKL revedls éxtent to which by February

1942, the influence of Zionism had entered LauttescCohn commented in a letter to

Joseph Fisher, head of the KKL in France:

Les Chanteurs du Chantier ont tenu a manifesteraig@achement a I'ceuvre de
reconstruction nationale en Eretz Israel. [...] Nsosnmes fiers de pouvoir
nous dire qu’avec nos chants nous avons pu coetriaua fertilisation de
notre pays®”
The concerts were the first public Jewish demotistia since the Armistic&?® In
interviews more than sixty years after the toucgd@s Weill and Annette Porat had
only fond memories of the choir's performances, ahihey say did not encounter
any hostility from local peopl®®’ Moreover, evidence suggests that non-Jewish youth
groups were favourably impressed by the choir. Agecatulatory letter was sent by
the head of the local YWCA to Léo Cohn shortly afteir performance in Toulouse.

In this letter, the director also asked for the maisscore sheets of some of the

classical songs, includintudas Maccabaeur§®

Lautrec represented a laboratory which generatéereint and often competing forms
of Zionism. The debates that had plagued JewisHl@atuals in the early twentieth

century over the benefits and then the nature ohiZm were not considered central

54 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to Mataguenau, 9 February 1942.

%5 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to Jus€isher, 9 February 1942.

6 CDJC, CMXLIV 1e, News on recent EIF activity ineport by Marc Haguenau, 15 March 1942,
57 Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007 andentiew with Annette Porat, née Hertanu, 24
September 2010.

%% Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from the head of Bmyer Feminin YWCA Toulouse, 7 February
1942,
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to Lautrec. While the regeneration of the New Jeas Wwuindamental to the Chantier’'s
development, it had to be accompanied by Jewistureuand history, which were of
no importance for Nordau. At Lautrec, the polititehdencies of these Jewish writers
and poets were of little importance. An-Ski's playdebrating Jewish culture were
performed despite the author's membership of thedBf Finally, physical and
spiritual regeneration was to be achieved by livim@ religious Jewish environment.
Here the influence of the Zionist rabbi, AbrahamoKavas crucial for Cohn. Cohn’s
uncle and two brothers had been students of Ravk KooPalestine. While the
religious Zionism of many thinkers deemed a retiarrthe land incompatible with
their brand of Zionism, this was not the case famok®’® Although a religious
Zionist, it is known that Kook sought to forge Iskvith secular Zionists and the
Halutzim. For Kook and later for Cohn, the goal iageturn the Jewish people to

Eretz Yisrael and any attempt to do so must beddakpon favourably.

During the Occupation, Cohn created a Jewish sgitautrec where a promotion of
the ‘New Jew’ was virtually indistinguishable froanHaloutzic in Palestine. But how
did Jewish youth at Lautrec react to the ideaso$e in charge? A post-war image of
Lautrec has been constructed around Jewish yow&cation to their leaders’

messages, which first promoted a Jewish returnh& land and later Resistance
activity. How youth responded to ordinary eventselated to Judaism, work or the
racial laws has never been put into question. Askiing such issues is important in

nuancing the traditional narrative of how Jews exgmeed daily life in Vichy France.

% The Bund was a secular socialist Jewish workerty pative in the Russian Empire at the beginning
of the twentieth century. It was against the Zibpi®ject and the revival of the Hebrew language- A
Ski dedicated poems to the Bund and wrote its amthe

" Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelpp. 278-282.
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The present study has thus far addressed how lcadaeeloped according to the
aims and ambitions of those in positions of resmiity. Public reports and internal
circulars constantly evoked the success of the @ramvhich described Lautrec as a
fully-functioning agricultural commune with a thimg Jewish community. However,
it is the task of the historian to probe deeper #émdassess how Jewish youth
themselves took to their new lives. It would be lausible to suggest that the Jewish
youth at Lautrec were unaware of the anti-Semégdlation that had been enacted in
France since the summer of 1940. NeverthelesexXtant to which this impacted on

them directly and how far they felt threatened rexmapen to interpretation.

Lautrec was not impervious to outside influencesutfis came and went from the
Chantier bringing with them news and opinions fraanoss the non-Occupied Zone.
The fact that all youths at Lautrec were includedhe Jewish census in July 1941,
and that many had relatives who were suffering dgext result of the racial laws,
further indicates the extent to which Vichy's a8gmitic agenda was able to
permeate everyday life at Lautrec. Neverthelegsethergence of anti-Semitism from
the summer of 1940 did not encourage a backlasimsighe regime by the Jewish
youth at Lautrec. Many French Jews considered that reawakening of anti-
Semitism was a consequence of the Armistice andgtheernment’'s policy of
collaboration with Germany. Moreover, to the yowth Lautrec, Judeophobia in
France was nothing new; anti-Semitic articles heehbwidespread both at the time of

the Dreyfus Affair and more recently in the extrenght press of the 1930s.
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Crucially, the regime’s anti-Semitic drive did noave the same impact on Jewish
youth at Lautrec as it may have had on youths Ireroparts of the non-Occupied
Zone. Jewish youth were given reason to believe ttiea creation of their Chantier
Rural had somehow granted them an exemption frenettirety of the racial laws.
Lautrec serves as a case in point to illustratertbbevery avenue had been closed to
French Jewish youth under Vichy. That said, conaiale variation existed among the
attitudes of youth at Lautrec both towards Vichy aowards the Jewish instruction
that they were receiving. This diversity can be lax@d by exploring the initial

motivations that led youth to join Lautrec.

As has been shown, the EIF developed a policydmuiteJews affected by thetatut
des Juifsto act achefsfor the movement. A number of thesetufiéseventually
settled at Lautrec. Gilbert Bloch came to Lautrecl®42 without having had any
previous affiliation with the EIF. He was a studahthe Ecole Polytechnique, but the
defeat had put an end to Bloch’s hopes to leadlitanyi career’’ Incorporated into
the Chantiers de la JeunesseGabupement7, Rumilly (Haute-Savoie), Bloch was
quickly promoted to the position of Assistant, aifion from which Jews had been
excluded in the firsStatut des Juif¥”® Bloch originated from an extremely integrated
family and it was at Lautrec that he first cameiobntact with Jewish life. Hammel
observed that Bloch’s intelligence and his abitityadapt allowed him to integrate
into ‘une ambiance étrangéré® Nevertheless, his bourgeois Parisian origins asd h

military background made him stand out, at leasfirat, from the other youths.

>"L For more on Jewish students at the Ecole Polytqubrunder Vichy, see V. Guigueno, ‘Les Eléves
Juifs et 'Ecole Polytechnique (1940-1943): La Repgéte d’une IdentitéVingtiéme SiécleNo 57,
Janvier—Mars (1998), pp. 76—88.

72V, 0.89-2, Gilbert Bloch'’s file in the Jewish Uadyround Fighters in France Collection. A
discussion on Jews in positions of authority in@mantiers de la Jeunesse can be found in Chapter 5
" Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 271.
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Denise Gamzon observed that Bloch was ‘tres frangaisez autoritaire, possédant un
esprit aigu d’analyse, mais aussi un style d’ofigharfois un peu agacant” This
sentiment was confirmed by Annette Porat in a 2t€rview, where she further
recalled that Bloch was the only person at Lauteewousvoie’ the other youth€®
Denise Gamzon noted the profound influence that@eéln had on Bloch. Cohn took
Bloch under his wing, introducing him to a livingdhism in which he went further
than other youths in his independent learning obree and Jewish prayet® As

Hammel recalls:

Sa conception du Judaisme deviendra réellemeritidratelle, enrichie par un
mysticisme profond. Pendant le Chabbath, il ird,s#ans les bois de Lautrec,
lire les Psaumes. Il envisagera, aprés la guegeredter en France et de
contribuer, comme ingénieur juif, a la reconstmctide la France et du
Judaisme francars’

Some youths across the non-Occupied Zone wereifamiith life at Lautrec but still
sought to obtain as much information as possiblerbéhey committed to joining the
Chantier. Lucien Lazare was in regular correspooelewith Léo Cohn, while
studying at the PSIL Yeshiva in Limog¥€.Lazare’s letters probe Cohn about life at

Lautrec, the ambition of the project and the engeage of youths with a return to the

7YV, 0.89-2, Denise Gamzon’s description of GilbBioch in Gilbert Bloch'’s file in the Jewish
Underground Fighters in France Collection.

>5 Interview with Annette Porat, née Hertanu, 24 Sejiter 2010.

%YV, 0.89-2, Denise Gamzon’s description of GilbBioch in Gilbert Bloch'’s file in the Jewish
Underground Fighters in France Collection.

>" Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 271.

"8 Archives of Léo Cohn, Correspondence between L&tmnGnd Lucien Lazare 1942-1943 and
interviews with Lucien Lazare, 30 October 2008 arsugust 2009.
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land>"® He openly questioned the morality of some of themiers, warning Cohn of

the flirtatious behaviour of some of the girls, ainhe viewed as ‘dangeroug®

Ideological commitments did not always motivateisieas to join the Chantier. The
war had interrupted these lives and made them ablailfor Lautrec. Jews did not
have the right to cross the Demarcation Line anctwet allowed to re-enter annexed
Alsace and Lorraine. Their refugee status in the@aocupied Zone was coupled with
the need to seek employment or to begin studigh, dfovhich were rendered all the
more difficult because of the racial laws. Lautcéfered an attractive alternative to
Jews’ uncertainty. In regular circumstances, thar@ier Rural may not have aroused
as much interest. Contrary to the EIF’'s ideologioativations it is highly likely that

a number of youths came to Lautrec devoid of arigtfse simply because they had

nowhere else to go:

Je voudrais, dans I'année qui vient, faire une egpée et voir si je serais
capable d'étre agriculteur : Auriez-vous encore piace a Lautrec [...] Je
dois vous avouer que je n'ai aucune expériencaalait agricole ni méme
plus généralement d’un travail manuel, mais si volecceptez, je suis décidé
a m’y mettre de tout mon coeur et sans arriére pefisé

Youths with a desire to go to Lautrec had firsttmvince their parents before being

accepted. This was not always easy. Colette X spardgral months persuading her

> Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to LemiLazare responding to his four questions on
Lautrec, 25 October 1942.

%80 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to LemiLazare in which he quotes a letter sent from
Lazare at the end of December 1942, 18 January. 1943

81CDJC, CMXLV T, Letter from Georges Snyders to Robert Gamzorefie®nber 1941. It is not
known whether or not Snyders ever came to Laufrbis former student of the ENS was deported to
Auschwitz on convoy 76 and later returned to France
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parents before they eventually conceded in Septefr##>®? Unable to find work in
Limoges, Colette observed that her parents hadteakncome round to the idea of
her being a ‘paysanne®’ It is possible that the deteriorating situation Jews in the
period that followed the secorftatut des Juifend the census, prompted Colette’s
parents to give way on their original reluctancealow her to leave for Lautrec. A
productive existence at Lautrec appeared in stankrast to the uncertainty of life in
Limoges. Sometimes the roles were reversed anchigaseught places at Lautrec for
their children. As one father wrote, ‘j’ai un fiBgé de 17 ans. Nullement épris
d’études, il va cette année étre sans directicemploi. D’excellente santé il semble
adroit manuellement®® These parents took little convincing to send thoiildren
away to undertake manual labour and saw in Laudkegossibility for their children

to create new lives for themselves in the New Qrder

Post-war interpretations of Lautrec have consideterl Chantier to have been a
bastion of morality®® Jewish youth are portrayed as entirely committedretour &
la terre and other important exercises from which they doubt be distracted or

dissuaded®® As Jacques Weill recalled:

Pour nous, on avait une qualité morale assez fibryeavait la loi du scout —
qui imposait une certaine morale. Comme on avast attache juive on avait
aussi un certain sens mora.

::2 CDJC, CMXLV T, Letter from Colette X to Robert and Denise GamaSeptember 1941.
Ibid.

84 CC, B.C.C — 17 : 1940-1943, Letter from M. Gil-8eib to the Secrétaire Général adjoint du

Consistoire, 16 August 1941.

%8> See MichellLes Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 90.

8¢ See Maynadier, ‘Le Chantier Rural des Ormes (19284): Premier période’, p. 643.

%87 Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.
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Adopting the same line of reasoning, Denise Gamzated that while there were
brief romances between some of the youths at thent@r, there was ‘rien de
dramatique®® Moreover, she added that the local neighboursrbéméave respect
for Jewish youth, ‘parce que nos filles ne tombiajeas enceintes®® However, the
passing of time has distorted the reality of défly at Lautrec. In keeping with the
resistance narrative, former participants haveadtzl/the physical work and Jewish
life at the Chantier in their accounts of the peéri®40-42. This comes at the expense
of the social interactions which have been ignoaed considered to be of little
importance. To consider events at the Chantierlysdierough Jewish youth’s
engagement with a return to the land and to Judaisimited and thus does not allow
for a thorough reassessment of the multiple s@tpkriences that shaped their time
at Lautrec. Indeed, the evidence suggests thatoasmn, youth at Lautrec behaved

in much the same way as ordinary youths, in whiokirtresponsibilities at the

Chantier played second fiddle to their youthfulieegpns.

Several cases illustrate this. The reported belbawbPierre Bauer, in the aftermath
of his love affair with Colette Borach, revealsttlzareturn to land and traditional
values was not necessarily a priority for certaouthhs. A letter from Lautrec in

August 1942 describes Bauer’'s behaviour as follows:

[Pierre] n'a aucune envie de se marier pour l'instaréfere s’amuser, a fait
‘marcher’ Colette et maintenant la laisse tombeill Pans toute cette affaire,
Pierggos’est conduit comme un petit salaud, ou ding) comme un parfait
V.P.

*%8 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p. 77.

%89 pid., p. 78.

*0CDJC, CMXLYV 1e, Letter to Hugues Hammel sent fronknown at Lautrec, 3 August 1942,
Despite asking former members of the Chantieryeh@ot been able to decipher the meaning of VP.
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Another example can be found in the behaviour afl Bérauss. Born in Lorraine in
1919 and a law student before the war, Paul Strmirssd Lautrec in August 1941
after a spell in the Chantiers de la JeunesseanVir>® He later met Berthe, a
German girl recently liberated from an internmeamp who did not speak any
French>? A short time later, Berthe became pregnant witta®&s’ child. At this

point, Strauss needed to be coerced into marryarthB: ‘Il s’est d’abord défendu, il

ne voulait pas prendre la responsabilité d’une fahi

Factors that were unrelated to contemporary palitdcumstances continued to play
decisive roles in shaping the lives and the choadelewish youth. At Lautrec, Robert
Gamzon and Léo Cohn received hundreds of lettera fyouths across both zones,
asking for advice on all aspects of their dailye8vIn January 1942, Pierre Khantine,
agrégé in mathematics from the Ecole polytechnaneka teacher at the Ecole navale
before the war, wrote to Gamzon seeking his adercéow to pursue a relationship

with a young woman?*

Je crois que je suis en train de devenir amouréetix €s le seul que je puisse
prendre pour confident. [...] C’est la justement gaebesoin de tes conseils.
Je me demande en effet dans quelle mesure je si@pasiisuggestionné par le
désir d’étre comme tout le monde et de connaitrdémublement que jai
toujours ignoré. [...] Rien ne m’autorise a pensee da puisse attirer
I'attention de quelqu’un. Je ne suis ni beau niie@lquand on me sort de mes
mathématiques.”

1 ADT, 506W171, Individual forms on each inhabitahthe Chantier Rural, February 1942.
%92 CcDJC, DLXI-38, Transcript of interview with FrédéHammel. Details of this affair do not appear
in Hammel's published account of Paul and Bertlausss, in HammeBouviens-toi d’Amaleki13—
114,
*Sbid. Strauss was later deported to Auschwitz byvoy 76. Hammel notes that he committed
suicide there by throwing himself on the electeande.
%94 CDJC, CMXLV P, Letter from Pierre Khantine to Robert Gamzona®uhry 1942. Khantine, born
in 1915 in Paris, was a former student of matheraati the ENS and Polytechnique. A teacher at the
naval academy before the war, he lost this posfotiawing the Statut des Juifand becomes a teacher
ggtsthe EIF centre in Moissac. In March 1944 he kibsd by the Germans in a reprisal act.

Ibid.
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Jewish youths were thus not reluctant to makingpdseotional commitments during
Vichy, with some eventually becoming engaged. Alijio Pierre Khantine’'s
professional life had been taken from him by Viclinge nevertheless envisaged
remaining in France as a married man. In this r&@slpe was far from alone. Several
weddings took place at Lautrec throughout its domar’® Maurice Bernsohn and
Annette Hertanu, who had been at Lautrec sincecigation, announced their
engagement in July 194%” The couple were able to spend a year preparinthér
wedding and they were married in a traditional 3&wieremony at the Chantier that
brought more than three hundred people to Lautfégure 15)°%® After their
wedding, Maurice and Annette Bernsohn decideddg at Lautrec and to continue

the EIF project that they had been involved wititsithe end of 1940.

% Towards the end of the Occupation, the Sectionudiés et de Contréle (SEC), which in July 1942
had replaced the Police aux Questions Juivespgagpcarrying out roundups at Lautrec on the days
that weddings were supposed to take place. SeeA3BB 301, Report from Inspector Fadeuilhe, 25
May 1944.

97 CDJC, CMXLIV 1%, EIF Newsletter 10 July 1942.

*%8yV, 0.3, 3473, Transcript of interview with Maueiernsohn and Interview with Annette Porat,
née Hertanu, 24 September 2010.
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Figure 15. Wedding album of Annette and Maurice Bemsohn

The urges and youthful desires of some membersaofrec were also expressed in
less conventional ways. Herbert Scheffer, a Rommagigctor who had had his French
nationality taken away in November 1941, acted psyghoanalyst and counsellor to
youths at the Chantié?® Jacques Weill recalled that the young women atreau

sought Scheffer’'s guidance and recounted theirnaseo him in the hope that he
could provide meaninff® However, it is clear that Gamzon did not approfe o
Scheffer’s role and influence at Lautrec that distied youths from their purpose of

being there:

Mais je me méfie un peu de Scheffer, excellent elogtpsychiatre méme,
mais qui a une tendance un peu trop marquée ad&vasile chantier comme
un ‘lieu d’expériences’, et non pas comme un ceéitecati®**

%% GamzonlLes Eaux Clairespp. 50-51, and interview with Jacques Weill 6iApOO7.
69 Interview with Jacques Weill 6 April 2007.
91 Gamzon)es Eaux Clairesp. 50.
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Contrary to Gamzon’s assertions and as has beegestagl, it is through treating
Lautrec as a ‘lieu d’expériences’, that the riclnesJewish social experiences under
Vichy is brought into focus. Examination into inlual experiences can reveal
cracks in Gamzon’s promotion of Jewish collectimenb, which because of official
reports written at the time and post-war memoirsften distorted by the events of
1942-44 — has until now has been considered a goeaess. ‘Il regne dans tout le
Chantier une atmosphére joyeuse et de travail $etext une camaraderie saine et
fraternelle’®? Underneath this veneer, the Chantier constanttgdgroblems that
threatened this image of a tranquil existence. ugust 1941, having recently left
Lautrec for the Chantier at Charry, Rosette Hertsant a letter to Robert Gamzon in

which she outlined the frustration that she hacuesd while working at Lautrec.

Chacun a envie de se forger, comme il peut unéepegg agréable et le travalil
ne fait pas partie intégrante de notre vie [...] desais pas si le quart des gens
est venu la avec lintention de créer une vie bate une collectivité
harmonieuse. Je ne crois pas que le Chantier teélegti & présent ne peut
former des responsables méme au bout de 3 ou#*ans.
Hertanu aspired to leading a rural communal lifeairKibbutz. She was severely
disappointed by her spell at Lautrec and chastisedther youths whom she saw as
not being serious enough for the task at hand.dfwe of Jewish youth’s reluctance
to engage in manual labour is found throughoutrtpersonal correspondence. This

runs counter to the dominant memory of Lautrec Wistresses the gruelling hours

working the land. As Pierre Kauffmann recalled ©02, ‘il fallait travailler, on ne

892 cpJc, CMXLIV 2, Moral Report on Lautrec, 11 November 1941.
83 CcDJC, CMXLV T, Letter from Rosette Hertanu to Robert Gamzonugust 1941.
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pouvait pas venir comme dans un hotel. Bien slrglss qui venaient savaient
pourquoi ils venaienf®* However the image of a hotel is precisely what esrto
mind when reading about Pierre Bauer and Erwin Bospell at Lautrec in the

summer of 1942:

Erwin et Pierre sont revenus au Chantier, I'un |ailket, 'autre 10 jours plus

tard, avec l'intention de rester la jusqu’au 15tadir, [...] ils se conduisaient

comme des invités, se levant tard, ne travaillastqu presqu®>
The zeal of youths to undertake work at Lautrec matsalways commensurate with
their community work during their pre-war lives.wbuld be false to suggest that a
person involved in EIF activities during the 193@suld be more likely to respond to
the movement’s back to the land scheme. Erwin Blbdmn in 1916, had been an
active EIF member in Colmar and was later a stu@enteshivas in Paris and in
Neudorf. By the late 1930s he was a Hazan at agegne in the Mosell&® Bloch
arrived at Lautrec as a refugee from Lorraine ibrkary 1941 and as has been
shown, appeared to rebel against communal lififdgloch’s example complicates
our understanding of a collective experience ofttesu It shows that individual
Jewish youths reacted differently to the EIF’s mpldt physical and spiritual agendas,
wanting to take an active part in some — in Bloat@se the religious aspects — and to

eschew others.

This ambivalent relationship with a harmonious ecbjis further expressed in Léo

Cohn’s Zionist ambitions. The Zionist project, soportant to many of the leaders,

94 |nterview with Pierre Kauffmann, 11 April 2007.

895 CDJC, CMXLV 1e, Letter to Hugues Hammel sent framknown at Lautrec, 3 August 1942.

6% |nformation on Bloch can be found in his onlindtoary. See
http://judaisme.sdv.fr/histoire/rabbins/hazanim/felach.htm Accessed 17 February 2011. A Hazan is
an official in a synagogue who conducts the litcagpart of the service.

87 ADT, 506W171, Individual forms on each inhabitahthe Chantier Rural, February 1942.
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did not receive collective support from the youtlhd autrec. As the experience of the
choir has demonstrated, there was a great deghgbathy for Zionist ideas amongst
the youth at Lautrec. In the immediate aftermathtledf war, a large number of
Lautrec’s youths left France to settle in Palestffielowever, some youths at Lautrec
remained uninfluenced by Zionism. One young manpo wifad announced his
intention to get married, stated that the EIF’'s bagis on Zionism was a fantasy,
deeming it to be ‘des enfantillages et que si Bongeait a prendre force et batir une

‘situation’ il ne fallait plus penser & ces choke$®®

In the eyes of Maurice X, the EIF project was ohat twas appropriate for single
youths who had not yet grown up. Jérdme Lindorerlatescribed by Maurice
Bernsohn as a ‘violent anti-Zionist’ also had hesarvations about the links between
Judaism and Zionisf? Like his friend Gilbert Bloch, it was at Lautretat Lindon
first discovered a Jewish identity and became @#cato the Hebrew language, a
pursuit that he kept up well into the 19865However, unlike Léo Cohn and for the
cultural Zionists, for Lindon, a return to Judaidid not lead to a love for the Zionist
cause. On the contrary, he went to great lengtlseparate the connections between
Judaism and Zionism. In a letter to his brother Wwhad become attracted to Zionism,

he wrote:

Tache d’abord de savoir ce que c’est le judaiseée dprie de croire que si je
ne suis pas sioniste, ce n’est pas par paresg@naaire [...] Le sionisme est
la seule voie pour beaucoup de juifs. Ce n’esi@asie du judaismé-?

% For a list of youths from Lautrec that settledPimlestine, see Gamzdres Eaux Clairespp. 162—
164.

899 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to Maar(last name unknown), undated.
®19yv, 0.3 3473, Transcript of 1969 interview with Mice Bernsohn, p. 10.

611 A. Simonin,Les Editions de Minui2"™ edn (Paris, 2008), p. 231.

®12 3éréme Lindon to his brother Denis Lindon, 1 Fabyul945, quoted in ibid.
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This lack of ideological cohesion expressed itsetither ways. The youth of Lautrec
was not always convinced by the direction thatghregramme was taking and some

613

members believed that the project was advancinggtockly.”~* Moreover, not all

youths supported the return to the land schemé, swine even questioning its utility:

Le retour a la terre est pour nous un combat peepéans tous les domaines
de notre étre : physique, moral ou intellectuelt@tou tard on en vient a se
demander si au fond, cette peine est utile, sirglles approche plus que toute
autre d’une vérité supérieutt’
Youth at Lautrec reacted in multiple ways to théirenreturn to the land project.
While some were enthusiastic and sought to usexperience as a first step towards
their eventual Aliyah, others found themselves atittec without any ideological

commitment to the EIF's programme. The Occupatio the racial laws did not, in

the period 1940-42, turn Jewish youth at Lautréz @nhomogenous bloc.

*kk

At Lautrec there existed multiple interactions betw the EIF, Jewish communal
bodies and local villagers. The ORT was anotherislewrganisation that sought to
promote manual and agricultural trades to unemplaygvs>'® The ORT ran its own

centres and did not usually offer assistance teerotirganisations. As Hammel

observed, I'ORT se méfie de ces amateurs qui deerande 'argent et prétendent

®13CDJC, CMXLV T, Letter from an unknown author who had recenttivad at Charry from
Lautrec to Robert Gamzon, 13 September 1941.

14 CDJC, CCXX-56, Letter from Jacques Weill to Chamamdated.

615 ORT, the Obshchestvo Remeslenofo zemledelchedkofia (Society for Trades and Agricultural
Labour), was an international Jewish organisati@ated in Russia in 1880 to help train Jews in the
manual trades and agriculture. In the 1930s andnivithy, the ORT created training schools and
agricultural colonies for Jewish refugees. See Gdlaeasy Asylunpp. 158-159.
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fournir eux-mémes les cadrés® Evidence revealing financial support sent from
ORT to Lautrec appears somewhat surprising. Atetiek of 1941, the ORT paid the
EIF a sum of 125,000 that was to be put towarddreauln January 1942, the ORT
sent a delegation to Lautrec to see what the mevesy going towards. The report
which resulted from this visit described favourathlg project being undertaken at the
Chantier®*’ After praising the work ethic of the youths aneitHeaders, the report
confirmed the success of the EIF’s plan to credteirsg Judaism at the Chantier. It
was particularly pleased to see that Lautrec wasvadvelmingly composed of French

youths:

J'ajoute qu’il y en a d’autant plus de mérite gagdunesse de Lautrec est

recrutée, dans son énorme majorité, parmi les étameifs francais qui,

jusqu’a présent, étaient réfractaires et touteiiatpn et idéologie juivé®
Not all Jewish organisations praised the EIF’s metto the land. Jules ‘Dika’
Jefroykin, one of the leading figures of the Arndééve, was in constant contact with
the EIF throughout the Occupatidfi.As the assistant to Herbert Katzki, the Director
of the Joint (France), Jefroykin administered tleéef organisations’ funding to
Lautrec and the EIF’s other Chantier Rurdtfin an interview recorded in 1963,
Jefroykin spoke of a meeting in Lyon in March 19lwhich the Armée Juive

signalled its mistrust of the EIF specifically basa of its return to the land project,

‘ils [the EIF] étaient trés pétainiste en 194¢.

61 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp. 64.
21; CDJC, CCXIII-83, ORT report on visit to LautrecJ8nuary 1942.

Ibid.
619 Jefroykin was a founder of Résistance Juive ared the Armée Juive. From May 1942 he was the
President of the Mouvement de Jeunesse Sioniste.
6203DC, AR 1933/1944, 594, In the summer of 1940 JBENT parid Gamzon $60,000 to go towards
the EIF'sretour a la terre project
621 AHICJ, The Rescue of Jews via Spain and Portiigrview #61 with Dika Jefroykin, 1 July
1963.
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The Consistoire Central also had an ambivalentiogiship with theretour a la terre
Given that the EIF was the only youth movement withich the Consistoire
communicated directly and to which it gave fundioge would have good reason to
believe that the custodian of religious French Jesupported the central aspect of
the scout’s ideolog$?” At a meeting of the Consistoire in October 194@mZon
outlined his vision for Jews to return to manuadl agricultural trades, ‘il faut des
professionnels, ils doivent vivre; c’est une quastivitale pour le Judaisme
francais’®*® The committee voted unanimously to support théestoOn the surface
at least, there were very good relations, which pesonified by the character of
Rabbi Samy Klein who the Consistoire appointeddfiiial chaplain of the EIF in
September 194%* Further, the appointment of Robert Gamzon andéfiétHammel
as official delegates of the Consistoire, suggémststhe particular circumstances that
were facing French Jewry, had led it to move awaynfits pre-war insistence on
promoting solely religious caus&s.Nevertheless, such gestures should not suggest
unreserved endorsement of the return to the laoj@gir When dealing with questions
of Jewish youth, the financing of Lautrec was otowlary importance to the
Consistoire. Money was to be channelled towardsQbaesistoire’s priority, which
had always been to support ‘instruction religiel¥$&1n the Consistoire’s séance of
May 1941, Lautrec was the only item on the agermaamreceive financial backing

and the decision was put off until the next meetfiig

%22 For more on the Consistoire’s relationship witd ewish youth movements, see L. Lazare, ‘Le
Consistoire Central et les Mouvements de Jeundsdegvue de la Shoaho 169, May—August
(2000), pp. 125-132.
623 AlU, CC 39, 3™ Séance Pleniére, Gamzon's address to the comn8tte®ctober 1940.
624 AlU, CC 39, Report of Samy Klein to the Consistit2 June 1941.
625 Hammel,Souviens-toi d’Amalelp.103.
626 AlU, CC 42, Séance du Consistoire Central, 25 [#@41. At this meeting it was decided that EIF
troops in cities would receive 5000 frs a month thad the Entraide Francaise Israélite (EFI) would
gzt;tain 20,000 frs. Both of these fell under Instiart Réligieuse.

Ibid.
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The EIF's return to the land project was in margpexts dependent on the financial
and moral support that it received from other Jawisganisations. Despite its
physical isolation in the Tarn, the leadership aluttec was compelled to maintain
positive relations with other Jewish bodies. As hasn shown however, the EIF’'s
project encouraged mixed reactions from these ewatiganisms. Seeking to forge
relations beyond the Chantier was not however téichto Jewish organisations. From
its inception, the Chantier sought to develop w&h the local villagers with whom

they intended to coexist.

The ways in which former participants of Lautrecalé their relations with their
neighbours has been profoundly shaped by the p&8d@—-44 in which the survival
of the Chantier was constantly in doubt. From 194%ertain about its future and
threatened with imminent closure, the Chantier émbko develop contacts with a
series of personalities in the village, upon whhgare assistance they intended to
call on in the event of a future raid by the auitines. At this time, a visible German
presence in the Tarn had caused support towards/¥icwane and people across the
region turned towards the Resistance. As the Oticupdrew to an end, a host of
leading figures in the village offered their asamste to the Chantier. One of the most
notable was Fernand Farssac, head of the localageedie, who contacted the
Chantier as soon as he discovered news of an inminirsed. Farssac was later

recognised as auste®?®

Pierre Kauffmann maintained that a series of Idicplres
also offered their assistance, most notably theet&y of the mairie, the mechanic

and the greengrocé?® On the occasion of his wedding in March 1944 theretary

528yV, Fernand FarssachistesDossier, number 100004.
29 |nterview with Pierre Kauffmann 11 April 2007.
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of the mairie had sent Kauffmann and his new wif¢éaax livret de famille’ as a

gift.630

Accounts of the period 1940-1942 generally descabperiod of initial hostility
towards the EIF that rapidly diminished once thatiie had proved their competence
at working the land. Alain Michel has argued tha hostility that arose towards the
Chantier had nothing to do with its Jewish nat&ather, it was because youths were,
‘des parisiens et non des paysdi5The youth’s Jewishness is not remembered as
being a significant factor in local people’s eadgease. Rather, it is their urban
background and their unfamiliarity with manual labavhich was seen to provoke the

discomfort. As Denise Gamzon commented:

Les paysans du Tarn regardaient avec méfianceitz@ins venus de Paris,
qui parlaient ‘pointu’ — tres different de leur rfigais du Midi, mélé d’occitan
— et puis ils riaient de voir les efforts maladsode nos gargons pour, par
exemple, charger une charrette de f3fn.
Many Jewish youths who had spent time in thesel emalaves of the Tarn later
maintained that anti-Semitism was unique to urb@as They claimed that before
1940, local people had not come into contact willew nor had they any conception
of what one was supposed to look like. In a 20@8riew, Henri Steiner who as a
refugee worked on a farm in Cabanelles (Tarn)reta that his biggest difficulty at
the time was not speaking the pafStsCharlotte, then his girlfriend and today his

wife, lived on a neighbouring farm and had only lnedo learn to speak French at

school aged six. When Henri was eventually roungiedor being a Jew in August

30 cDJC, DLXI-46, Transcript of interview with Pierkauffmann.
81 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 90.

832 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p 78.

833 Interview with Henri Steiner, 22 December 2008.
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1942, Charlotte recalled her words to him as beiggest-ce c’est un juif? On ne
m’en avait jamais parl&** For some Jews who seek to make sense of theiinveart
experiences, locals’ ignorance of Jews offers afoding explanation for the absence

of anti-Semitism.

Interpreting personal histories in this way helgplain to some Jews why they were
able to live alongside their neighbours for sucloray time and participate in rural
life. While it may be possible that the vast majoadf locals had never previously met
a Jew it seems unlikely that before 1940 they h@tdcame across the word. As Ruth
Harris has shown, the Dreyfus Affair was playediaypublic and ‘overshadowed all
other national busines&® This was particularly the case for the Tarn, giteat at
the time of the Affair the député for Carmaux whe prominent Dreyfusard Jean
Jaurés. Similarly, in the election that brought B@pular Front to power, Castres
elected the SFIO’s Salomon Grumbach. Through hiwvisim for the cause of the

German-Jewish refugees, Grumbach made no sednit ofvn Jewish identit§?°

From the Jews’ point of view, their swift adaptatito the land and the support that
they received from Vichy fundamentally altered htwey were perceived by their

neighbours. The Chantier gradually began to playle&in the commune, exchanging
goods with locals and sending youths to work oraeelt properties. Jacques Welll
recalls that it was above all the youths’ ‘espdbwe’ that encouraged them to help
s(*.}37

local farmers gather their harvest and fell theses$’”” Maurice Bernsohn considered

the Lautrécois to have been entirely ‘sympathisaame the Chantier did not hold

834 |nterview with Charlotte Steiner, 22 December 2008

835 Harris, The Man on Devil’s Island. 2.

%3¢ Grumbach’s work with German Jewish refugees inl®@0s is presently being explored for the first
time in Meredith Scott’s (University of Delaware)atoral dissertation.

87 Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.
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back from impregnating itself in the commurifj.Robert and Denise Gamzon sent
their two young children to the village school ayauiths from Lautrec took part in
official local celebrations. For instance, the youwf Lautrec formed part of the

procession at the municipal stadium in Albi to coemorate 1 May 194%*°

In the same vein, the Chantier received locals fteenvillage and from surrounding
farms. In autumn 1941, the “15Artillery Regiment stationed at Castres sent a
detachment to the Chantier for the raising of tag teremony. This was carried out
in the presence of the Mayor and leading notabfesaatrec®® In July 1942, to
celebrate the ‘journée de batteuse’, Denise Garorganised a lunch for the whole

commune:

On amenait une batteuse, mue par une locomobile pwijournée. Il fallait
étre nombreux avec beaucoup de bras d’hommes {sbundnter. Tous les
voisins sont venus nous aider une journée erfttére.
Long after the regime’s aryanisation and spoliatroeasures had been enacted,
Jewish youth at Lautrec continued to play a weejdyne of Sunday afternoon
football against their Jeunesse Ouvriere Chrétiefd@C) counterparts from the
village ®** Far from keeping themselves isolated, Jewish ysatlght to integrate into
the daily routine of the town and attempted to dosinks and exchanges with their

neighbours. In a 2007 interview, Jacques Weill ltedathat ‘on avait de bons

rapports avec tout le mond¥® Nevertheless, relying on Jewish sources can only

638 cDJC, DLXI-6, Transcript of interview with Maurid&ernsohn.

839 USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Jean Weillréha1997 and Interview with Annette Porat,
née Hertanu, 24 September 2010.

40 cpJC, CMXLIV 2, Moral Report on Lautrec, 11 November 1941.

%41 Memoirs of Denise Gamzon, p 80.

42 CcpJc, CMXLIV 2, Moral Report on Lautrec, 11 November 1941.

43 Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.
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reveal one side of what was a reciprocal relatigmdbetween the Chantier and their

neighbours. This was aptly summed up by Léo Colmlé@iter from autumn 1941:

Bien qu'on ne puisse jamais savoir avec ces officee qu’ils pensent
vraiment, nous croyons que le Chantier a fait bamm@ession aux délégués
des ministéres qui sont venus enquéter I'autre®8ur
As it turns out, Cohn was far from correct whenistathat the Chantier had made a
favourable impression. In fact, as we are set ¢ e Chantier had been duped into
thinking that it could forge relations with its gabours. Behind the Lautrécois’
smiles and neighbourly gestures, there existedopalsfeelings of uncertainty

towards the Jewish youth. These apprehensions wetremade obvious to the

Chantier and were instead vigorously manifestesviariety of other forms.

844 Archives of Léo Cohn, Letter from Léo Cohn to piaents
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Chapter 4. Lautrec and the Administration

Analysing the Chantier within the particular coritex the Tarn by introducing the
locality’s specific debates, hierarchies and peattes is important to move this
investigation beyond a general study of Jews uMigry. To this end, the relations
between the Chantier and local officials will sea@a microcosm within which to
investigate the overlap between two of Vichy’s canpriorities: a return to the land
and anti-Semitism. While at the level of policy-nrakthe apparent overlap in these
priorities may not have been obvious, a study eirtitmplementation in the localities
illustrates the confusion that surrounded thesel dth&truments of regeneration.
Assessing the interface of these priorities throtigh locus of the Chantier reveals
multiple reactions amongst local administrators rotree Jewish Question. Some
officials were rigid in their belief that Jews sheuwot contribute to the National
Revolution. In a personal crusade against Lautextain delegates went beyond what
was required of their particular local assignmeatdiscriminate against the Chantier,
in the hope that it would lead to the expulsiordeivs from the commune. However,
amongst the local officials with responsibilities fLautrec, these views remained a
minority. Unlike the locals who lived in the comnayministerial delegates did not
generally distinguish the Jewishness of the Chaftoen other local cases that fell
under their jurisdiction and in-so-doing placedagjee emphasis on rebuilding their
locality than on the regime’s anti-Semitism. A feaan multiple case studies reveals
the circumstances that divided the local admintisinaover Lautrec. It conveys the
shifting personal and ideological factors that,tl® occasion when regeneration was

directly confronted with anti-Semitism, allowed ocofethe sides to triumph.
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Until now, historians have not interrogated loadations to the Chantier, believing
like the youths that any expressions of hostilityards the EIF were motivated by a
fear of urbanism that had nothing to do with thet that the youths were Jewigh.
Alain Michel, the authority on the EIF under Vichigas argued that Lautrec’s
relations with its neighbours were generally gotes relations de voisinage, ou
celles établies avec les services officiels locase, passent somme toute assez
bien’®*® However, Alain Michel did not employ any local aidistrative evidence
when pursuing his enquiry. His conclusion is thsuleof hypotheses founded on
Paris-based Jewish sources and have never until be®n questioned. Yet, an
analysis of letters and reports held in local arebisuggest that it was precisely the
EIF's Jewish identity and not their Parisian orggithat fuelled hostility from their

neighbours.

The first letter of complaint about the Chantiersvgant before the first Jewish youth
had set foot at Lautrec. On 6 November 1940, agaofdocal property owners wrote
a collective letter to Pétain, describing their @am about the grave consequences
that would inevitably be brought to the region ddoaiJewish Chantier be creaféd.
Signalling their awareness of the fiStatut des Juifsthey appeared dumbfounded
that such an act could possibly take place at e tiwhen Jews were being
marginalised from areas, ‘moins importants, perg-&ue celui de I'Agriculture®*®

The men finished their letter by asking Pétain watdtude they should take towards

the Chantier, not wishing to be, ‘en contradictiavec les raisons profondes qui

845 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de Frange. 90. See also Poznanskéws in Francepp. 137-138

and LazareRescue as Resistangp. 59-60.

%% Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de Frange, 90.

2;‘; ADT, 506W171, Letter by Victor Fabre de Massagr six others to Pétain, 6 November 1940.
Ibid.
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dictent vos décision$?® This letter was followed two days later by a regdoom a
local police commissioner where he recommendedrapg, ‘de nos braves paysans,
ces éléments indésirablé’. In the eyes of their neighbours, youth at Lautkece
immediately distinguished as Jews rather thanfagees. This nuances the claims of
Jewish youth, and later of historians, who havegssted that locals in the Tarn

reacted to Jews as Parisians rather than as Jews.

From the perspective of legislation emanating f\dichy, the neighbours’ confusion
over the presence of Jews in agriculture appeatgigad. Alongside theStatuts des
Juifs a series of laws had also been implemented isduh@ner and autumn of 1940
that promoted agriculture and encouraged youthetarm to the lan&>* Vichy
encouraged refugees from the Occupied Zone and #sace and Lorraine to
participate in its rural programmes. From Novemb@40, refugees aged between 15
and 25 who took part in a Chantier Rural had thktrio receive 12 Frs a d&% Jews
were not excluded from this initiative and wereitéed to create a Chantier Rural on
the same terms as non-Jews. However, the law touemge people to take over
abandoned land included a provision that could hiawearted the EIF’s entire project.
Before the abandoned land was granted, it was sacefor prefects to ascertain the
morality of potential workers. As Pearson has oles@r ‘not just anyone could take
charge of a piece of French soil’ as a prefect@gien on the morality of the buyer

was necessary for the deal to go aHB8adh the weeks that followed the passing of

%49 |pid.

80 ADT, 506W171, Extract of Commissaire Barthas’ mtpjo Commissaire de Rostang. 8 November

1940. The positions of both of these men are unknow

51 0n 20 August 1940 a Mission de Restauration Pasams established and the law of 27 August

1940 made it easier for individuals to work on atmred land.

52 ADT, 348W578, Circular from the Minister of theténior to all Prefects in the non-Occupied Zone,
22 November 1940.

53 pearsonScarred Landscapep. 24.
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the firstStatut des JuifsPrefect Chaigneau did not notice a contradictietween the
racial laws and the return to the land scheme atidne concern about their morals,
granted the EIF permission to create a Chantiealiandoned land at Lautrec at the

end of October 194%*

The EIF’s reports and letters in the years 1940rddke constant reference not only
to the subsidies received from Vichy's various depants, but also to the moral
support offered by these ministries. The SGJ, is weported, followed the EIF’'s
progress with ‘énormément d'intérét et de comprélmm®”® Letters from the
Ministry of Agriculture, the SGJ and the Mission ¢ Restauration Paysanne
between the autumn of 1940 and the spring of 184tify to the financial support and
encouragement that they intended to provide then@&>° By the summer of 1941,
Lautrec had received 20,000 Frs from the Secout®iNd and a refugee allowance
which had reached 65,144 Eré.Most existing studies have not ignored the funding
that Lautrec received from VicHy® In his analysis of Lautrec, Alain Michel quotes a
letter from the Mission de la Restauration Paysaasen example of how Vichy lent

its support to the Jews at Lautf@&The letter went as follows:

84 ADT, 506W171, Reference to Chaigneau’s decisiandstioned in a letter from Marc Haguenau to
the Prefect of the Tarn, 26 October 1940.

85 CDJC, CMXLIV 2 EIF report, 24 July 1942.

56 ADTG, 5W26, Letter from the Director of Youth te@zon, 17 September 1940 and CDJC,
CMXLIV, 2e, Letter from Bonnet, Chargé de Missidrtlze Service de la Formation de la Jeunesse to
Gamzon, Vichy, 11 November 1940 and CDJC, CMXLfy12tter from the Mission a la Restauration
Paysanne to Gamzon, 6 May 1941.

57 ADT, 506W171, Mayor Delga’s report to the Secrg@@eneral of the Prefecture, 13 August 1941.
88 Although Poznanski mentions the EIF’s return ® Iind, she curiously omits reference to the
ministerial support it received, suggesting that phoject was only ever unilateral. See Poznanski,
Jews in Francgpp. 137-139.

9 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 85.
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Nous sommes d’accord pour vous verser mensuellersenproduction d’'un
état nominative, la somme de Frs 15 par jour ejqare de moins de 20 ans,
de nationalité francaise exclusivement [...] Pareail, la Mission pourra
vous accorder une subvention maximum de 30.000cEna@cessaire pour une
série d’aménagemerit?’

Until now, historians have accepted the EIF’'s @dficversion of the state’s financial
assistance. Assuming that Lautrec received sulssidienuch the same way as any
other Chantier Rural, existing scholarship has mamlattempt to delve deeper into
how this support was manifestéd.Using local administrative sources to probe this
relationship paints a far more complicated pictior¢he one described by the EIF in
its official correspondence. In following his exdmmpf the Restauration Paysanne,
Michel is quite correct to state that this minigtedepartment financed the Jews at
Lautrec®®® However, the Restauration Paysanne’s support waasfar reaching as
he has suggested. In fact, the Mission de Restanr®aysanne only ever made a
single payment to Lautrec, after which point alluhe instalments were cancelled.
This cessation was not, however, based on antit®emiotivations. Instead, the
Mission discovered that Lautrec had breached a dandition by allowing non-
French citizens to live at the Chantiét The Mission de Restauration Paysanne was
not alone in terminating its financial and admiratite support of Lautrec. While the
Chantier enjoyed certain benefits through its ceotioe with the SGJ, this should not
imply that that the project was supported wholeteglly by this ministry. As has been

shown, Lamirand, Garonne and others at the topefSGJ were sympathetic to the

EIF's cause and they regularly made exceptionsttier organisations. In practice

50 CDJC, CMXLIV Z, Letter from the Mission & la Restauration PaysaornGamzon, 6 May 1941,
quoted in MichellLes Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 85.

1 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de Francep. 84—-86, Lazardescue as Resistange 62.

%2 Michel, Les Eclaireurs Israélites de France. 85.

83 ADT, 506W171, Letter from the Directeur des Seesiégricoles to Prefect Renouard, 15
November 1941.
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however, these messages did not always reach thaéties where decisions on the
EIF were in the hands of local officials. Objectitgthe presence of foreigners at
Lautrec, in March 1942 the Commissariat départeatesnt Travail des Jeunes, a

subdivision of the SGJ also refused to grant than@r any further fundinff*

However, the choice of the Commissariat départeahexnt Travail des Jeunes to halt
Lautrec’s funding did not signal an end to the tiefeship between this local Vichy
organ and the Chantier. On the contrary, at the veoment that Commissariat
officials in the localities had cut Lautrec off &ncially, a decision taken at Vichy
ordered greater cooperation between the two bodibss complete discrepancy
between decisions taken at Vichy and in the ldeslitan be explained by the EIF’s
inclusion into UGIF in March 1942. Upon UGIF’s ctiea, the Chantiers Ruraux did
not become a part of its fourth branch, ‘youthgreg with the rest of the EIF. Rather,
a decision was made at the highest level of pateking to place the Chantiers
under the control of the SGJ and the CommissarialTmvail des Jeuné$’ Local
officials under whose authority the Chantiers wszeto fall were not consulted over
this move, which would result in further cooperatibetween Lautrec and the
Commissariat. In April 1942 Lamirand appointed éedate charged with the task of
liaising with Robert Gamzon and in May 1942, theJSfeanted the Chantiers access
to its regional ‘magasins’ which provided basic ipquent to schemes under its

control at no cost®

4 The division in question was the Commissariat dépeental au Travail des Jeunes. This
information appears in ADT 506W171, in a joint refoom the departmental delegates for the SGJ,
Services Agricoles and the Restauration Paysankiaréh 1942.

8% CDJC, CMXLIV 1e, Letter from Vallat to Lamirand6 March 1942.

8¢ cpJC, CMXLIV 1e, Letter from Lamirand to Vallatl 2pril 1942 and CDJC, CMXLIV 2e, Letter
from the Délégué Général at UGIF to Darquier, 22J1942.

205



Lautrec’s omission from UGIF and inclusion into thieuctures of the SGJ and the
Commissariat du Travail des Jeunes did not entile any further subsidies. Well

into 1942 however, Lautrec exaggerated its eanlgrfcial support, consistently citing
it to suggest it enjoyed the full financial backiafjthe New Order when this was no
longer the case. When writing to a ministerial slion for the first time, the Chantier
continued to introduce itself by making referencethie help that it received from
other ministries, including photocopies of theialitetters of support from autumn
1940°%7 |n reality, Lautrec’s dealings with local represgives of Vichy ministries

were highly inconsistent and were subject to changdowing decisions coming

from the top. Rather than wholehearted acceptdrangtyec enjoyed recognition for
certain of its projects by elements in differentinisiries which were irregular and

subject to review.

*kk

At least up until the spring of 1941, surveillamdd_autrec was limited to observation
by its neighbours and had not become a targehtptefecture. By August 1941 this
had changed, with the prefect authorising a thdnoweport of Lautre€® Exploring
the reasons behind this authorisation sheds lighonly on how locals reacted to the
Jewish presence, but also how national bodies pedt¢he Jewish Question in the
localities. Surprisingly, the CGQJ and the PQJzesalous across the non-Occupied
Zone in spreading and enforcing anti-Semitic refyuta, were not important players

in the debates over the Chantier. In so far asreawvas concerned, the CGQJ’s role

87 AlU, CC 43, This was the idea of Marc Haguenawe 8tter from Marc Haguenau to all EIF
commissioners in the non-Occupied Zone, 25 Noverhbéd.

8 ADT, 506W171, Report on Lautrec from the Commiss&ipéciale du Tarn to the Prefect in which
letter makes reference to a request for a repatt@e5 August 1941, 18 August 1941.
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was one of an onlooker, constantly on hand andyr&adjive guidance when called
upon. At every level, the local administration pedvtself capable of proposing and
enacting measures to control Jewish life at Laytr@adering the CGQJ’s task almost
redundant. Naturally, the CGQJ had delegates inTHra but their responsibilities
were taken up by the more pressing matters su¢heaMinistry’s aryanisation and
spoliation initiatives. In its early phases, combasand overlap plagued this ministry
in the regions. In the months that followed theation of the CGQJ, the Tarn initially
fell under the jurisdiction of the CGQJ annexe inoripellier. However, by
September 1941 this had changed and Toulouse betemesponsible authority.
Such information was not, however, effectively yeld to the CGQJ delegate in
Montpellier, who discovered this information whda&empting to conduct an enquiry
in the Tarn and realised that his job had alreaggnbcompleted by De Ginestel, a
CGQJ delegate from Toulou&¥.As has been suggested, De Ginestel was ableyto rel
on the efficiency of the local authorities and tiplesyed only a small role at Lautrec,

compiling a single report on the Chantier in 1841.

In the absence of the CGQJ, the Légion Francaiseamebattants took on a leading
role in seeking to remove Jews from Lautt€cAs the transmitters of the National
Revolution, the Legion’s purpose was to spreadiPétanessages to the localities.

From its inception, Xavier Vallat, the first heafitiee Legion, had sought to make the

%9 AN, AJ38, 1074, Letter from the Directeur regioadjoint in Montpellier to Lécussan, 3 October
1941.

670CDJC, XVII, Reference to this report is made i@@QJ list of Jewish property in Graulhet and the
surrounding area. Undated, but likely to be fronvélober/December 1941.

"1 The Légion Francaise de Combattants was creatie inon-Occupied Zone in August 1940 to
group together the disparate ex-servicemen’s grthgishad existed since 1918. Apart from a small
chapter by Cointet, scholarship on Vichy and thesJieas not properly considered Jewish participation
in the Legion. Such a study would significantly &den the scope of the present enquiry. See J-P.
Cointet, ‘La Légion Francaise de Combattants €uastion Juive’ in Wellers, et al. (edd.y France

et la Question Juivepp. 103-111.

207



organisation ‘les yeux et oreilles du Maréclfa’ However, problems were apparent
from the start and across the non-Occupied Zoree,Ltygion attempted to initiate
measures and supersede the power of the departnpeafact®”® It was in this
context that in July 1941, a number of Iégionnaligag close to Lautrec, sought to
put pressure on the local administration to fotoe tlosure of the Chantier Rural.
Following a meeting of the Legion in the Lautreatoe, its president wrote a letter to
Henri Libmann, the president of the Legion for tharn, on the subject of the
Chantier Rural, where he outlined his hostility &wds the Jews’ presence. He noted
that, above all, Jews at the Chantier were a safreavy to their neighbours because
of their black market activity and their unlimitedpply of petrol and cigarett&&' He
ended his letter by evoking the growing animosityhe local population towards the
Jews, whose presence, ‘devient de plus en pluppastable, et porterait sGrement
obstacle & I'ceuvre de redressement du Maré€faThe confusion that surrounded
thefirst letters of complaint over the position of 3im the New Order had by this
time disappeared. In the view of local Iégionnaiiew/as ideologically inconceivable
for Jews, including Jewish labourers, to contribtaeits model of the National

Revolution.

This letter arrived on the desk of Henri Libmanra&ey moment in his career. On 25
July 1941, Libmann wrote to Francois Valentin, heddhe Légion Francaise de
Combattants, offering his resignation as departaieptesident. His professional

responsibilities beyond the Legion were given as fhincipal reason for his

672 Baruch,Servir I'Etat Francais p. 208.

673 Kedward,Resistance in Vichy Francp. 86.

674 ADT, 506W171, Letter from the president of the logg canton of Lautrec, to the departmental
president of the Legion, 21 July 1941.

57 Ibid.
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departuré’® It is thus unlikely that Libmann devoted the Laatrletter as much

attention as its sender had hoped it would recddeg. aside from his resignation,
Libmann had another pressing matter which he hape@solve at the end of July
1941, one which illuminates his position on the i3awguestion. On 2 August 1941,
Libmann wrote to the prefect of the Tarn asking harexempt Joseph Glichenstein

from the aryanisation measures:

Je vous demande s'il ne vous serait pas possibtewanir sur votre décision
en raison de l'intérét que je porte a I'intéresseest Iégionnaire, qui a fait la
derniére guerre, et qui jouait dans le CastraisaetMazamet d'une
considération trés appréciailé.
Libmann’s use ofotre décisionis noteworthy. It suggests that despite his ingurt
local position, Libmann was at this stage unawdré¢he role of the CGQJ in the

department. Such action indicates the failure & @GQJ to have an immediate

impact with other national organisms in the looadit

Following the letter from the president of Lautied.egion, Libmann received
additional complaints about the Chantier. The deciby ordinary |égionnaires in the
Tarn to write to Libmann suggests that they resggktte hierarchical structure of the
Legion and channelled their concerns accordingiyitber, the letters reveal the
extent to which by July 1941, Iégionnaires saw thelres as agents of Vichy’s anti-
Semitic agenda. Referring to the EIF as ‘cetteutdtisraél’, the author of one letter
was enraged above all by the ‘promiscuité des Seatea time where Pétain was
advocating the moral rebirth of the natf8AThe author of another letter, who at the

outset considers himself to hold a ‘caractere &gy called for Jews to stop

7 ADT, 506W233, Letter from Henri Libmann to Frargdalentin, 25 July 1941.
77 ADT, 506W233, Letter from Henri Libmann to the fee of the Tarn, 2 August 1941.
578 ADT, 506W171, Letter from the secretary of the ioegat Jonquiére to unknown, 4 August 1941.
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receiving state subsidies, and demanded their inateexpulsion from Lautrec.
When referring to the ineffectiveness of the Leggoanti-Semitic campaign, he
argued that the physical removal of Jews from leautvould provide the Legion
with, ‘cent fois plus propagande, que des millidiaffiches et de tract$”® Despite
being incorrect when implying that the EIF had jased their land, a later reference
in his letter to Jewish property ownership shovat tie was up to date with even the
most recent anti-Semitic legislati6#f. Another letter sent to Libmann came from the
president of the Legion in the neighbouring commah&onquiéres. His letter repeats
many of the arguments outlined by the previous etas) but goes further in his
vilification of the Jews and of their disdain foramual labour and for their

neighbours:

Il s’agit de ces sémites de tout métier, de tourt, @t de tous sexes, qui [...]
attendent que les ventes aient changé pour vagrer lgs situations plus
confortables, et plus lucratives [...] Si vous ajauge cela que la question
agricole est le dernier de leurs soucis et quadmscuité scandaleuse dans
laquelle vivent garcons et filles, qui composerttecériste bande est un fait
des mieux établis, vous aurez un degré de potemtids peuvent fournir a
notre agriculture, ainsi qu’au développement desef® morales, auxquelles
fait appel le Maréchal, pour relever le p&Ys.

Rather than writing to the prefect or another logHicial, Libmann responded to
these letters by writing to a scout leader in @Gasfor clarification on the EIF? His
reaction is perplexing for the head of an orgamsatvhich had as its aim the

propagation of the National Revolution in the laoas. Libmann’s dismissive

679 ADT, 506W171, Letter from |égionnaire in Saint-@shto Henri Libmann, 1 August 1941.
880 ADT, 506W171, Letter from légionnaire member irr&enest to Henri Libmann, 1 August
1941.

81 ADT, 506W171, Letter of Jonquiére’s Legion Presict® Henri Libmann, 1 August 1941.

2 ADT, 506W171, His letter is mentioned in a lefim scout leader in Castres to the délégué
départemental a la Jeunesse, 28 July 1941.

210



handling of Lautrec, coupled with his letter on thigbject of Iégionnaire Joseph
Glichenstein, suggests that anti-Semitism was napriarity for Libmann and
illustrates the confusion of the Legion over theidd question. While a number of
leading Iégionnaires in the non-Occupied Zone esqwé outrage at exemptions to the
racial laws, Libmann, in seeking to orchestrate exemption, complicates our

understanding of the Legion’s anti-Semiti&.

Sandra Ott has shown that anti-Semitism was natysva pressing concern for local
presidents of the Legion. In the Basses-Pyréné@smunists and not Jews were the
focus of President Henri Herbille’s attenti$.One can only speculate on Libmann’s
decision not to concentrate the Legion’s effortsaaati-Semitism. Henri Libmann was
born close to the town of Ribeauvillé near to Calighéaut-Rhin) in 1891. During the
nineteenth century Ribeauvillé was an importantisiewentre in the Haut-Rhin and
was home to a number of Jews with the surname Lnbnracluding the Rabbi of the
town, Moyse Libmann. The maiden name of Captainyfie mother, Jeanette, was
also Libmann and she too was born in Ribeauf/fiét is thus not inconceivable that
Libmann’s Alsatian roots may explain his clemenoyards the Jew®? During his
time as president of the Legion for the Tarn, amegglles to find evidence revealing
Libmann to be the architect of anti-Semitic inittas. The encouragement of anti-
Semitism in the Legion took hold in the reportsttfdlowed Libmann’s departure.

From October 1941 the letters and reports by tipardeental vice-president, Julien

83 0n the Legion’s protests to the exemptions seee@hoices in Vichy France. 132.

884 g, Oftt, ‘Denunciations, clemency and conflict tation in the French Basque Country (1917—
1944y, inJournal of European Studig38, 3, (2008), p. 264.

%8> Burns,Dreyfus, A Family Affajrp. 29.

%8¢ paul Libmann, Libmann’s grandson, revealed theghandfather was born in Rouffach in 1891 and
moved to Castres after the First World War. Intenwivith Paul Libmann 25 February 2011.
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Dupuy, made constant reference to the Jewish bieatket®®’ Anti-Semitism was

also present in the writings of Libmann’s succesgdibert Chabbert, who even as
late as August 1942 found Vichy's action on the sJéwo ‘soft’°® The attention to
order and hierarchy manifested by ordinary légiamsawhen dealing with Lautrec
eventually paid off. Although Libmann had dismiss$ke issue, the dossier eventually
landed on the desk of the prefect, in whose hamel$uture of the Chantier ultimately

lay 5%

*kk

The prefect of the Tarn was the most importantractd_autrec’s relationship with
the local authorities. Unlike the majority of lo@dministrators whose duties touched
on one element of the National Revolution, the goefvas in a unique position of
seeing how individual elements of Vichy's programfoerenewal came together at
the level of policy implementation. Indeed, theval®n of prefectoral powers in
December 1940 made the entire local administragidrservient to the departmental
prefect, rendering him a key figure in any studystafte organisms in the localiti®s.

In its first year, the new regime undertook a catloverhaul of the prefectoral
system. Of 87 prefects in place in June 1940, éinly remained in office in July
1941%°* Moreover, as Paxton and Marrus have observediolkeof the prefect was

crucial for the life of Jews in Fran€® Throughout the Occupation, prefects’

%7 ADT, 506W232, Letters from Dupuy to Chabbert, Rtest of the Legion for the Tarn, 1 October
1941 and 1 December 1941.

%% ADT, 506W233, Letter from Chabbert to the regiomead of the Legion in Toulouse, 29 August
1941.

%89 ADT, 506W171, Note from the Commissaire Spéciallden to the Inspecteur de Police Spéciale in
Castres, 5 August 1941 and letter from the Prefed¢tuthe Mayor of Lautrec, 2 August 1941.

9 Gjldea,Marianne in Chainsp. 178.

%91 Baruch,Servir I'Etat Francais p. 226.

%92 Marrus and Paxtoryichy France and the Jews. 146.
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reactions to the anti-Semitic legislation took omaage of forms. While some were

very zealous in its implementation, others respdnai¢h little or no enthusiasfii’

Jean Chaigneau was the first prefect of the Tadeuthe Occupation and personally
granted the EIF permission to create a ChantielLattrec in October 1940.
Chaigneau’s stance on the Jewish Question illuregndte ambiguity and constantly
evolving actions of prefects under Vichy. Duringe ttummer and autumn of 1940,
while prefect of the Tarn, Chaigneau loyally implarted Vichy’s policy to purge the
administration of its ‘incapables morad®* Moreover, in a letter written in October
1941, Chaigneau commented on the reluctance of dewsgage in manual work,
preferring instead to dabble in the black mafRetNevertheless, Chaigneau’s later
resistance activity with the NAP network and theagrengths he went to in rescuing
Jews has received considerable atterftidiThe extent of his rescue work has even
been recognised by Yad Vashem who in 1997 made dnm of theJustes de

France®®’

Despite his resistance activities and his williegs to help Jews, the fact
still remains that Chaigneau not only remained asifoon but that he also enacted

many of the regime’s discriminatory measures.

Ultimately, no drastic decisions concerning Lautimuld be taken without the

approval of the prefect. In so far as Lautrec iswceoned, Pierre Renouard,

9 |pid., p. 147.

94 Baruch,Servir I'Etat Francais p. 121. For a list of those civil servants whaeveemoved from
their positions in the Tarn in 1940, see ADT, 50&@43Commission d’Epuration des Fonctionnaires,
September 1944.

89 Chaigneau to the Inspector General of Internmemni@s, 22 October 1941, quoted in Gildea,
Marianne in Chainsp. 239.

%% For more on the Noyautage des AdministrationsiBubs (NAP) and Super-NAP, see Baruch,
Servir 'Etat Francais pp. 493-501. For Chaigneau and the Jews see $MandiPaxtoriichy France
and the Jews. 320; J. Kleinmann, ‘Les politiques antisémiess les Alpes-Maritimes de 1938 a
1944’ Cahiers de la Méditerranéep 74, (2007), p. 310.

97yV, Jean ChaigneaudustesDossier, number 7550.
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Chaigneau’s successor in the autumn of 1940, regda@mself to be a model prefect
of the New Order, delegating and encouraging latate organs to participate
communally in cross-departmental initiatives thabuld tackle the perceived
problem. Such organisational prowess came natutallgenouard. Before the war,
Renouard had mixed in the upper echelons of theéhaédn Républicaine as the
party’s general secretary, a position which allowed to develop contacts across the
party and even beyorid® Under the new regime a number of senior government
ministers were former members of the Fédération uBkgaine. Renouard
consistently relied upon his connections with thesan to advance his position. He
owed his first role as prefect of the Tarn in Nobem1940 to his friendship with
Vichy's first Justice Minister and notorious an®g8ite, Raphaél Alibert, and with
Marcel Peyrouton, Minister of the Interi&f As prefect, Renouard maintained his
pre-war alliances with the most outspoken anti-$&snof the era including Xavier
Vallat, Philippe Henriot and Charles Maurf@&He contributed to Vichy's system of
patronage, from which he had benefitted and used@dmnnections with Xavier Vallat

to find his friends and supporters top positionthin CGQJ*

9% According to Renouard’s son, Jean-Pierre Renolmsdather was close to Pierre Mendés-France.
Interview with Jean-Pierre Renouard, 12 March 2011.

%9 This information was pointed out to the authoaiminterview with Renouard’s son. From 1941
Renouard’s two sons were supplying weapons to Belghd Communist Resistance networks in Albi.
After this was eventually discovered, both men waeported to Germany. Interview with Jean-Pierre
Renouard, 12 March 2011. See also
http://www.memoresist.org/spip.php?page=oublionsgatil&id=2177last accessed 20 March 2011.
"0 Renouard’s pre-war friendship with Vallat was ¢oméd in an interview with Renouard’s son.
Interview with Jean-Pierre Renouard, 12 March 2@k also ADT, 506W169, Letter from Renouard
to Xavier Vallat that begins ‘Mon Cher Ami’, 11 yul941 and ADT, 506W56, In May 1941,
Renouard offered Charles Maurras accommodatidmea®Ptefecture where the pair enjoyed a meal in
‘une intimaté familiale’, Letter from Renouard tth&@les Maurras, 5 May 1941. In January 1943,
another infamous anti-Semite, Philippe Henriogpébned Pierre Laval in an attempt to promote his
‘friend’ Pierre Renouard. See AN, F1bl-1111 [2]pBe of a telephone call from Philippe Henriot to
Pierre Laval, 9 January 1943.

L ADT, 506W56, Letter from Renouard to General La@@ April 1941.
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Figure 16. Renouard on the occasion of Lamirand’si;sit 0 Ibi, June 1941,
Renouard, like Vallat, Alibert and Barthélemy, heach come from the same legal
background and shared the belief that the racietegs needed to be implemented
within a framework of order and legalif{? Evidence reveals the rigidity with which

Renouard enforced the laws to the letter. As isakmaexemptions to the racial laws

had been extended in the sec@tdtut des Juifo Jews with an exceptional record of
service to the nation. Renouard allowed for thesesXo continue in their professions
but refused to bend on those that fell shGttEven on the occasion when an
exception was proposed by a Vichy delegate, wh@machkd the case of a particular
Jew whom he believed would be an asset to the Bmaiomy, Renouard refused to

budge’® For Renouard the law was the law.

"2 For a more in-depth analysis of the acquiesceht@nyers to the racial laws, see Weisbarighy
Law, pp. 386—430.

93 Two Jewish fonctionnaires received such exemptiotise Tarn and remained in position. ADT,
506W169, Letter from Renouard to Vallat, 11 Novenit@41.

94 ADT, 506W169, Letter from Renouard to Mussard, iBegl SGJ delegate for Toulouse, 19
September 1941. Mussard had tried to find a posfio Georges Salomon, who was a refugee in the
Tarn.
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His commitment to the regime is further revealedlsydealings with the CGQJ. As a
result of Renouard’s close ties to Vallat, the cefworked unreservedly with the
CGQJ from its inception. Proof of this relationshspfound by the large number of
cases he referred to Vallat during June and Ju 19 In 1941, the CGQJ was an
institution that many prefects saw as nothing ntbhen a nuisance and whose local
influence needed to be reduc@dJoly has shown that some prefects even went as far
as refusing to open mail sent by the CG#&Renouard on the contrary was prepared
to work with the CGQJ even on the occasions whelkrieav it would restrict his
personal powers. Following the census in July 1®Enouard reluctantly agreed to
send the census forms to Vichy, fearing that imgao, he would reduce his control
of Jewish affairs in his the Tafff The regional prefect for Marseille however,
refused a similar request, although unlike Renqudrd so for more benevolent

reasons towards Je¥.

Reducing the Jewish influence through legal meaas & policy that Renouard
adopted concerning the Jews at Lautrec. Renoudrdatiignore the Legion’s letters
of complaint and immediately ordered a thorouglestigation of the Chantiét® The
police reports that Renouard received offer conmeglinsight into how ordinary
inhabitants at Lautrec reacted to the presenceeod¢éwish Chantier. Their remarks to

the police distort the image of a welcoming commyniemembered so fondly by

95 ADT, 506W48, Lists of prefectoral couriers. Seeiftstance 4 June 1941, Affair Julien Joseph a
Mazamet. A similar case existed in the Gard, inclwlihe prefect and the delegate for Jewish affairs
were old friends. See Jolyjchy dans la Solution Finalg. 501.

%% See Marrus and Paxtoviichy France and the Jews. 134.

97 Joly, Vichy dans la Solution Final@. 503

798 AN, AJ38 1089, Letter from Renouard to the Regi@ieector of the CGQJ, 11 September 1941.
% Joly, Vichy dans la Solution Finalg. 503.

"OADT, 506W171, Note from the Commissaire Spécialldm to the Inspecteur de Police Spéciale in
Castres, 5 August 1941 and letter from the Prefedtuthe Mayor of Lautrec, 2 August 1941.
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Jacques Weil{** Rather, we are introduced to a community overwkelrhy both
curiosity and animosity at the presence of theiw neighbours, at a time in which the
canton was plagued by material shortages. The @nantlisproportionate cigarette
ration was mentioned by almost all of its neighlsoas a particular source of
concern’*? Crucially however, it was the perceived lazinesgauth at the Chantier,
which frustrated the locals. This, as has beenagx@dl, was shared by some Jews at
Lautrec who complained about the sluggish attitofl@ther youth!® The police

report explained that it was this aspect, morénaa aany other factor, which separated

the Chantier from its neighbours:

Il parait que tout le monde ne travaille pas avelewr; a part une dizaine de
personnes, les autres donnent plutét l'impressiens@émuser. Compose
d’intellectuels et d’étudiants, il est certain glee plus grande partie des
membres de ce chantier ne doit pas avoir I'amourlaeterre. C’est
précisément ce qui existe contre eux la populaderiautrec et surtout les
paysang
Given the opportunity, Gaston Delga a local doetod the Mayor of Lautrec, also
prepared a report in which he did not shy away fexpressing the local hostilities
towards the Chantier. The creation of the Chanfifrsaux gave mayors additional
responsibilities and because of their status inldlsal community they soon found
themselves in a unique position to notice a coidt@ad in policy-making. Not only

did mayors have to draw-up a list of abandoned lantheir commune, but the law

made clear that the creation of the Chantiers wéas$a‘charge des collectivités

" Interview with Jacques Weill, 6 April 2007.

"2 ADT, 506W171, Report from Inspector Couedor to@mnmissaire Spéciale du Tarn, 9 August
1941.

"3 See in Chapter 3 the letter by Rosette Hertenighulias sent by coincidence the same day as this
report.

4 ADT, 506W171, Report from Inspector Couedor to@memmissaire Spéciale du Tarn, 9 August
1941.
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locales’’*® The commune, in this case Lautrec, thus receiupglementary finances
from Vichy which it distributed to the Chantier. IDa was hostile to the Jewish
presence in his commune. Between 1941-42, he arségies of letters and reports to
the prefect in which he complained that the Chantras living off of the state
allowance and work was not being undertaken onahe. He also criticised Lautrec

for using non-Jewish labout®

La population de Lautrec, s’indigne de voir qu'anale ces juifs ne travaille

la terre et trouve anormal qu’ils puissent emplayes domestiques autres que

ceux de la racé&’
Delga distinguished the Jews from other refugedsaatrec, whom he implied were
worthier recipients of suppli€s® The Jews had not made any efforts to integrate and
reacted scornfully to the local way of life, ‘ilsodhent I'impression qu’ils n'ont
jamais eu l'intention de travailler la terre, trbpsse pour eux®® As mayor Delga
was in a privileged position to see how the anidk legislation was developing and
by the summer of 1941, he had come into contadh Wie regime’s racial laws.
Mayors in the non-Occupied Zone played an obligatond important role in the
Jewish census of June and July 182Up to date with Vichy’s racial laws, his over-
zealous attack on the Jews illustrates the extewhich he was ready to comply with

the regime’s anti-Semitic drive.

"5 ADT, 506W93, Minutes of the meeting of the Chamtiivegriculture for the Tarn, 19 November
1940.
"8 ADT, 506W171, Letters and Reports of Delga onALi§ust 1941, 10 December 1941, 4 February
1942.
" ADT, 506W171, Delga’s comments in a report from @endarmerie of Lautrec to the Prefect, 4
February 1942.
"8 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Delga to the Secretagn€ral in Albi, 13 August 1941.
719 {|Ai

Ibid.
"2 ADT, 506W43, Circulars from the Ministry of thetémior to Prefects in the non-Occupied Zone,
asking them to inform mayors to draw-up secres lidftsuspected Jews living in their communes, 13
and 23 June 1941.
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However, despite Delga’s protests and the opinioh$ocals collated during the
investigation, the conclusion to the report whioknBuard had ordered left no room
for misinterpretation. The August 1941 report rdedathat local complaints
drastically exaggerated the Jewish actions, whesawour was described as having
been entirely ‘réguliére”®* The commissaire spéciale noted that ‘du point de v
police pure les éléments ainsi recueillis sont fiigants pour me permettre de vous
proposer des mesures d’assainissenféhiNevertheless, the commissaire spéciale
appeared to offer Renouard a loophole which wolitmvahim to take action against
the Jews. He explained that although the policesvpewerless to remove the Jews
from Lautrec, should local delegates of governmemistries launch their own
enquiries and discover evidence that contradicfih@dngs, then, ‘il serait sans doute
facile d’éliminer la plupart de ces élémerits’As far as the police was concerned the
matter was closed; for Renouard, it was not. Ifirmate of material shortages, when
support for the regime was waning, Renouard disdeghathe findings of the police

report and launched a second, deeper, investigatioch would draw on a range of

mechanisms that were at his disposal.

The commissaire spéciale was not the only Vichiciaffto find that work was being
successfully undertaken at Lautrec. In early Sepe#mi941, Renouard wrote to the
departmental delegates for youth, agriculture dr@dRestauration Paysanne, asking
them to visit Lautrec personally and to investigtite functioning of the Chantier.
The fact that it then took more than two monthsthar three representatives to carry
out this request strongly implies that unlike fioe fprefect, Lautrec was not for them a

matter of priority. The delegate’s findings matchbd police report of August 1941.

2L ADT, 506W171, Letter from the Commissaire SpécihleTarn to Renouard, 18 August 1941.
722 \|hi
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It claimed that the neighbours had exaggerated tb@nplaints and maintained
instead that the agricultural work being undertakgnlewish youth at Lautrec was
going in the right directiof®* That said, this should not suggest that the detega
were sympathetic to the Jews at the Chantier. €pert also reveals that although
they did not seek to extend the anti-Semitic ledgish, the administrators were not

opposed to the racial laws:

Sur les murs du réfectoire, nous avons vu une staturnal du Centre ou

nous avons regretté de trouver certains passage®sfant contre les

internements des juifs dans les camps de conciemtfat
Pierre Laborie is quite correct to point out theseaire of any reaction to the anti-
Semitic legislation by the local population durithg period 1940-194F° Although
civil servants on the whole reacted in silence heitspeaking for or against these
policies, this should not suggest that they did holkd personal opinions on the
subject. This example reveals just how far somenarg civil servants were not
passive or indifferent to the fate of Jews in canijps instead were imbued with the
faith that Vichy’s internment policies were part afroader plan in the interests of

the nation.

The major reports commissioned by the prefect tremva the Chantier to be fully
functioning. Fortunately for Renouard, investigatimto Lautrec with a view to
closing it, had not met a dead end. In the autumit9d1, the Chantier aroused the
interest of Pierre Bailly, the sub-prefect of Castivho recommended to Renouard

that the Jews be expelled. Bailly, representedremdmportant player in Lautrec’s

24 ADT, 506W171, Letter from the Directeur des Seesiégricoles to Renouard, 15 November 1941.
725 {|hi

Ibid.
2% |_aborie,L’opinion francaise sous Vichyp. 277.
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relationship with the regime. A law graduate of HEC, Bailly joined the prefectoral
system in 1923 and after a period in La Flechetf®amrrived in Castres, ten miles

from Lautrec, in September 194Y.

As it had done with the prefects, the New Ordeo atsreased the powers of the sub-
prefects. The sub-prefect represented the prefettd communes, dealing directly
with the police and the entire local administrati@ommenting on the role of the
sub-prefect, the Regional Prefect for Toulousedthat ‘ils tendront en un mot a étre
plus que jamais des administrateurs avertis etpiepagandistes convaincué®
While such an increase in personal power was tefiiethe Jews in neighbouring
Millau (Aveyron), where the sub-prefect had beemaaquaintance of the rabbi, the
same cannot be said of Pierre Bailly in CastfésBailly’s career in Castres is
noteworthy because of its longevity which spannewbat the entire Occupation and
several months into the Liberation. Indeed, he w@s of the few prefects and sub-
prefects to remain in position at the Liberationmayto the services that he had given
the ResistancE® Although Bailly’s resistance activity from 1943 ismquestionable,
in the period 1940 to 1943, Bailly went beyond wivats required of his position to
implement a range of Vichy’'s harshest measures.eligence shows his enthusiasm
for purging the administration of its undesirablieneents’! One report by a teacher’s

union from September 1944 commented:

27 pierre Bailly’s obituary in.e Monde 3 December 1981, p. 27.

2 ADT, 506WS55, Letter from Regional Prefect to theflct of the Tarn, 27 December 1941.

2 During the 1939-1940 campaign, both the rabbitaadsub-prefect had held positions in Thann
(Haut-Rhin), see AlU, CC-36, Report on Rabbinicatity in 1941.

30 ADT, 506W324, Bailly’s épuration file, 1944.

31 bid.
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Bailly a agi en serviteur Ultra-Vichyssois. Il atfa Castres une besogne de
basse police. A lire ses rapports il éprouvait riesteément une joie sadique a
accabler ses victimeé?

Lautrec’s close proximity to Castres, coupled withls task of liaising with
departmental delegates, meant that Bailly camerggalar contact with the disputes
surrounding the Chantier. In November 1941, Bddlynched his own investigation
into the Jewish presence at Lautrec. From speakingeighbours, Bailly’s report
concluded that, ‘pas un de ces israélites ne ftavai terre’’**His recommendation
to Renouard in a report that followed revealed dbmplete disdain with which he
held the Chantier. Bailly believed that the sitoatwas urgent and recommended a
number of measures that would return normalcy ¢éocthmmune. His proposals went
further than simply cutting off the Chantier’s firmal supply. Rather, Bailly wanted
Renouard to move the Chantier away from its presecation to a ‘résidence
surveillée’”** Further, he recommended that any future mishapé@yhantier would
lead to immediate internment in a concentrationg&tSuch recommendations had
been added to the police report that Bailly reagiv@iggesting that they were his
personal solutions to the Jewish problem. Baillyswa regular contact with the
Chantier and personally visited Lautrec on more thiae occasion. Nevertheless, his
personal convictions went unbeknown to Robert Gamvzloo did not consider Bailly
a threat to Lautrec’s existence. On the contramypre of Bailly’s visits to Lautrec he
was accompanied by Libmann’s replacement as heatieol.egion for the Tarn,

Albert Chabbert, and it was towards Chabbert, aidBailly, that Gamzon unleashed

32 ADT, 506W324, Report by the Syndicat National tesituteurs on Bailly, 15 September 1944,
33 ADT, 506W171, Report from I'Inspecteur des Renseigents Généraux to Bailly, 5 December
1941.
34 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Bailly to Renouard, 1@@mber 1941. For more on assigned
residences see Marrus and Paxitohy France and the Jewgp. 169-170.
735 ||hi
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his frustration”*® Gamzon was relieved when at a cordial chance nteetith Bailly

in March 1942, the sub-prefect happily proclaimeat he had not received any recent
complaints on the Chantiét’ Little did Gamzon know that at this very moment,
measures were being enacted by the prefecturetgtisupport of Bailly to cut off

much of Lautrec’s refugee allowance.

Gamzon’s complete misjudgement of the threat pdsedailly is indicative of a
broader trend concerning Lautrec’s relations wibkal officials. The aim of the
Chantier was not to isolate itself away from thenadstration. A previous section has
revealed the extent to which Lautrec intended texwst with the regime, which
necessitated forging links and relationships wii# bbcal administration. Here, local
officials and administrators were not always seeradhreat to Lautrec’s existence.
Evidence suggests that Gamzon, like other Jewighnumity figures such as
Raymond-Raoul Lambert, was able to draw on the @uppf his networks and
connections in the administration, which were supyp® of the Chantier’s return to
the land, or were sympathetic to the Jews’ plighSome leading civil servants were
particularly sympathetic to the EIF’'s cause and twart of their way to assist them.
While sometimes these connections proved fruitfuthe assistance of Gilbert
Lessage, head of Vichy's Service Sociale des E&angepresenting one such case —

positive cooperation did not always materialffeSome administrators, like Bailly,

Z:f; CDJC, CMXLV 2e, Report of Gamzon'’s visit to VicH§+20 March 1942.

Ibid.
"3 The experiences of leading Jewish figures at Vichge us to reflect on how far the Jewish
guestion was a priority across administrators éndhpital The reports from Gamzon'’s trips coupled
with Lambert’s diaries shows the extent to whictvidl representatives met openly with civil servants
in the bars and restaurants of the town, who opesdgived them. See Lambert’s diary entries from 16
July 1941 and 5 May 1942 in Lambddiary of a Witnesspp. 55-59 and 116-118. See also CDJC,
CMXLYV 2e, Report of Gamzon’s visit to Vichy, 9-20avth 1942.
3% For more information on Lessage see Poznadskis in Francepp. 191-192.

223



whom Gamzon thought reliable, gave the pretenaeanting to coexist with Lautrec,

but in reality were uninterested and at times estédverted the cause.

Gamzon had to rely on linking various connectioosehsure that Lautrec would
receive assistance and in some cases protectiontfre regime. His attempt to gain
the support of Didier Gelin represents one sucle.c&elin was the commissaire
principal des Renseignements Généraux for the &acdh was responsible for all
police reports that were conducted in his departn@amzon employed a convoluted
web of connections in his attempts to win over laafficials such as Gelin. The
nature of Gelin’s position meant that he came meggular contact with civil servants
at the Ministry of the Interior, in whose upper eldms one finds Raymond Grimal,
the chefof Pierre Pucheu’s cabinet. Grimal was a ‘greianft’ of Dr Silberstein who
worked for OSE and the CAR and who knew GamZ8iGamzon thus felt that he
could rely on a domino effect of support — Gamzorcantact Silberstein to contact
Grimal to contact Gelin — to secure a favourablgore for Lautrec. In the end,
Gamzon believed that his attempt to win over Ghka been successful. He noted
that ‘[Gelin] a fait enquéte sur Lautrec, et fait tapport modérément tendancieux et

concluant qu'aucune accusation contre nous n’aneupéouvée”*

The assistance that Gamzon believed he was regeoften did not exist. In this
instance, his efforts to recruit a supporter resulbnly in further hostility. Gamzon
had been duped and instead of proposing lenieneln Gad suggested measures to
relocate Jews from Lautrec to assigned residef{é&f course, Gamzon’s failure to

determine who was an enemy was not unique to hilchywhad created a climate

0CcDJC, CMXLV 2e, Report of Gamzon’s visit to Vich8+20 March 1942.
741 [pa;

Ibid.
"2 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Gelin to the Prefect, Bdbruary 1942.
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which encouraged prudence and secrecy in which slag&y one thing but thought
another’*® Nevertheless, his miscalculations when determinihgre dangers were
coming from calls into question existing accountkjch have portrayed him as the
master networker coupled with a foresight thatvedid him to remain one step ahead

of the authoritie$**

In November 1941, Renouard was appointed prefettteoBasses-Alpes. On his very
last day in Albi before leaving for Digne, Renouavtbte - without prompting — to

Georges Mussard the regional delegate for the 8Gdulouse. In one of his last acts
as prefect, Renouard wrote a candid overview otreaun which he set out what he

thought should happen to the Chantier after hiadape:

Les éléments qui, sous couvert de scoutisme etébhucation, s’adonnent en
réalité a une vie de facilité et de paresse dentagéemon avis, étre éliminés
sans retard®
Anti-Semitism was not a prerequisite for a prefauler the New Order and Renouard
knew that his successor may not have shared ftisdatton the Jewish Question. The
case of Prefect Louis Francois-Martin in the ne@iing Tarn-et-Garonne and his
sympathy towards the Jews, and in particular thie &l Moissac, illuminates the
746

multiple reactions of prefects towards the Jewistegdon.™ The uncertainty over

his successor’s position on Jews and Renouard’sedé&s his instructions to be

"3 For more, see Laboriees Francais des Années Troublps33.

44 pougatchUn Batisseurp. 50 and HammeSouviens-toi d’Amalelp. 330.

5 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Renouard to Mussard DEZember 1941.

" His Protestant upbringing, which had placed anhasjs on the Old Testament, could go someway
in explaining his leniency towards the Jews. | aateful to Rod Kedward for alerting me to this goin
On Francois-Martin and the Jews see Marrus anRatichy France and the Jews. 259; J-C. Fau,
Ces Tarn-et-Garonnais qui ont aide et sauvé defs dirant les années noires940-1944

(Montauban, 2006), pp. 21-22 and F. Boulet, ‘L&fqis protestants 1940-194Bylletin de la

Société de I'Histoire du Protestantisme Frangais 154/4 October—December (2008), pp. 565-571.
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implemented, led him to place the matter undercthrol of the regional delegate
who had the power and the connections availableertisure that Renouard’s

recommendations would be followed.

Georges Darbou, became the next prefect of the diar22 December 1941. Despite
being remembered as director of Pierre Laval'sreathirom 1943, Darbou’s period in
charge of the Tarn was considered to have beerctedsoversial than Renouard’s by
the Commission d'épuratioff’ It was reported that Darbou, at times, displayed
republican tendencies; he reduced the control ®fLégion and he did not continue
Renouard’s purge of the administratidh.However, nothing was mentioned of his
zealous attitude towards implementing the racmasslalike his predecessor, Darbou
was active in encouraging surveillance of Lautred throughout the spring of 1942

sought to implement measures to further downgrauerec’*®

Evidence shows that Darbou enthusiastically coetinwhere Renouard had left off,
maintaining a close working relationship with th&@QJ and other departmental
delegates involved in anti-Jewish measures. Arléiben Darbou’s first day in Albi to
Vallat shows the direction that his policies wodtdlow. Arriving from Béziers
where he had been sub-prefect and thus alread{idamith the CGQJ and the racial

laws, Darbou immediately tabled an initiative thatbelieved would give the prefect

47 At the Liberation, the Commission d’épuration désed Renouard as follows: ‘Il s’est montré un
partisan convaincu du régime de Vichy dont il aliggé les consignes avec une grande rigueur et dans
un esprit particulierement étroit et réactionnaia®t dans le Tarn que dans les Basses-Alpes. Hee A
F1bl/1111 (2), Renouard’s appearance before then@ission d’épuration, 14 March 1945.

8 ADT, 506W324, Report from the prefect of the Taythe Commission d’Epuration a Toulouse,
September 1944.

"9 ADT, 506W171, Letter from Darbou to the departraédelegates for the SGJ, Services Agricoles
and the Restauration Paysanne, 18 February 1942lS®the letter from Darbou to Intendant Maffre,
Directeur départemental du Ravitaillement Généuardrn and to M. I'lnspecteur d’Académie du
Tarn, 18 February 1942. In ADT, 348W578, see Ldttan Darbou to M. Le Contrdleur des Réfugiés
in Albi, 27 January 1942 and Le Directeur des SwiAgricoles to Darbou, 27 July 1942,
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more control over Jews in their departments. Hecdadhat existing information on
Jews, namely the forms that they had filled intfog census in July 1941, had been
sent to Vichy, leaving only incomplete lists andcdments behind in the
prefectures>® Darbou proposed creating a ‘fichier complet’ oremvJew living in
the department. No other prefect had ever gonei¢h sxtreme measures to control

the Jewish question at the departmental |&el.

Although a number of ministries had ceased finapdiautrec by 1942, this had not
been universally implemented across Vichy agenciesJanuary 1942, Prefect
Darbou launched an enquiry into the funding of ket with a view to having it

discontinued?? While for Darbou, the government’s programme fareturn to the

land was of less importance to him than his ddsimaarginalise the Jews at Lautrec,
other local officials were more concerned with emgythat their more immediate
responsibilities were completed. These officialektdittle interest in the regime’s

anti-Semitic agenda and refused to bend to pressymomote it in their sectors. This
was not out of any particular sympathy for Jewg,rbther an entrenched work ethic
that placed professional responsibility before atgplogical convictions. Gallet, the
local inspector of refugees, believed the JewishrdsLautrec to be an irrelevant
factor when determining how much refugee subsiay @hantier should receive in
February 1942. In a response to the prefect’'s ddmao reduce funding to the
Chantier, Gallet noted that he did not intend tduce Lautrec’s refugee allowance

and went even further, defending the work beingeutatken by Jewish youth:

"0CDJC, CXCV-182, Letter from Darbou to Vallat, 22&mber 1941.
> Opinion of Joseph Billig. See Billid,e Commissariat Général aux Questions Juives 2. p. 213.
52 ADT, 348W578, Darbou to M. Gallet, Contrdleur d&&fugiés in Albi, 27 January 1942.
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Certes les résultats sont forcement lents, étanhé@au’il y a lieu de faire

connaitre les choses de la terre a des jeunesqgensgen n’orientait vers la

culture. L'effort qu'ils font est louable et & enzager’>?
Even as late as 1942, Vichy's priority of returnymung refugees to the land was the
only factor that mattered for some of the regimefcials, who even supported
Jewish youth’s participation in this initiative. Wever, Gallet’s attitude did not deter
Darbou from seeking to hound Lautrec and he drevotber local officials to find
ways of halting the Chantier's refugee allowandewas eventually decided that
because the refugees at Lautrec spent more tinraduction than in technical
training, that the Chantier was not, technicallylesist, a training centre and that

future subsidies should be withdrawd.

Given their swift implementation, Darbou’s argungend halt the subsidies were
largely successful. However, they were not implei@@imn their entirety, for this was
being prevented by another one of Vichy prioritiearbou had not accounted for the
regime’s special status for refugees from Alsaak laorraine to take precedence over
its racial laws. After a series of exchanges in daéumn of 1942, Darbou proved
unsuccessful in rescinding refugee subsidies fovishe refugees at Lautrec who
originated from Alsace and Lorraif& A hierarchy amongst French Jewry had thus
been created by the regime, who through promotfats aiscourse of the ‘provinces
perdues’, overlooked the Jewish element of Jewighthys identity and instead

promoted their status as refugees from these irmaporégions.

53 ADT, 348W578, Gallet to Darbou, February 1942,

54 ADT, 348W578, Directeur des Services Agricolestfa Tarn to Darbou, 27 July 1942 and ADT,
348W578, Letter from the Director of Refugees ich¥i to Darbou, 19 September 1942. The
allowances were immediately halved with a view &g permanently ceased in January 1943.

> ADT, 348W578, Letter from the Director of Refugéed/ichy to Darbou, 25 November 1942.
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In the period 1940-42, Jewish youth at Lautrec Ibeeh tricked into believing that
the Chantier had developed cordial relations wishfellow residents. A focus on
Lautrec’s neighbours and local officials has illmatied the Chantier's ineptness at
distinguishing who could and who could not be &dstiuring this uncertain time. The
pretence that dominated these relations appeastaiik contrast to the period that
followed the first roundups, whereupon from 1948e tChantier became almost
entirely dependent on the commune for its protectibhe Jewish nature of the
Chantier, an aspect hitherto considered inconseigliehas been revealed as an
important factor amongst locals who distinguisheds] from other refugees seeking
sanctuary in the commune. The minimal role playgdhe CGQJ and the PQJ in
attempting to marginalise the Chantier revealsfutigty behind attempts to pinpoint
these organisms as the driving force of anti-Semitin the localities. Instead, it has
been shown that hostility against the Jews camm fnaultiple directions and was
dependent upon the enthusiasm of certain locaviehgals. Although the Legion was
eventually successful in alerting the prefect te @hantier, this should not detract
from the heterogeneity of views that existed over Jewish Question within this

curious Vichy organism.

Administrators at Vichy did not envisage or makevions for any contradiction
between its plans for regeneration and the maigatadn of Jews. Instead, officials
in the localities were left to their own devices emhattempting to reconcile the
overlapping policies. The EIF’s project for a Jawrgturn to the land encountered
mixed reactions amongst Vichy officials. While soradministrators rejected it

outright, others either displayed little interest, did not notice a contradiction in
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Jewish participation in the National Revolutiontibdately when the two priorities
were at odds over Lautrec, the trump card lay i@ blland of the prefect who
consistently sought to find ways for the anti-S&plicies to triumph over Vichy’s

policies for rejuvenation.
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Chapter 5. Jewish Participation in the Chantiers dda Jeunesse

In June 1941 Maurice Nizard, a fourth-year medstatient in Marseille, did not meet
the quota for thenaumérus claususnd was expelled from university. A traditional
reading of this case through a lens of persecutimuld suggest that Nizard's
expulsion simply marked the first in a series afcdiminatory acts which were set to
follow. However, while the abandonment of his sésdisignalled personal
victimisation by the regime, it was not obviousylmung men like Nizard that the
closing of this one door marked the closing ofdalbrs. Since the summer of 1940 all
male French citizens had been ordered to complgteriad of service in one of
Vichy’'s Chantiers de la Jeunesse: military-styletbcamps which had replaced the
army’*® Several weeks after his release from medical dchbdlizard was
incorporated into the Chantiers de la Jeunesseatp@ment [Gt] 14, Die (Droméj’
After a period performing manual work, the unexpdatiness of a fellow youth gave
Nizard the opportunity to use his medical skillszddd was immediately transferred
to the Chantier’'s health centre, where he remaineil his releasé®® Charged with
the task of rebuilding the nation, Nizard’s incamigtmn into Gt 14 signalled to him
that he had not been completely ostracised by Vithstead, the Chantiers offered
tangible proof that in spite of ti&tatut des Juifsother forms for Jewish co-existence
continued under the New Order. The onus was orvishaial youths to reinvent
themselves and their relationships with the regame the experience of the Chantiers

provided them with an ideal opportunity.

%% Details surrounding the creation of the Chaniierduly 1940 can be found in the memoirs of
General de la Porte du Theil, IHTP, J. De la Pdué heil,Souvenirg1982), pp. 143-147.
7YV, 0.33 3488, Histoire de la famille Armand Nidasous le Gouvernement de Vichy 1940-1944.
758 [|ai

Ibid.
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The Chantiers de la Jeunesse were compulsory yaumips, founded by General de
la Porte du Theil in the weeks following the defeaGermany Set up with the aim
of countering youth delinquency and unemploymehgytwere to be the Vichy
alternative to compulsory military service, whichdnbeen prohibited by the Germans
under the Armisticé®® From the summer of 1940, a spell of eight montherie of
Vichy's forty-seven Chantiedsecame compulsory for every French male citizemupo
reaching his twentieth birthdd§" In the absence of an army, the purpose of the
Chantiers was to remove youths temporarily fronirtfaitine daily existence which
Vichy considered had become immoral, decadent aimht&ibutor to France’s defeat.
The camps intended to instil in French youth a eesfor authority, personal and
physical responsibility as well as national prileung men in the Chantiers were at
the disposal of local authorities who engaged threaseful community tasks, such as
road repair and forestry. Influenced by scouting;hy sought to create and develop
its Homme Nouveahy engaging young men in heavy, manual work. Iddeecentral
purpose of the Chantiers was to introduce youths dd no experience of manual
labour — those who worked in commerce or the cgpriafessions — to outdoor life.
The emphasis on manual work was not solely to aagauyouth to become more
socially responsible, it also complemented anotifethe Chantiers’ ambitions: to

regenerate the youth of France’s mentality thropblysical regeneration. Youths

" During the interwar years, General Joseph de teeRin Theil had been an artillery instructor @ th
Ecole de guerre and was also a scout leader fd?ahis region. On 7 July 1940 he was charged by
General Colson, Pétain’s Minister for War, to taketrol of youths who had recently been discharged
from regular army service.

" De la Porte du Theil did not invent this notioracdivil service. It is likely that he was inspirby
other national examples from the era such as thm&eReichsarbeitsdienst (RAD) and the American
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC). See K.K. Pasalldiers of Labor: Labor Service in Nazi
Germany and New Deal AmericE933-1945Cambridge, 2005).

%1 1n addition to the Chantiers in the non-Occupiet&, Vichy also created eight Chantiers in North
Africa. Women’s omission from participating in t@dantiers de la Jeunesse reveals the masculine
domination of the New Order. In light of the miliyadefeat, the reconstruction of themme Nouveau
took centre stage in Vichy’s policy of regeneratiéithough women were invited to take part in the
National Revolution, this was to be fulfilled inhetr areas, notably family and the home. Their at®sen
from the Chantiers explains why they shall not besidered in this chapter.
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were taught the importance of maintaining a hedttbgy and lifestyle and took part

in daily sessions dflébertisme ®?

Until their expulsion in July 1942, French Jewisbuth were called-up to the
Chantiers and were expected to contribute in theesaay as their comrades to this
scheme for national renew&f Jewish involvement in the Chantiers, at a timemwhe
they had been marginalised from so many other psafes, represents one of the
biggest areas of overlap between the regime’s g@ualities of regeneration and
exclusion. Although article 2 of the firStatut des Juifdanned Jews from the
teaching professions and from the armed forcesnate no reference to their
participation in the Chantiers. One explanationtfes omission could be that, unlike
lawyers or civil servants, Jews in the Chantierseweerforming a socially useful task
in which they did not exert any power or influenegwever, this could be said of
other sectors of Jewish society. Jewish midwivessjristance, also lacked power and
influence, but despite being useful contributorstihe New Order, they found
themselves outlawed in January 1942. Another eggilam could be that Vichy did
not consider Jews in the Chantiers to be a pricaityongst the mass of anti-Semitic
legislation that the regime was enacting at theetirilowever, as it shall be
demonstrated, evidence from April 1941 illustratieat the SGJ knew that Jewish
youth were in the Chantiers and refused their estpnl The reasons for Jews’

continued presence in the Chantiers de la Jeutisseun deeper.

%2 Hébertisme, or the ‘natural method’, was an inteneutdoor physical education routine developed
by Georges Hébert.

783 Upon their incorporation, young men were not reegito declare their religious affiliation. A
precise figure for Jewish participants between A1di940 and July1942 therefore does not exist.
Nevertheless, it is highly likely that with a tofapulation of approximately 110,000 in France in
1939, the number of French Jews called up in then@érswould be thousands, rather than hundreds.
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This chapter will explore the work undertaken ia hantiers de la Jeunesse through
the eyes of its Jewish recruffé.It will examine the tasks in which Jewish youthreve
obliged to participate and will investigate how ishdaws were circumvented and
even ignored to allow Jews to enter into positiohgesponsibility. This focus on
Jewish youth does not isolate them from their cai®sa The friendships and
interactions between Jewish youth and their pesrsalso investigated to consider
how far young Jews were successful in integratimg ithe everyday life of the
Chantier and to determine the factors that alloaetiSemitic incidents to arise. A
final section investigates the provisions that wade for Jewish youth by Vichy to
observe their religious requirements and shall detrate the Chantiers’ failure to

understand ‘religion’ as a criteria for the regismeacial laws.

*kk

Between 1940 and 1942, Jewish youth were incoredret the first six contingents
of the Chantier$® The Chantiers de la Jeunesse was composed ofsievgn
groupementscattered across the non-Occupied Zone. Eachicedthetween 2000
and 2500 youths and was led by arenmissaireand hisassistantsand adjoints
Figure 17 shows the locations of eadjroupementand Figure 18 reveals the
hierarchical structure of the Chantiers de la Jesm&pon arrival at the main site,
the young men were divided equally into tgroupeswhich were spread across

several kilometres. A map of Gt 4, Cormatin (Saétikeire) illustrates just how

%4 With the documents of individual groupements dstd at the Liberation, oral history remains the
only method with which to access these experiences.

% Shortly before their twentieth birthday, youthsrevalerted to the date of their impending call-oip t
the Chantiers. Between 1940 and 1944, there wezlvdvgeparate call-ups, or ‘contingents’, to the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse. Apart from the firstiogant which happened in July 1940, incorporations
took place en-masse in the months of March, JulyNovember.
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isolated and spread out these groups were fromaaonther(Figure 19). At Gt, 4,

Cormatin in the north of thgroupementwas fourteen kilometres from Cluny in the

south. The distance from Cormatin to Group 1 inehst (Mt St Romain) was ten
kilometres. Groups containing approximately 200 meme run by ahef de groupe
and his assistants. Groups were in turn divided @éguipesand achef d’équipevas
responsible for between fifteen to twenty-five ywmit The Chantiers’ forty-seven

groupementswere divided into five regions and eachef degroupementwas

responsible to hishef régional who was in turn responsible to De la Porte duilThe

and the Commissariat Régional, situated at Chatge6 (Puy-de-Dome).

LES CHANTIERS DE 1A JEUNESSE FRANGAISE
DEPUIS LA CREATION (A00T 1940) JUSQU’A NOVEMBRE 1942
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Figure 17. Map showing the locations of the Chantre de la Jeunesse.
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Figure 18. Chart displaying the hierarchical formaion of the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse.
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Temporal factors are important in assessing hows Jexperienced their period of
service in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. At the t¢ihthe first incorporation, the first

Statut des Juiffiad not been passed, while at the time of thén slegislation was
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already in place to remove the Jews from a compylservice in the Chantiers. The
experience of polish-born Félix Calek who was ipooated in the summer of 1940
was, as it shall be shown, different to theaélite francaisRoger Fichtenberg who,
having already been affected by the anti-Semitygslation, was called up in March
1942. However, the absence of the racial laws ighme only factor which separates
the experience of Jews entering the first contihgesm the five which were to
follow. The first contingent was unique in so fariawas made up of youth who had
been called to military service in June 1940 andsehcareers had been abruptly
ended by the Armistice. Military units of young miggiling from the same region had
undertaken training during the Phoney War and ity 1940 were suddenly
transferred to a Chantier. Although future contimgenvere made up solely of youth
residing in the non-Occupied Zone, the first inavgtion contained youth from
across the whole of France. In the first conting@atvs originating from Paris, Metz
and Strasbourg explored their new surroundingbembn-Occupied Zone with peers
from the same towns and with whom they had forgehdiships either at school, or

during the phoney war.

The summer of 1940 was a deeply confusing timeyéuths in the first contingent.
They were detached from their families and fourehtkelves — possibly for the first
time — in unfamiliar rural surroundings in the ngwelstablished, non-Occupied Zone.
Recollections of these months emphasise the feelofgabandonment and even
hostility from local villagers who blamed the younmen for the defedf® Above all,

in their interviews, former participants stresseal the lack of communication meant

that they were completely detached from their feasiend from the political events

%8 Interview with Félix Calek September 2009, USC Shoah Foundation interview Rdidjard Weill,
January 1997, YV, Recorded interview with EtienneiNy1 April 1997.
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that were transforming the nation. Félix Calek, wiefore his conscription to the
army had sold menswear at the marché aux pucdweitwtentieth arrondissement,
recalled the torrent of rumours about the new regthmt were in circulation and
stressed his frustration at not having access tospapers at this difficult tim&’

Edgard Weill, who had been at rabbinical schodPamis in 1939, went without news
from his family during his entire spell in the Chians (from July 1940 to February
1941), but realised that in this instance he wdsinmue, ‘comme beaucoup d’autres,

je perdais toute & fait le contact®

In the immediate aftermath of the defeat, the ¢dfexf deprivation and the large
numbers of prisoners of war and separated famdresired that the passing of the
first racial laws went largely unnoticed by the ordy of French people. In October
1940, their physical isolation, coupled with poonamunications, meant that this was
even truer in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. Afeepassing of the fir§tatut des Juifs

in October 1940, Jews were not expelled from thar@ars’®®

Rather than feeling
discriminated against, Jewish youths shared theesemmcerns as their comrades
regarding living conditions and separation from ifes. In reacting as Frenchmen to
the ushering in of the new regime, they strovestmllan identical existence to that of
their comrades, with whom they shared a similakgsmund. At this time, Etienne
Weill, who after finishing his baccalauréat haddstd photography in Paris, formed
an artistic group which proved useful to ‘remoritemmoralité des homme§&® His

group was asked to represent the Chantiers anthgonsdnight mass on Christmas

Eve 1940 - the first Christmas under the New Ordat the nearest church. Weill

57 Interview with Félix Calek September 2009.

%8 USC Shoah Foundation interview with Rabbi Edgareil\\January 1997.

9 n April 1941, Rabbi Samy Klein estimated thatrthevere 400 Jewish youths in each of the
Chantiers’ contingents.

"°yV, Recorded interview with Etienne Weill, 1 Apfib97.
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recalled, ‘on a accepté. On était tout contentaite fquelque chose. Ce qui était drble

c’est que prés de la moitié de la groupe de laathditait juive” "

Further, evidence suggests that large numbers wisdeyouth only became
acquainted with the firsGtatut des Juifsipon their release from the Chantiers in
February 19417% In his preparation for the discharge of the fishtingent, De la
Porte du Theil alerted leaders across the non-Oedufone to the German law of 27
September 1940, which prohibited Jews and genscaigeur’ from crossing the
Demarcation Liné’® Etienne Weill described his experience of demsailon as a

‘folkloric and tragic’ phenomenof(?

The mobilisation of the second contingent in thengpof 1941 was rendered official
by a law of 18 January 1941, which made a servicihe Chantiers de la Jeunesse
obligatory for every French male at the age of tywek&ven though thé&tatut des
Juifshad been passed in October 1940, the law of tikad8ary did not exclude Jews
from this service and Jews were not isolated ingpecific Jewish Chantier. On the
contrary, Vichy went to great lengths to ensurd tha net had been cast widely, in
order to include as many young men as possibleki® part in its new venture. On 22
February 1941, Lamirand declared that a servithernChantiers was obligatory even
for refugees from the Occupied and forbidden zdfeMoreover, a letter of crucial

significance to this analysis was written by aestuncillor at the SGJ on 30 April

pid..

"2 bid. Also, USC Shoah Foundation interview witads Jafet, January 1997.

"R Verodnungsblatt of the Militarbefelshaber in Fregigh, 27 September 1940 and AN, AJ39 9, De la
Porte du Theil, Note for the Commissaires Région2dx~ebruary 1941.

vV, Recorded interview with Etienne Weill, 1 Apfib97.

> AN, AJ39 9, Lamirand to the Prefects of the nonepied zone, 22 February 1941. The forbidden
zone included six departments and parts of fougrstin the east of France bordering Germany and
Switzerland. See Jacksdfrance The Dark Yearpp. 246-247.
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1941. Responding to a specific query over Jewistiggaation in the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse that had been sent from the recenthedr€£QJthe state councillor made

the SGJ’s position perfectly clear:

J'ai 'honneur de vous faire connaitre que toutoy®h francgais, sans

distinction de religion ou de race, est astreio¢te obligatior.”
The legislation made no provisions to halt the as$mon of Jewish citizens, and the
SGJ was adamant that Jews should undertake threicesdike all other Frenchmen.
This note helps to explain the sentiments of sorews,) who felt that their
participation in the Chantiers excused them fromrtrcial legislation. Moreover, the
note dispels the possibility that Jewish inclusiothe Chantiers had been overlooked
by the authorities. To this end, Jewish youth’septance into the Chantiers sheds
valuable light on how Vichy perceived the role etwd in the construction of the New
Order. Jewish youth’s status as French citizens afageater importance to Vichy
than their Jewishness. This contrasts sharply thithGerman case, where Jews were
explicitly prohibited from taking part in each dfet Nazis’ regenerationist schemes,

including the equivalent to the Chantiers de landsge, the Reichsarbeitsdief{st.

Although neither the firsGtatut des Juifsor the law of 18 January 1941 removed
Jewish youth from the Chantiers, Jews were nevegheprohibited from assuming
positions of responsibility. In January 1941, Détate du Theil alertechefsof each
groupementthat Jews were not allowed to be considered fomption and they

could not hold any role where they exerted inflleenger their peers. De la Porte du

7% AN, AJ38 64, Letter from the Councillor of Statitiee Ministry of Youth to the General Secretary
at the office of the Vice-President of the Coumtithe Commission for Jewish Affairs, 30 April 1941
""" patel,Soldiers of Labarpp. 132-134.
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Theil gave no room for doubt that the legislatioowd include even the lowest-
ranking Jewishchefs ‘Chefs de tous grades et infirmiéres [...] serceyés des
contréles des Groupements de Jeunesse & la date tanvier 1941°7% In the spring

of 1941, forms were sent to evechef — even in the most modest of positions —
asking them to declare that they were not Jewisbrdig to the definition laid out in
the first Statut des JuifsAs Figure 18 shows, the Chantiers adopted a broad
definition of achefthat ranged from De la Porte du Theil at the tmyvn to an
apprenti-commist the bottom. Noel Jarniacchef ouvrier tailleurat Gt 16, Le Muy
(Var) signed his declaration on 3 March 1941 andéRd@lum, amapprenti-commis
signed his at Gt 36, Ste Livrade (Lot-et-Garonne)28 February 1941° It is
unlikely that the legislators behind the fig&thatut des Juifekad men like Lucien Bloch
in mind: he occupied the lowly position of a monitein Gt 26, Saint-Gaudens

(Haute-Garonne) until his expulsion in March 19%#1.

De la Porte du Theil's decision to expel Jewidtefs had mixed results in the
localities. Across the non-Occupied Zone, the nilgjaf chefssigned these forms in
February and March 1941. This was particularly emtdat Gts 9, Monestier-de-
Clermont (Isére) and 16, Le Muy (Var), wheteefscompleted their declarations by
the end of February 1941 and Jewistefs were swiftly removed® Very soon

however, other factors such as the continued eistef the Chantiers, relegated

8 AN, AJ39 69, Note from Porte du Theil to theupementsemoving Jews from positions of
responsibility in theChantiers 11 January 1941.

9 Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Frangaise, box 47, file Jarniac and
box 101, file Blum.

80 AN, AJ39 183, File on Lucien Bloch. Bloch was tatieported from Drancy on convoy 73.

8L Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Frangaise boxes 20, 40, 41 and 47.
At Gt 9, René Dauvergne and Paul Schaller decliar€ebruary/March 1941 that they did not have
three Jewish grandparents. For Gt 16, see Andréelley Roland Jacques and Noel Jarniac. AN, AJ39
183, Files of chefs expelled from the Chantiersaddeunesse, At Gt, 9, Jewish chef Georges-Léon
Khaiete was removed on 31 March 1941 and on the skate, Jewish chefs Victor Glasberg and
Alexandre Pront were also released from Gt 16.
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these declarations to an afterthought amongst ks Although variations existed
and some newly incorporateghefswere swiftly made to sign their form, this was
unusual. More often than not, declarations tookymaonths to administer. At Gt 17,
Hyéres-Plage (Varkhefsonly began to sign their forms at the end of Fabrid 942,

a year after most of the other Chantiers and atgtoupement, Jewisthefsremained

in position until this timé®? Moreover, throughout the Occupation, nelefswere
constantly joining the Chantiers de la Jeunessatamds up to the personnel units in
each Chantier to ensure that new recruits signesettiorms. Once again, variation
existed amongst individual Chantiers over the spsgd which these forms were
delivered to the new recruits. After the initial weaof declarations in spring 1941, Gt
13, Cavaillon (Vaucluse) continued to be extrentgdyd in makingchefssign the
declaration. Charles de Kerangal began work ascaifisAssistant on 25 December
1941 and was made to sign his form that samé#auch precision was unusual. At
Gt 37, Gap (Hautes-Alpes), René Kirmann signeddkeidaration in February 1942,
seven months after signing his initial contract.&t19, Meyruels (Lozere), Jacques
de Daran, who becamechefin April 1941, only signed his declaration in Awsgu
1942 and at Gt 35, Labruguiere (Tarn), Charles &cherg never signed such a
form.”®* Although only a small minority othefswere personally affected by the
racial laws, mostchefs signed the declarations and were thus introducedhé
legislation that prevented Jews from occupying fpwss of responsibility in the
Chantiers. This would have significant consequemgesewish youth who were, on

occasion, given labour tasks by thehefsthat violated the racial laws.

82 AN F17bis 7897, File: Lardy, Archives at the Mimjsof Education, Chantiers de la Jeunesse
Francaise, box 11, File Kuchmunch and Box 88, Figmier. At this point a Jewish youth, Jean Mayer,
was expelled. See AN, AJ39 183, Files of chefs keghdrom the Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

83 Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Frangaise, box 47, file: De
Kerangal.

84 Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Francaise, box 40, file De Daran,
box 42, file Schoenberg and box 47, file Kirmann.
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*kk

An investigation into Jewish youth’s daily routingisiminates the extent to which
their experiences in the Chantiers differed fromirttnon-Jewish companions. Work
in the camps varied according to a number of ingrarfactors. Geography was one
such factor. Tasks that were undertaken for theefiienf the Chantier or of a
neighbouring community differed according to loogeds. The work performed in
the Chantiers in the Pyrenées was considerablgrdiit to the work undertaken in
Provence. However, some common tasks such as pngdabarcoal for gazogéne
and performing forestry work were carried out aérgvChantier and every Jewish
interviewee has memories of performing exhaustingnumal tasks during their

service’®

The work of Jewish youth also illustrates the fialof one of the main aims of the
Chantier de la Jeunesse, namely, encouraging etleaban youth to become
reacquainted with the lifestyle of rural France. aWmarks the Jewish experience of
work in the Chantiers as different from that of thajority of youths is the way in
which Jewish youth moved frequently from gruellingpanual jobs into more
administrative roles. This occurred both due tartleevn initiative and following
designation by theirchefs The latter feared that a shortage of literate and
administratively competent youth would have sewemesequences for the survival of
the Chantier. Reports frowhefsin the localities repeatedly illustrate their cernc

over poor literacy rates, which they believed wieeginning to affect the successful

8 Interviews with Georges Weill 25 May and 3 Jun8@20Sylvain Berman 22 December 2009; USC
Shoah Foundation Interview with Pierre-Emile Maiit@ormerly Meyer), July 1995; USC Shoah
Foundation Interview with Michel Kuna, January 1996
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running of the Chantier$® In Gt, 3, Bourg (Ain), only 11.5% of the youth had
previously been employed in non-manual jobs, coegphén 35% in agricultural work
alone. The other main areas of employment weretesvworkers, mechanics and

bakers’®’

Writing about the literacy levels for all of theh&htiers in the Pyrénées-
Gascogne, regional Chef Geze noted that apart @936, the intellectual level of all
other groupements was very low and that there waghalevel of illiteracy’® De la
Porte du Theil noted that 60% of youths who had/adrat Gt, 4, Cormatin (Sadne-
et-Loire) in March 1942 were semi-illiterat®. This lack of educated youth in the
Chantier is explained by a ‘sursis’ which was geanto university students and
teachers who were approaching their twentieth é&yhand were thus entitled to
defer their call-ug® A shortage of literate youth reveals why Rogehtgéaberg, an
educated Parisian youth, who began his spell atm@am in March 1942 quickly

791
f

became secretary tochet’”" The evidence suggests that Fichtenberg’s removal f

laborious manual tasks was not exceptional for slkewouth in the Chantier.

While the overwhelming majority of youths undertakia service in the Chantiers
were manual and agricultural labourers with gemheraith low literacy rates, the
same could not be said for Jewish youth, almosifalthom had lived in major towns
or cities in the years leading up to the war. Thed®mn dwellers — predominantly

from Paris, Strasbourg and Metz — had generallyeaeld a higher level of academic

88 AN, AJ39 60, See for instance reports on the 19edember incorporation and the 1942 March
incorporation.

87 AN AJ39 60, Incorporation report from Gt 3 to Rodu Theil, 7 April 1941.

88 AN, AJ39 60, Report from Géze to De la Porte deilfsumming up the March 1942 contingent,
Toulouse, 7 April 1942.

89 AN, AJ39 60, Report of the March 1942 incorporatio theChantiers Porte du Theil, 18 May

1942, p. 6.

90 AN, AJ39 58, Notice concernant les conditions @ge dans les Chantiers de la Jeunesse: Sursis et
Devancement de Convocations.

! Interview with Roger Fichtenberg, 4 November 2008.
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instruction compared to their rural comrad&sin 1941-42, a large proportion of
these young men found themselves as refugees inam€ccupied Zone and they
were either not enrolled in, or had been removexnfruniversities. A series of
examples illustrate how the manual work performeg Jewish youth was
immediately halted upon the realisation of the p#lalls that they could bring to the
Chantier. An accountancy student in Paris, Henritr@e crossed the Demarcation
Line in 1941°% In Gt 7, Rumilly (Haute-Savoie), Certner engagedhie same work
as all other youths. After a short spell workinghe kitchens, Certner’s experience of
accounting became known to lusefs They swiftly moved him to the offices of the
groupement, where he became responsible for punghésod supplies. In a 2009
interview, Certner recalled that prior to taking bis new position, administrative
chaos had reined at Rumilly and almost led to ataya across the Chantier. Certner
was confident that, thanks to his administrativewsss, food was promptly and
efficiently delivered and the camp was sav&dTheir literacy and numeracy skills
ensured that Philippe Presberg, Roger Fichtenberd Bdgard Weill became
secretaries t@hefs while Sylvain Berman, whose father was the GrRadbbin de
Bruxelles and whose uncle and grandfather were ppotiminent rabbis, became

assistant librarian for the whole of Gt 47, Casteljix (Lot-et-Garonne}*

Similarly, Georges Weill and Sylvain Adolphe, a pdgrapher, had spent six months

in 1941 travelling the non-Occupied Zone as musieatertainers, part of the

92 For statistics on Jews in higher education se®&¥i, Anatomie du Judaisme FrancgRaris,

1962) and M. Roblinl.es Juifs de ParigParis, 1952).

93 Interview with Henri Certner 21 December 2009.

" Ipid.

% Interviews with Philippe Presberg, 28 February®®ylvain Berman 22 December 2009 and USC
Shoah Foundation Interview with Edgard Weill, Jagup97.
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Comédiens Routiers® After felling trees for a short while in Gt 7, teen were
charged with an exceptional duty. Their theatregderience was known to tcbefs
and in autumn 1941 they were chosen to make a gampla film for the
administration at Chatel-Guyon, promoting life hetChantiers de la Jeunesse. Weilll
and Adolphe were selected as two of twelve actorgpitomise Vichy’'sHomme
Nouveauin a film that played to cinema audiences acrossnibn-Occupied Zone.
Unlike the rest of the youth in the Chantiers, wdpent eight months undertaking
arduous physical tasks and sharing barracks witly taher men, Weill and Adolphe
ended their service in the Chantier by staying abel in Nice while shooting the

film at the Studios de la Victoirg”

Although the leadership of the Chantiers was corestrby the elevation of Jews
away from manual positions, the examples that h&en laid out did not, technically
at least, contravene Vichy law. Nevertheless, #&esesf case studies demonstrate
instances in which the regime’s anti-Semitic leggisin was deliberately ignored in
order that a Chantier would function most efficignAs has been shown, the poor
literacy rates were a major concern for the leddprsef the Chantiers. At Gt 4,
Fichtenberg was encouraged by kisefsto set up evening classes to teach his
comrades how to read and writé.De la Porte du Theil had explicitly banned Jews
from teaching and thus influencing other youthstie Chantieré®® Moreover, in
Fichtenberg's case, his Jewishness was known tchieifls Throughout his spell in Gt
4, Fichtenberg wore his EIF badge on his Chantidotm, which had been permitted

by a 1941 law that encouraged all scouts, incluthegEIF, to publically display their

%% Interview with Georges Weill 25 May 2009 and 3d@009. See Chapter 2.
797 i
Ibid.
%8 Interview with Roger Fichtenberg, 4 November 2008.
99 AN, AJ39 69, Note from Porte du Theil to the greoyents removing Jews from positions of
responsibility in theChantiers 11 January 1941.
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affiliations (Figure 20)®° One can only speculate on the motivations of
Fichtenberg'schefsto deliberately flout the law which prevented Jdvesn holding
positions of influence. It is possible that the lexas unknown to them. However, in
this instance, such a scenario seems unlikelyngivat the incident took place as late
as spring 1942, by which point almost etlefshad signed declarations attesting that
they were not Jewish. A more likely explanatiorthat the anti-Semitic legislation
formed an obstacle to the task of improving litgraates and was deliberately

ignored.

ie 20. Rorichtenberg in his
Chantiers de la Jeunesse uniform.
His EIF badge is indicated.

890 Interview with Roger Fichtenberg, 4 November 2Ql8irnal Officielof 13 May 1941, ‘Les
membres des associations de jeunesse ci-dessaugréms, sont autorisés a porter des insignes
représentatifs de leur groupement déposés au amaide l'intérieure [...] EIF.
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Other examples further illuminate why, for sormieefs regeneration took priority
over exclusion. Upon his April 1941 incorporati@nGt 47, Gabarret (Landes), Pierre
Cahen already had the qualities that were sougeét af the younghefs Not only
had he been involved in the Eclaireurs de Frareesecular scouts, before the war,
but in the six months prior to his service in thiea@tiers, Cahen had beertlzefin
the Compagnons de France in the Pyréf¥eafter his incorporation, Cahen came
first in the exam which should have promoted himthe position of achef
Nevertheless, Cahenthefswere stringent in their application of tB¢atut des Juifs
Cahen was not permitted to take up this F8fédowever, a strategy to move Cahen to
another part of the Chantier where his skills wontit go to waste was quickly
implemented. He was made third in command to oné&hefgroupchefsand was
responsible for 150 to 200 new recruits from therr&e and the Lozef&
Exceptions were also made for Pierre-Emile MeyeGatl2, Vizille (Isére), who
before the Occupation was in the process of beapmioareer officer. In September
1941, Meyer was madechef d’équipeby hischef de groupeWeisgerbef®* Such a
position of leadership and responsibility was noemto Jews. In this case, evidence
suggests that Weisgerber was aware of the restrigcton Jews in positions of
responsibility. Weisgerber had declared in writihgt he himself was not a Jew on 27
February 194%%° By the time of the next incorporation, Meyer hadeived a second

promotion and had twelve youths under his orf®rs.

81 ysC Shoah Foundation Interview with Pierre Caliey 1997.
802 [a;

Ibid.
893 |pid.
804 pierre-Emile Meyer'€arnets de GuerreSeptember 1941, in the possession of his dau§imesne
Brutlag.
895 Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Frangaise, box 11, Weisgerber's
dossier.
8% pierre-Emile Meyer'€arnets de Guerrel2 November 1941, in the possession of his daught
Simone Brutlag
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Before the war, Maurice Spira had gained a diplénoi the Institut d’Enseignement
Commercial Supérieur de Strasbofitg. Throughout 1941 and 1942, he was
continuously promoted at Gt 28, Castillon (Arieg&sulting in his appointment as a
Commis on 1 July 194%2 During this time, Spira had his own column, ‘Avess le
monde’, in the groupement’s bi-monthly newslettécho de Castillof®® Such a
role was not permitted to Spira, as Article 5 of tirst Statut des Juifbanned Jews
from writing in newspapers and periodic&i$ Spira’s Jewishness was known to his
chefswho were not ignorant of the racial laws, havingmselves signed declarations
in March 19423 What factors explain why Spira’s presence in ther@iers was
overlooked until the last possible moment? The gdreptitude (or lack thereof) of
his peers played an important role. An April 194part on Gt 28 reveals the severe
problems faced by this Chantier, in which becaddber low literacy rates the youth
were described as ‘retardatair®¥ Rather than applying th8tatut des Juif$o the
letter, the priority for thehefsin Gt 28, was to have the most competent peoptleen
more demanding positions. In the case of MauriceaSpis ensured that the anti-

Semitic legislation was temporarily overlooked.

807 ADHG 3807W218 Dossier of Maurice Spira in whichapmlied for a place to read law at the
University of Toulouse, October 1942.

808 Archives at the Ministry of Education, Chantieesld Jeunesse Francaise, box 140, Dossier — Spira.
For the rank of a Commis, ségure 17.

89BN, 4- JO- 5459| 'Echo de Castillon, Journal Bi-Mensuel du Groupeinge Jeunesse Péguy
Castillon-en-Couserans (Ariege), 25 April 1941 addVay 1941.

81030, 18 October 1940, p. 5323, Loi portant stagstjdifs du 3 octobre 1940.

8l15ee AN, AJ39 183, Dossiers on chefs removed flehantierswhere Spira’s name features.
The reason for his eventual expulsion in August \wasse raciale’. AN F17bis 7896, Personnel in the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse Francaise, Chef Jeand.anohChef Aimé Laffont signed their declarations
at Gt 28 in March 1941.

812 AN, AJ39 60, Report from Géze to Porte du TheitlemMarch 1942 incorporations, Toulouse, 7
April 1942.
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Pierre Kauffman, an Elrchef at Lautrec, also held a number of positions of
responsibility during his spell in Gt 18, Le VigaiGard)®® The favourable
impression that Kauffman left on hihefsdid not end on his release from the
Chantiers. Having joined the Association des Angidas Chantiers de la Jeunesse
(ADAC) following his return to Lautrec in March 124Kauffman was asked to head
its local branch in his cantorAssistant-CommissaBertrand gave the following
reason for Kauffman’s nomination ; ‘parmi les 63cians des chantiers inscrits a
'ADAC de ton canton tu es avec Chazand le seul @til’'appréciation assez

élogieuse de tes chefs?

The experience of Jewish youth in the Chantieréad#&unesse not only challenges
traditional views on Jewish life under Vichy, bugiso reveals the regime’s failure to
implement social levelling amongst its youth. Theda behind the Chantiers was to
equip youths with the necessary qualities to bforth the National Revolution. In
reality, the camps were left to fend for themselass self-administrative bodies
amidst dire conditions of material shortages atath of trained personnel. Educated
youths quickly found themselves engaged in posstismilar to those they had left
behind in their pre-war lives. Jewish youth, whal lyggnerally attained a higher level
of education than their rural counterparts, fornpagt of this skilled grouping and
before long were performing administrative dutibattwere often coupled with
degrees of influence or responsibility. The survvathe Chantier was the ultimate

goal of itschefsand Jewish contributions to achieve this causesi@oked upon

83 |nterviews with Pierre Kauffman 11 April 2007 a2@ September 2008.
814 CDJC, Archives of Pierre Kauffman, letter from Quoissaire-Assistant Bertrand to Pierre
Kauffman, 15 May 1942.
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favourably as a means of helping rather than mingehe Chantiers’ programme of

regeneration.

*kk

While work took up a large proportion of Jewish tfi daily lives in the Chantier,
there exist other means through which to assesstihewexperience of the Chantier
affected their relationship with the regime. Oneyvwgato consider the extent to which
Jewish youth were able to integrate with their pe&here is a need to analyse the
factors which led some youths to feel completebfated, while others were able to

become immersed in the everyday life of the Chantie

The Chantiers de la Jeunesse oftgoresented the first occasion for Jewish youth to
engage with young men from beyond their socio-esoadackground. Whereas in
the first contingent of the summer of 1940 Jewislitlh mixed with youths from
similar backgrounds, from the Chantiers’ second tiogent of March 1941,
conscription was carried out according to wheretlypwere registered with a local
town council. Upon incorporation, youths from towasd villages across the non-
Occupied Zone were sent en masse to a designatadti@h While the physical
surroundings on entering a Chantier in a neighlngudepartment might have been
unfamiliar to the youths, the solace of being ansbrmpeople with whom they had
grown up and who spoke their patois would certahdye aided adjustment to their
new lives. In some cases, Jewish youth were coelplahfamiliar with the mores of

their peers and found themselves isolated witheir iroupements. As Henri Certner
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remarked, ‘je ne connaissais persorfieTheir refugee status ensured that important
differences existed between Jewish youth and tbemrades. Moreover, Jewish
youth’s unfamiliarity with the customs of their pgevas sometimes matched by sheer
ignorance in the localities of what constitutecea.Jimmediately before his call-up to
Gt 5, Pontgibaud (Puy-de-Doéme), Joseph Bollack ewrin his father's business
which had been relocated to Limoges from Strasbonr939. Prior to working
there, Bollack had been excluded from studying metoy for not meeting the

faculty’s numerus clausuguota®®

Bollack’s father arranged a private meeting with a
chefin the Chantier shortly after his son’s incorpmaf'’ The Bollack family were
devoutly orthodox and the purpose of this discussras for M. Bollack to explain to
the chefthat as a practising Jew, his son had a numbegligious requirements that
he needed to observe regularly. Having listeneshaittely, thechefensured that this

demands would be possible, and requiring more mm&bion asked whether his son

was ‘juif catholique ou juif protestanit'®

Most interviewees alluded to the difficulty of famg any lasting relations with the
majority of the comrade®? Writing to Robert Gamzon in July 1941, Pierre
Kauffman noted that he had nothing in common witl bther youths and deeply
regretted his separation from Claude Samuel andridBernsohi?° Some former
participants even recall instances of unambiguasdility towards them. In a 2009

interview, Henri Certner recalled one such incidéat took place on his first night in

815 |nterview with Henri Certner, 21 December 2009
818 Interview with Joseph Bollack, 12 July 2010.
817 .
Ibid.
818 |bid.
819 Notable interviews with Roger Fichtenberg, 4 Nobem2008, Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009 and
Sylvain Berman, 22 December 2009.
820CcpJc, CMXLV (1), Letter from Pierre Kauffman to Bert Gamzon, 31 July 1941.
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his barrack§?* Upon getting ready for bed, Certner was suddenbireled by the
rest of his group who began to abuse him for weapiyjamas?? Certner remained
adamant that this incident was unrelated to antn&&mn. Instead, Certner recalled
that by not wearing a shirt to bed, Certner stoat foom the others and he was
ridiculed for looking like a ‘vrai parisierf?® Similarly, Sylvain Berman also recalled

his unfamiliarity with rural culture as motivatirgs feelings of isolation:

Les conversations étaient difficiles avec lestilést qui ne connaissaient que
de leurs vaches. [ll n'y avait] pas grand choseadira. Ils racontaient des

blagues soit en provencale, soit en catalan. Uajtd 8 qui sont tombeés de rire
et deux, moi et un autre, qui était du nord quriag pas. lls parlaient plus le

provencale ou le catalan que le fran&afs.

Nevertheless, certain communal interests and fa¢tanscended social and religious
boundaries and ensured that, in some instancesadesicould become friends. The
hostile environment that had marred Henri Certnér& night in the Chantier was
soon forgotten. Certner recalled that althoughdwehad little in common with the
other youths, at Rumilly, ‘tout le monde est devexmi [...] on était comme des
fréres’®® Théo Klein who had completed his studies in LyanJune 1941, was
confident of having been the only Jew in his Cherfit® Klein recalled that after his
incorporation in November 1941 he quickly becanmm ffriends with two educated
youths; one whose father was a well-known bookseill&ontpellier, the other from

a noble family*?” To be able to eat adequately, youths in the Céanshared food in

821 Interview with Henri Certner, 21 December 2009.
822 .

Ibid.
823 pid.
824 |nterview with Sylvain Berman, 22 December 2009.
82% Interview with Henri Certner, 21 December 2009.
828 Interview with Théo Klein, 10 March 20009.
827 | pid.
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order to remain fully nourished. This responseh® liack of food in the Chantiers

provided an opportunity for Jews and non-Jews talland forge friendships.

In his letters home, René Klein, an apprenticeegnti in Vichy in 1940-41, made
regular reference to Frossard, who quickly becameindimate friend; ‘moi et
Frossard, on partage tout ensemBfe’.Indeed, concerns about food mark an
important communality between the experiences attytaking part in the Chantiers.
Almost all youths in the Chantiers complained abitnat food (or lack thereof). In
June 1941, a survey carried out by the Commisseo@ahtrble postal for Gt 18, Le
Vigan examined 523 letters that had been interdepfiée commission concluded
above all else, the topic of food dominated thestsf*® The following tablefrom
March 1942 reveals what was mentioned in 300 iefged letters from men stationed

at Gt 35(Figure 21).8%°

828 René Klein's archives, letter to his grandparemis aunt, 10 August 1941.

829 ADG 1W31, Le Commissaire Special, Chef de Seriiéigué auprés des Commissions
Techniques de CPTT to the Prefect of the Gard, Njirh@ June 1941.

80 ADT 506W145, Report of the Controle Postale d’ARS March 1942.
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Jeunes — Nombre 284 Chefs — Nombrg 16
Bon Mauvais Bon Mauvaig
Nombre de lettrep Nombre de lettres
MORAL le refiétant : 37 20 17 le refiétant : 1 !
Nombre deIa lettrep En bien En mal Nombre deIa lettrep En bien En mal
DISCIPLINE €N parar €N parar
15 - 15 5 4 1
REVOLUTION
NATIONALE
PATRIE - - - 1 1
CHEFS 11 8 3 1 1
NOURRITURE 108 100 8 1 1
HABILLEMENT
CANTONNEMENT 13 3 10
HYGIENE 14 5 9 1 - 1
TRAVAIL 30 5 25 1 1
EDUCATION
PHYSIQUE
SPORTS 4 - 4
FORMATION
INTELLECTUELLE 2 ’ 2 ! i .
PERMISSIONS 250 250 - 5 5

Figure 21. Table showing the letters of youths in G35, Labruiguiére (Tarn),
intercepted by the Controle Postale d’Albi.

The letters of Jewish youth in the Chantiers follibwg pattern. Food also dominates
the letters that René Klein wrote throughout hggheimonth service. In a typical letter
from September 1941 that Klein wrote to his famKyein spent the first five pages
discussing work and the difficulties of eating wiellthe Chantief** Although René
Klein dedicated two pages of his letter to inforia parents of the exceptional leave
for Jewish youth to celebrate Rosh Hashanah and Kipmpur, the fact that this came
at the end of his letter suggests that this wastm®tpurpose of writing home. In

another letter to his parents, Klein wrote exclabivabout a restaurant lunch that he

81 René Klein’s archives, letter to his parents aiscsister dated 14 September 1941.
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and a comrade had just finished. After describimgrhenu Klein wrote, ‘ces copains

ont admiré de la maniére dont je vidais les pf&fs’.

Like René Klein, the correspondence between Pikaaffman and his friends
Maurice Bernsohn and Claude Samuel reveals the rianoplace of food in the
letters of youth in the Chantiers. Upon their atiat Gt 18, the three young men who
had hitherto been at the EIF’'s Chantier Rural aitttext were separated into different
groups. Kauffman worked in a carpentry unit and &amand Bernsohn joined a
group in the mountains. While there was an aburelaidoread in the mountains,
Samuel and Bernsohn lacked other necessities. $anhetters to Kauffman show
how he overcame these difficulties, sending Kauffreatra bread rations in order to
exchange these for other products, and always iegstitat his friend did not go
without.®** Food thus played a very significant role in théydautine of all those in
the Chantiers. Jewish youth’s concerns over eadidgnot differ from their non-

Jewish peers with whom they developed strategiesadamise their food intake.

Examples of humour reveals the extent to which mgoyng Jews felt entirely
immersed in the everyday routine of the Chanti@sorges Weill recalled playing
tricks on the new recruits, who were asked to $eéne camp for the ‘clé pour la
porte du theil®** Similarly, in one of his letters, René Klein désed how he set out
to play a trick on a new Jewish recruit by pretagdio be an anti-Semifé&> Klein

wrote that Samuel, the butt of this joke, soughdatend himself:

82pbid., 7 October 1941.

83 CDJC, Pierre Kauffman'’s archives, Letter from @a®amuel to Pierre Kauffman 26 August 1941.
84 |nterview with Georges Weill 25 May 2009.

83> René Klein’s archives, letter to his parents aiscsister dated 10 November 1941.
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Il m'a dit en ayant I'air de me bouffer que soneeétait mort des suites de

guerres — tant de citations, tant de décoratiopsnsionné 100% etc, etc, et

qu'il était Francais a je ne sais combien de géivérs®®
Klein noted that Samuel left him, ‘en me prenantipan farouche ennentt®’ Klein
did not consider it inappropriate to have made sujke. Moreover, the very style in
which he reported this anecdote, his repletiortarit’ and ‘je ne sais pas combien de
générations’, reveals his almost dismissive atit@olwards Samuel’s exaggerated
protests. Klein smiled while reflecting on the eivaimost seventy years later. He
acknowledged that his mockery of Samuel was pad bfoader exercise, whereby
the youths of his contingent bullied the new resrin the contingent that followé&df
This incident illustrates the extent to which Kldrlieved that he had successfully
integrated into the Chantiers. Klein’s letters oftgher examples that support this
reasoning. In August 1941, Klein performed in aiteédo the local population of
Urcay (Allier), which culminated in a rendition tfe popular First World War army
song‘La Madelon’. In this performance, René Klein played the parthef beautiful
young madelon and as he noted, jétais ravissafteKlein was proud of his
performance on stage, called it his ‘petit suce@sl in placing an additional ‘e’ to the

end of ‘ravissant’, he conveyed to his family tbeylar nature of this episode.

83 |bid.

87 bid.

838 |nterview with René Klein, 20 December 2008.

839 René Klein’s archives, letter to his grandparamis aunt, 7 August 1941.

258



Figure 22. René Klein pictured outside the bureau al travail at Gt 1 Trongais
(Allier), 1941.

Jewish youth’s contribution to life in the Chantieas manifested in multiple forms.
Before his call-up to the Chantiers, Henri Ravolaa just set up a small prét-a-
porter business in Lyon. While at Gt 2, Crotenay4), Ravouna was one of two men
from his group who were sent to undertake leadprshining at an Ecole des Cadres
in Cerveau-les-lac¥® With his reputation as an Eiéhefscout known, Théo Klein
was charged by hishefto organise the New Years’ Eve party for the engjroup,
and Roger Fichtenberg served as a representatiteddSt George’s Day festival in
April 194284 Interviewees'’ recollections, together with Piemile Meyer's carnets

de guerre, show the regularity with which Jewislutiiotook part in marches and

80 Interview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009.
81 Interview with Théo Klein, 10 March 2009 and iniew with Roger Fichtenberg, 4 November
2008.
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ceremonie&? Their integration thus extended beyond their ifttial local units and

Jewish youth participated publically in the offictgcle of Chantier events.

Youths’ participation in these official processiostsould not however, suggest their
commitment to the National Revolution. On the canty the conclusions drawn from
Figure 21, and others like it, point in the same direction esdence from
contemporary letters of Jewish youth and the petds@tollections teased out during
interviews. Robert Mader, a non-Jew who was caliede Gt, 18, claimed that even
after seventy years, he often reflected upon higice in order to understand its
purpose€®®® The information irFigure 21is important in conveying the failure of both
the SGJ and the Chantiers de la Jeunesse to manBfench youth into stalwarts of
France’s renewal. With not a single one of the 3®8uths commenting on the
National Revolution or the patrie, it appears tingise messages had very little affect
on the youths in the Chantiers, who instead deelic#iteir thoughts to food, their
tasks and their next leave. In a 2009 interviewlipfie Presberg, who had studied at
the Ecole Commerciale and was working for Ford ari$when war broke out,
recalled the pretence of ideological commitmentthe Chantiers; ‘On a chanté
‘Maréchal nous voila’, parce qu’il fallait chantér..] On ne s’occupait pas de
politique’ #** Sylvain Berman maintained that in Gt 47, Casteljal (Lot-et-
Garonne), the National Revolution played littletparthe day to day life of youth in

Chantiers:

La Révolution Nationale. C’'était un mot, ce n'étadls grand chose en réalité
[...] Les paysans qui voulaient qu’une chose : Laeteles bétes et a part ¢a,

842 Notably the interview with André Ferber, 21 Aug@609. Carnets of Pierre-Emile Meyer.
83 Interview with Robert Mader, 3 December 2008.
844 Interview with Philippe Presberg, 28 February 2009
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pas grand choses. Et les filles! Quant au margdlsak’en foutaient. lls

n'étaient pas politisés. Ni de droit, ni de gauéfe.
Attempts to impose any form of ideology on the migjoof youths called up to the
Chantier would have been misplaced. The evidenggesis that the majority of
youths were apolitical and unreceptive to Vichylealogy. Rather than attempting to
transmit the National Revolution, tlohefs’ focus instead shifted to teaching French
youth basic living skills, notably hygied& Further, many Jewish interviewees
recalled that it was largely amongst the educatedfs many of whom were ‘anciens
étudiants’, that friendships formé&4. As Pierre Kauffmann recalled in a 2008
interview, ‘ceux avec lesquels j'étais le plus precc’était plutbt les officiers, qui
étaient sympathiqué® On multiple occasions, Pierre-Emile Meyer wrote his
carnets ‘joue au bridge au mess avec le chef denhtghile in one of René Klein's
letters, Klein described hishefswho were only two to three years older than the
youths and who, ‘avaient aussi envie de rigdi&rFew of the interviewees recalled
having chefs who were zealous transmitters of the National Reiwan. Marcel
David’s chefsturned a blind eye to his cercles d’études in Wwiiie spoke his mind on
the perils of the National Revolution and SylvaiarBan noted that although most
chefsheld an unyielding respect for Pétain, when it edmthe National Revolution,

‘ils n’avaient rien a foutre®®°

843 Interview with Sylvain Berman, 22 December 2009.

846 UsC shoah Foundation, Interview with Pierre Calety 1997. The campaign to improve hygiene
in the Chantierswas set out in the BPO. See AN, AJ39BBQO, 30 avril 1942, pp. 13-17.

847 AlU, CC35, Letter from Chef Rebiquet to Rabbi Sthérg in which the chef described the
intellectual training of chefs at Rumilly, 5 Jun@41.

88 |nterview with Pierre Kauffmann, 26 September 2008

849 Carnetsof Pierre-Emile Meyer, entries on 5 and 6 Septeriibd1 and René Klein’s archives, letter
to his grandparents and aunt, 7 August 1941.

80ysC Shoah Foundation, interview with Marcel Dawtirch 1997 and Interview with Sylvain
Berman, 22 December 2009.
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Despite their different backgrounds, Jews did resksisolation from their peers.
Jewish youth’s experience of being away from tHamily and friends for eight
months pushed them towards forging new personatioekships beyond those which
had hitherto been familiar. Despite occasional ifgsl of isolation (arguably
stemming from their unfamiliarity with rural cule), Jewish youth participated in
and were able to successfully integrate into theryslay life of the Chantier. The
extent to which French Jewish youth actively soughgngage with this new form of
youth culture is implied by Samuel’s vigorous réattto René Klein’s anti-Semitic
jibes. Complaining about the food and writing abiiwat next leave was common to all
youth in the Chantiers, irrespective of religioewish youth occasionally formed
relations with their peers and with thahefs whom they did not consider to be
transmitters of the National Revolution. Throughahir period of service they
intended to contribute to the Chantier on the stammas as everyone else. That said,
the experience of Jewish youth in the Chantiers mesalways free of anti-Semitic
incident. Situations sometimes arose in which Jewisuth were unambiguously
targeted for abuse by thethefsand peers. These instances, and Jewish youths’
reactions to them, took multiple forms. For somenfer participants, these narratives

define their eight month service.

*kk

Seeking to locate their experiences of the Occapatiithin the dominant narrative of
persecution, some interviewees drew conclusionsdeet their Jewishness and their

spell in the Chantiers. Henri Ravouna recalled tlest Chantiers de la Jeunesse,
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c’étaient tous, tous, contre les Juifs. C’étaiptditique de Pétain et Laval’* Some
believed that they had been designated to a pkatigugruelling Chantier as a
consequence of their Jewishness. Daniel GauthieowRk at the time as Daniel
Samuel, believed that it was a result of his Hebnaime that he was sent to a special
disciplinary Chantief>?> Gauthier, an apprentice optician in Paris who wasfugee

in Nice, undertook his service in Gt 13, Cavail(®aucluse) and later at Gt 15, Agay
(var). While a specific groupement did exist forugles whom the Chantiers
considered to be in need of rehabilitation, this leeated at Gt 40, Murat (Cant&ly.

In the event of unrest or delinquency, youths weseat there. No alternative
provisions existed in individual Chantiers for letggm disciplinary action. Reflecting
on his difficult experiences more than fifty yeafter the events and at the height of
the Papon Affair, it is possible that Gauthier Hlechhis difficult experiences through
the same lens as the then national discourse @tlcapation. This provided a useful
strategy for him to make sense to himself of hidigipation as a Jew in this Vichy

organisation.

Only on occasion do intercepted letters sent froemG@hantiers de la Jeunesse reveal
any expression of anti-Semitism from the non-Jewisiiths®>* The anti-Semitism of

these letters is not based on deep intellectuadation, nor do they contain elements
of traditional Catholic hostility towards Jews. Ratt, their resentment appears to have

been influenced by the immediate needs of the pteseis likely that the anti-

81 Interview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009.

82 USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Daniel Gautkiiermerly Samuel), October 1996.

853 Gt 40 was the organisation’s disciplinaiantier Youths were sent there for a variety of reasons
that included murder, low levels of morality, thefhti-National propaganda, indiscipline and all
second offences. Reports on this Gt make no speeifierence to the presence of Jewish youth. AN
2AG 459, Archives du Cabinet Civil, Chantiers ddéanesse, Report by Commissaire Le Fouest, 15
July 1941.

84See ADT, 506W145 and ADG 1W31. An earlier sectias already outlined the general content of
letters sent home from the Chantier.
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Semitic tone of such letters came as a consequentiee public display of anti-
Semitic rhetoric that Vichy had promoted since thenmer of 1940, which had
attempted to portray Jewish individualism as beiagponsible for the defeat of
France®™ In these letters, which were not specific to aipalar Chantier or to any
region, Jews were portrayed as unwilling to take jpathe daily life of the Chantier
and generally detached from other youths. As onghyarrote, ‘il est malheureux que
les prisonniers sont la-bas et que les sales thoifivent de tout. Le petit juif recoit

presque tous les huit jours des colf§'Similarly, another youth testified that :

Les jeunes Juifs se montreraient peu disposéseailéair stage dans les camps
de jeunesse et leurs parents chercheraient a lesrerdispenser pour raisons

de santé, d’étudéa’

Nevertheless, while these letters are crucial weabng the private anti-Semitic
attitudes of some youths, they do not illustratevhor whether, this was ever

manifested to Jewish youth.

There were, however, anti-Semitic incidents in@mantiers that can not be confused
with other forms of prejudice such as class oraegl. These occurrences took many
forms, some reflecting longstanding convictions, evdas others appeared as

impulsive reactions to the difficulties of the eram considering a possible re-

8°Renée Poznanski has recently argued that antiti®estite propaganda in the period 1940-1942,
often through radio and the press, was in fact moegalent than she had first suggested. See R.
PoznanskiPropagande et Persécutio(Baris, 2008), pp. 77-97 and 130-146. Poznanski ha
originally written in her 1994 opus that anti-Semjiropaganda was practically non-existent in 1940—
42. For her original comments See Poznardgs in Francepp. 377-385.

8% AN, AJ39 75, Controle de couriel941, Intercepted letter from a youth i€hantiers de la
Jeunessin the Gard, 31 October 1941. There is no additimmformation concerning the author of this
letter.

87 AN, AJ39 75, Contréle de courrier 1941, MonthlypRet of the Contrdle technique de Lyon, 30
September 1941. There is no additional informatiomcerning the author of this letter.
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emergence of military anti-Semitism, Marcel DavidlaHenri Ravouna both recalled
instances in which Jewish youth were not allowethke part in the raising of the flag
ceremony’>® David, who had been excluded from pursuing a degnemedieval
history in Lyon because of thmeimerus clausysemarked that to not take part in this
ceremony was a traumatic event for his friend Haahk; ‘il en a été tres marquée;
parce qu'il était trés Francai®® We do not have any evidence that explains why, at
the end of his spell at an Ecole des Cadres, HRawouna'schefawarded him a final
grade of zero, even though he had finished topiofjroup®®® An example from the
nineteenth century could shed light on this inctdamd the explanation may have its
roots in the debate over Jewish participation & French army. While preparing for
his exam to enter the military corps, Captain Dusyvas awarded the lowest possible
grade even though he had finished amongst thettm@sts in his class. The officer
awarding the grades noted publically that Jews Ishoot be allowed to enter the top
echelons of the arnf{f* It might be that the origins of thehefs decision to award
Ravouna a zero can be located in a longstandingvatebce towards Jews that was
not uncommon in French military circles. Magtefsin the Chantiers de la Jeunesse
were former military men, whose careers had bespenuwded owing to the provisions
set out in the Armistice. While a large numberchéfsdid not seek to discriminate
against Jews, this was far from the case for altheim, with many holding fixed
beliefs on whom France’s enemies were. Speakind946 about the military
background of his former colleagues, Lucien Blgveernon-Jewistthefin Gt, 4,

Cormatin (Saone-et-Loire) reported:

88 USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Marcel Dawthrch 1997 and Interview with Henri
Ravouna, 15 June 2009.

89 UscC Shoah Foundation Interview with Marcel Dawthrch 1997.

80 |nterview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009.

81 Harris, The Man on Devil’s Island. 63
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lls avaient I'état d’esprit de ces milieux: tendareu cléricalisme, hostilité
profonde a la démocratie, haine de la classe aeviiea tendance moyenne se
situait entre le PSF et I'’Action Francgaise. lls applaudi au programme de la
Révolution Nationale; dissolution des organisatipaditiques et syndicales
démocratiques, suppression du parlement et desienges élus, exclusion
des juifs des fonctions publiques et de certaicésigés privée$®?

As Blavier indicated, this form of discriminatiorought the removal of Jewish

influence from the army and consequently from ther@iers de la Jeunesse. Jews

could serve alongside their peers, but the poggilof promotion, which would mean

exerting control over Frenchmen, was unthinkable.

However, somehefswho did not hide their anti-Semitic prejudices pigol a more
conciliatory position with Jewish youth under therders. Edgard Weill was
secretary to Chef Montesquieu at Gt 39, Montmar@llter), and was present when
Montesquieu learned of the passing of the ftttut des JuifsAccording to Weill,
Montesquieu became instantly overjoyed at the rf&v&inable to conceal his
disdain, Weill recalled reproaching Montesquieu lia reaction and claimed that, as
a descendant of the great political thinker, Cheinksquieu was unworthy to carry
his nameé® However, Montesquieu’'s reaction to his secretapynmlicates our
understanding of Vichy anti-Semitism. Weill recdllél m’a dit simplement que moi
jéchappais a cette regle et que moi jétais un pasgticulier, comme chaque
antisémite avait son juif, jétais le si8f. The Jewish Question was not
straightforward. Montesquieu’s personal ambivalenltgstrates the spectrum of
cultural attitudes towards the Jewish problem ambMichy officials. In Germany,

the Nazis had recognised that some officials mgytdrprotect one ‘good Jew’. To

82 AN 3W 204, Statement of Lucien Blavier before Haute Cour de Justice for the appearance of
General de la Porte du Theil, 21 January 1946.
83 sC Shoah Foundation Interview with Rabbi Edgareil\WJanuary 1997.
864 [|a;
Ibid.
8% |bid.
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curb this tendency, propaganda was initiated byrilen to dispel that such a notion
could even exist®® These measures were never introduced under Victiyatil the
Liberation, a number of leading Vichy figures coned to have relations with their

‘bon juif’. 37

The ideological reasoning for this mode of thinkimgs unambiguously described in
a letter from thechef départemental for the Puy-de-Déme to Jean Natteently
expelled from ADAC in July 1942. Netter had beemaat of the Chantier’s first
contingent. After his release in February 1941, nh&intained relations with the
Chantiers as an Eléhefin Clermont-Ferrand where, having not yet beeacéd by
the numerus clausus, he was able to pursue a rhetdigeee’®® Although Netter’s
patriotic spirit was hailed as having been genume&chefsuggested that Netter was

only an exception to the rule:

Précisément parce que vous étes Francais et queRIENSEZ Francais, il
vous sera plus facile de reconnaitre en toute DbijEc que tous vos
compatriotes ne professaient pas et ne professsnémqcore les mémes bons
sentiments a I'égard de notre patrie commune [..Jtdis, quelque soient
leur race ou leur religion, les Francais de cceuf'e&tprit ne se sentent pas
atteints par ces mesures s’ils voient avant tontéfét de la seule France, et
sauront continuer a faire leur devir.

8% R. Breitman, ‘Himmler and the Terrible Secret’ argahe Executioners’, iflournal of
Contemporary HistoryVol, 26, 3-4, (1991), p. 445. Zygmunt Bauman theated in greater depth

how anti-Semites negotiated the difference betvikergood ‘Jew next door’ and the abstract
stereotype of the Jew. See Z. Baunidagdernity and the Holocaug¢€Cambridge, 1989), pp. 184-188.
87 Cohen,Persécutions et Sauvetages 305. Some examples include: Georges Laminahd,

liberated his friend Samuel Brull from Drancy intGer 1942, see AN 3W 203, Georges Lamirand’s
appearance before the Haute Cour de Justice. Gdtaseot, Vichy Minister for Sport, remained a
friend of Raymond-Raoul Lambert and the men coetihio dine openly at Vichy until Lambert’s
deportation in November 1943, see Lambiary of a Witnessp. 141. Even Xavier Vallat saw the
possibility for the ‘bon juif'. Vallat continued tdine with his Jewish friend Marie Halphen-Treves
while Commissioner for Jewish Affairs and Vallaiswish friend Hubert Walch spoke in his favour at
his appearance before the Haute Cour de Justiedabg Xavier Vallat p. 92, AML Fond Vallat,

letters from H Walch to Xavier Vallat.

88yV, 0.89 107, Biography of Jean Netter.

89vYV, 0.89 107, Letter from the Chef DépartemenfaADAC in the Puy-de-D6éme to Jean Netter, 11
August 1942,
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Interactions on the ground reveal the ideologic@rap that existed whenchefwas
confronted with a Jewish participant. Thesefsremained resolute that Jews were
generally a destructive force in society whoseuierfice needed to be reduced.
Nevertheless, their brand of anti-Semitism madenalhces for the certain Jews with
whom they came into contact, who was a real peswhnot just a propagandistic
image and who could demonstrate a willingness totrdmte to the National

Community.

Jewish youth in the Chantiers suffered from thesalthey received from their peers,
which was often coloured with anti-Semitic stergety. Pierre-Emile Meyer entered
Gt 12, Vizille (Isére) in September 1941 and remerstihe anti-Semitic taunts that
he met there, ‘je dois dire que malgré mon age gepleuré toute la nuit, on m’'a
dégradé comme juif’® Many Jews chose not to become the passive viaifntiseir
tormentors. Some employed means with which to awad combat anti-Semitic
incidents. In Théo Klein's Chantier at Gt 35, Latuiere (Tarn), youths could
occasionally go to the local town to buy food anghmettes. Klein recalls that some
youths sought to make a small profit from theseuesions, buying a number of items
that they would then sell to other youths at ameéased raté’* Klein recalled hearing
mild jibes directed at these profiteers, ‘le salaled juif, il nous a eu®’? Klein
explained that when it was his turn to visit themo he purchased the greatest number
of goods possible and sold them back to the yoaththe same price that he had
paid®”® Following the initial surprise of his comradeseld recalls reminding them

of the way that they had chastised other men,ngatlhiem ‘juifs’ for having made a

870 ysC Shoah Foundation Interview with Pierre-Emilarieuil (formerly Meyer), July 1995.
87 Interview with Théo Klein, 10 March 2009.
872 ||hi
Ibid.
873 bid.
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profit, even when they were not Jews, while heaa¥w, had not sought to take
advantagé&’ Klein is quite certain that he received only pesitreactions to his

actions.

Other examples reveal a choice made by some Jgwaigh to create and promote an
alternative representation of Jews, and in so doittg combat anti-Semitic
stereotypes. Henri Ravouna recalled the anti-Semitacks that were inflicted on his
friend Dreyfus®’® According to Ravouna, Dreyfus, the son of a rabHiyon, was a
literature teacher who found the physical labowr ddficult to master and who soon

became a victim of anti-Semitic jibes from the otheuths.

Chaque fois les jeunes se moquaient de lui, ethlets aussi. C’est parce gu'il

était juif surtout [lls ont dit que] C’était norma@u’il ne voulait [sic] pas

travailler, qu'il ne sache pas travailler, puisibétait juif.2”®
Daniel Samuel also witnessed anti-Semitic abuseaiticular towards a young man
named Blum, who was unaccustomed to physical lafmuwhom the experience
‘était vraiment un cauchemdt’! Like Théo Klein, Ravouna and Samuel were not
submissive to these anti-Semitic outpourings arttl bwen’s proactive reactions were
identical. Ravouna claimed ‘moi, je travaillais defois plus que les autres en tant
que juif. [...] moi, je voulais faire voir que jégcomme tout le mond&’® While for
Samuel, ‘J’avais a cceur de faire mieux que leeayparce qu'’ils savaient que j'étais

juif. ®"° Ravouna and Samuel reacted as proud Jews toiti@dents, which should

not be confused with personal survival strategi@embating anti-Semitism and

74 |bid.

875 Interview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 20009.

87% |bid.

877USC Shoah Foundation Interview with Daniel Gautkiiermerly Samuel), October 1996.
878 Interview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009.

879 UsC Shoah Foundation Interview with Daniel Gautkiiermerly Samuel), October 1996.
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showing that there was no contradiction to beingnEn and Jewish was central to
Ravouna’s identity. He had spent much of the 1&80% actively involved with the
LICA in Lyon.?®° These examples demonstrate that there were thosegst the
French Jewish youth who refused to shy away fromfroating anti-Semitism in
whatever expression it took. Some youth soughbtdront it and made use of their
personal attributes and experiences to dispeltdredypical image of the Jew and to
replace it with one that was indistinguishable frather Frenchmen of their

generation.

When it appeared, anti-Semitism constituted onmafy unfamiliar experiences that
Jewish youth encountered in the Chantiers de lae¥se and they responded to it in a
variety of ways. Some succumbed to the taunts wbileers reacted vigorously,
intending to counter the prejudices of their peki®wvever, and as elsewhere in Vichy
France, hostile attitudes towards the Jews alseediazonsiderably. While some
youths merely projected the propagandistic imaggeflew on to their comrades in
the Chantier, others, while still remaining broadlyposed to Jews, were able to
distinguish between Jews in the Chantiers and Jewse images they might have

encountered elsewhere.

*kk

In the Chantiers de la Jeunesse, Jews were notbpgsezh from fulfilling their

religious obligations. Moreover, exceptions wererewmade for the youth to observe

80 The LICA was the Ligue Internationale Contre I'Asdmitisme. In 1979 it became the LICRA
(Ligue Internationale Contre le Racisme et I’Antistisme). For most of the post-war period, Henri
Ravouna was the president of the LICA/LICRA for Riedne-Alpes region. He organised the visit of
Martin Luther King Jr. to Lyon in 1965.
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the Jewish festivals which fell during their periofiservice. The experience of the
Chantiers acts as a useful prism through whichskess Vichy's attitude towards
religious worship and reinforces the argument tha¢ racial laws were not

implemented evenly.

The relationship between the Chantiers and Jevebtjiious worship did not have a
smooth beginning. At the general assembly of Frddabbis that took place in Lyon
in September 1940, the religious education of Jew@uth was made a priority and
measures were immediately enacted to ensure thatraof Jewish life would be
available to youths in the Chantiéf$.0On 18 November 1940 the Grand Rabbi of
France, Isaie Schwartz, wrote to De la Porte dul Bxplaining that it was urgent for
the latter to nominate a Jewish chaplain for thar@iers de la Jeunes®é.Chaplains

in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse had different nsgpbties to army chaplains. With
the task of rebuilding France it was vital for ReRorte du Theil that the chaplain’s
role extended beyond offering religious guidancer&lguidance based on the tenets
of the New France, became a core feature of thelainés tasks and upon their
appointment, chaplains automatically took on ance@ff position by becoming
assistants to thehefsof the groupemenf$?® De la Porte du Theil refused Rabbi
Schwartz’s request, claiming that such a positibresponsibility had been outlawed

to Jews in the firsBtatut des Juif®* However, in a second attempt, Rabbi Schwartz

8lyv, 0.9 118, The continuation of religious teaahis mentioned in a circular from the Grand
Rabbin of France Isaie Schwartz to an unknown rabtie non-Occupied Zone, Vichy, 12 November
1940.

82yV, 0.9 118. Letter from the Grand Rabbin of Fraufsaie Schwartz to De la Porte du Theil, 18
November 1940.

83 AN, AJ39 15, Circular from De la Porte du Theiltarch 1941.

84yV, 0.9 118, Porte du Theil to Rabbi Schwartz £8&mber, 1940. Nevertheless, the fBatut des
Juifsmade no reference to tiidantiers de la Jeunesse to any other movements for national renewal
and in this instant Porte du Theil was not quoting specific legislation. He merely interpretediéiet

2 of the firstStatut des Juifthat had banned Jews from teaching in public éstabents. See Loi
portant statut des juifs du 3 octobre 1940, JOd8lwe 1940, p.5323.
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modified his initial request and asked whether tvglct appoint a Jewish chaplain for
the Chantiers who would remain outside the offibiararchy of the institutioff> De

la Porte du Theil granted Schwartz’s reqii&&Samy Klein, a twenty-five year old
rabbi, responsible since August 1940 for all of féels youth, was appointed
unofficial Jewish chaplain to the Chantiers de &unkss&®’ In obtaining this
position, Rabbi Schwartz was shown that bargainsidcdbe made with certain
ministries of the new regime and was given to belighat even though the anti-
Jewish legislation was dangerous and wide-randhege remained in practice some

scope for adaptation and manoeuvre.

For the leadership at Chatel-Guyon, religion wagspssged to play a central role in the
daily lives of youth in the Chantiers. Attendanteedigious services on Sundays was
encouraged and chaplains had columns in their groept's weekly newslett&®
Although statistics do not exist for 1941, figufesm the beginning of 1942 reveal
that there was a combined total of 163 Catholic Bmatestant chaplains across the
Chantiers de la Jeune$§& While not all of the Chantiers had a Protestartptdin,
provisions were put in place for Protestants te@irerreligious guidance on an ad-hoc

890
S

basis:®" The Jewish youth were permitted only one unofficlaaplain, Rabbi Samy

Klein, who was alone in providing spiritual guidentm Jews in the Chantiers de la

85YV, 0.9 118 Letter from the Grand Rabbin of Fratsaie Schwartz to De la Porte du Theil, 20
December 1940.

89 bid., and YV, 0.9 118, Letter from De la Porte Theil to Grand Rabbin of France Isaie Schwartz,
3 January 1941.

87YV, 0.9 118, Letter from De la Porte du Theil tea®d Rabbin of France Isaie Schwartz, 3 January
1941. Born in 1915, Klein was active in the Yeclour and entered rabbinical school in Paris in 1934.
In 1936-37 he studied at the Telsch yeshiva ihudhia and was ordained as a rabbi in 1939.
Following the armistice, Klein immediately joinduetEIF’'s executive committee and in September
1940 Rabbi Schwartz appointed him as the Consissoafficial Aumonier de la Jeunesse.

88BN, FOL-JO-3962Chantiers 35In Gt, 35's newsletter, the chaplain’s messagays$ appeared on
the second page.

89 JO 12 March 1942, Loi no 347 du 21 février 194atiee a I'organisation du Commissariat Général
des Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

890 AN, AJ39 18, Note from Porte du Theil to Bonna2@,April 1942.
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Jeunesse. From the start, Klein was concerned dbeuobgistical impracticalities of
his mission and let this be known to Rabbi Kaplatha Consistoiré* Nevertheless,
Klein proved himself dedicated to the task. Thraughl941 and 1942 and alongside
his responsibilities for the EIF and the rest ofvidé youth in France, Klein made
regular visits to Jewish youth in Chantiers acrthgs non-Occupied Zone. In late
April 1941, the rabbi made visits to all the Chargiin the Var (Gts 15, 16 and 17),
and in late May he visited those in the Auvergnes(®, 21 and 222 In June and
July 1941 he visited the majority of the Chantiershe Alpes-Jura (Gts, 7, 8, 9, 10,

11 and 12§22

|gure 23. Rabbi Samy Klein

Despite being an almost entirely Catholic orgamsatthe Chantiers made public
their desire to show respect for other religionsitvf in March 1941 in th&ulletin

Périodique Officiel[BPO], the Chantier de la Jeunesse’s weekly ndtesjeDe la

891 AlU, CC 42, Letter from Samy Klein to Rabbi Jad¢éplan, Vichy, 5 February 1941.
892 AlU, CC 39, Report of rabbinical activities, Ratdiein to René Guastalla, Vichy, 12 June 1941.
893 AlU, CC 42, Letter from Samy Klein to Rabbi Kapjafichy, 6 June 1941.
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Porte du Theil explained that for those who warttegractise their religion, ‘la plus
grande liberté doit étre laissée & toliéThese claims were repeated dhefsin the

localities:

On a voulu aux Chantiers de la Jeunesse que chpuaigse conduire
librement, sans se cacher, sa vie religieuse, go’iit toutes les facilités, que
tous respectent ses convictions, mais qu'il regpégalement celles des autres
avec le méme scrupuf&
Although such proclamations were expressed in Jiir@re is a need to consider the
extent to which these sentiments were applied afitye The evidence suggests that
Jews were encouraged to fulfil their religious ghtions. The leadership of the
Chantiers facilitated Klein’s visits to Jewish ybuin Chantiers across the non-
Occupied Zone. In January 194dhefs from every groupement were alerted to
Klein's role and were ordered to provide whateailities Klein should require in
order for him to carry out his missi8if. Klein’s reports from this time show that the
chefsin the Chantiers took heed of such instructiorg lant him their assistance. He

wrote that ‘partout, les Chefs a tous les échetorisa cceur de me faciliter la tache et

se montrent d’'une amabilité des plus sympathigiiés'.

11 April 1941 marked the start of Passover andgmtssan excellent opportunity to
test how far the Chantiers tolerated Jewish youbb'servance of this festival. In the
weeks before Passover, the Consistoire Centralevioothe SGJ attempting to obtain

eight days leave for Jewish youth in the Chantigos fulfil their religious

894 AN, AJ39 54, BPO # 26, 13 February 1941, ArtialeGhaplains by Porte du Theil, 1 March 1941,
p. 2.

89BN, FOL-JO-3804Au cceur des Chantiedsluméro Spéciale, January 1942,

89%yV, 0.9 118, Mourey to Rabbi Schwartz, 3 Janud1l

897 AlU, CC 39, Report of rabbinical activities, Ratdiein to René Guastalla, Vichy, 12 June 1941.
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requirement§?® Although leave was possible on occasion, suctbasvéddings or
funerals, it could not be taken during the firstufomonths that followed
incorporationt® Because the second contingent of the Chantierohigcbeen called
up at the end of March 1941, the Consistoire Césatreequest was denied.
Nevertheless, this should not suggest that Jews urmble to practise Passover from
inside the Chantiers. The Consistoire Central neplothat facilities were put in place
across the Chantiers de la Jeunesse that enabl@dhJgouth to observe the
festival?® A note appeared in the BPO of 10 April 1941 withailed instructions to

thechefson how to acquire the Matza, a replacement foadbmehich is the festival’s

main religious symbol, for their youths:

Il sera porté & la connaissance des Jeunes isgaéldés Chantiers que les
demandes de pain Azime doivent étre adresséesand Gabbinat de France:
77, rue de Vingré, Vichy*
Jean Moyse’s recollections of obtaining Matza frbm chefsat Gt 1 (Troncais)
indicate that this procedure was carried out effebt.’®? The significance of the
chefs’ role in this process is important to illasé that, for a brief moment under the
Occupation,chefswere simultaneously responsible for the revitéilisa of French
youth and for ensuring that Jewish youth had tloes&ary provisions to observe their

religious holiday. Further, it reveals that mashefswere, possibly for the first time,

made aware of the presence of Jewish youth witter tontingents.

8% AlU, CC 39, Rapport de la Commission Centrale, duie 1941.

89 AN, AJ39 64, Note on permissions exceptionneBedyly 1941.

90 A|U, CC39, Rapport de la Commission Centrale présees 4 et 5 Juin 1941.

91 AN, AJ39 54, BPO # 34, 10 April 1941, p. 10.

92 jean Moyse quoted in Huan, et al. (edse} Chantiers de la Jeunesse 19444, p. n. 48.
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In the days that followed, Samy Klein sent lettersll the Jews in the Chantiers — he
estimated that there were 400 across the non-Cedupone — which were also
distributed to Jewish youth by their samieefsde groupes®® The absence of the
traditional Passover themes of slavery and libenais noticeable in Klein's message
in which he made explicit references to the placéesvish youth under Vichy. Klein
hailed some of the main tenets of the New Ordershmived them to be in line with
Judaism’s central teachings. Above all, Klein dssed idleness amongst Jewish
youth. He employed the same arguments used bylkhduging the 1930s, which had
spoken of the need to radically alter ‘la pyransdeiologique des Juifs’ by returning
youth to the land and to manual trades. Klein witbeg these constituted the true
vocations of Jewish youth and he specified thay tteould be fulfilled on French

soil. Describing the work undertaken by Jewish fiantthe Chantiers, Klein wrote:

Il sait qu’en défrichant la terre, il embellit leomde de Dieu, collabore a une
ceuvre nationale et mene une existence vigoureusdgprone a la jeune
robustesse de son corps [...] Pour toi qui es dan€hantier de Jeunesse,
cette Féte sera une réalité concrete, parce qaaés effectivement a cette
rénovation’>*
Klein was not the only rabbi who used the Chantikrda Jeunesse to illustrate links
between the main tenets of the National Revolutioth Jewish teachings. As part of a
seminar series on les grandes religions, the GRaiobi of Lyon Rabbi Bernard
Schonberg was invited to Gt 7, Rumilly (Haute Sayan 21 July 1941, to give a

presentation to it€hefson Judaism. Schonberg had always been preocciyyied

youth. In Lyon, he had organised a series of wargshand study sessions and had

93 AlU, CC 39, Report of rabbinical activities, Ratdiein to René Guastalla, Vichy, 12 June 1941.
94 AlU, CC 42, Letter from Samy Klein to youths unidding a service in the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse, 3 April 1941.
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even formed a youth movement, Le L#8n.Rabbi Schénberg was not invited to
Rumilly on a whim, for he had received an invitatiover six weeks in advance.
Much preparation went into these invitations, whicad to be approved by a
committee of chefs®® There was thus ample opportunity to withdraw Rabbi
Schonberg’s invitation after a reconsiderationhaf subject matter. Rabbi Schénberg
was only too aware of the importance and raritgwth an invitation, observing that
‘le fait qu’un rabbin soit invité a parler du judaie dans un chantier de la jeunesse est
particulierement significatif de I'esprit qui y nég.*°’ This esprit that Schénberg
signalled was not in his view hostile to Jews adudaism. From Schénberg’s letter to
Rabbi Schwartz, written over a month before hist,vi8chénberg already seemed to
hold a particular view of the Chantiers de la Jegaeas a politically neutral
organisation, which was not averse to Jewish ppation. The fortychefstaking part

in this seminar were not expected to be a passideeace. Rabbi Schonberg was

asked to send a plan of his seminar, in orderttiethefscould study the subject in

advance®®

Following the seminar, Rabbi Schonberg sent a page report to the Grand Rabbin
Schwartz outlining in precise detail his day at RlymFor Schonberg, the visit could
not have gone better. As with Samy Klein’s repo8shdnberg’s summary made
constant references to the hospitability shown ito hy the entire Chantier. He
described a convivial atmosphere and highlightexd réspect shown to him by the
chefsand by the Protestant and Catholic chaplains. i@mrg spoke for one hour on

four main points. First, he explained how, jusira€hristianity, Judaism was a way

95 AlU CC 35, Letter from Mme Schénberg to M. Mannet dated in which she explains her
husband'’s rabbinical activities in Lyon from 193&ilhis deportation.

9% AN, AJ39 115, Monthly Report from Gt 7, May 1941.

%7 AlU CC 35, Monthly report from Rabbi Schénbergdoand Rabbin Schwartz 10 June 1941.
98 AJU CC 35, Letter from Chef Rebiquet to Rabbi Sthérg 16 June 1941.
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of conducting one’s life. In a second part, Schaglmitlined the Jews’ relationship
with God, while a third section focused on the apimf a chosen people and Jewish
universalism. Finally, the Rabbi spoke about Jevdsfiering. Schonberg reported
that thechefshad paid great attention throughout the seminaighwwas followed by

a question and answer session for forty-five miswutBy asking questions on
assimilated Jews and Zionism, ttleefssought to clarify their own preconceptions of
Judaism. According to Schonberg, severaéfswere profoundly surprised by the
seminar, finding what they had heard entirely umexed®®® Schonberg noted that
Chef Verluca from Gt, 8 Chatelard-en-Bauges (Sgyaias so impressed that he
invited him to deliver ‘plusieurs conférences’ @ KChantier’*° Chef Verluca asked
the rabbi whether he might be able to give a cemiee which related to the National
Revolution. Schoénberg replied as follows, setting lvow the Jewish religion and the

Jewish people have a role to play in the New Order:

Voyons, Révolution Nationale... la Famille ? Oui, Jrdaisme repose
essentiellement sur la famille et le Culte desugedomestiques. — Le travail ?
Le Judaisme a toujours honoré le travail, nos ees&taient des agriculteurs
et les docteurs du Talmud étaient des artisanspoderai vous faire un
développement sur le travail. Enfin pour la pati@ns tous les pays du
monde, les juifs ont donnés des preuves éclataletdsur attachement a leur
patrie respective, ce qui est une chose naturefieesque biologiqug'!

In linking the principal foundations of Judaism hvithe main tenets dPétainism
Schonberg sought to dispel the negative percepifon Jew as an inassimilable
outsider. He explained that, on the contrary, tleerginued to be a place for Jews to

coexist with Christians within the French Natio@ammunity. To conclude the day’s

session, the Catholic chaplain thanked Rabbi Sdavgnfor his ‘objective’ seminar

99 AJU CC35 Report from Rabbi Schénberg to Grand RalSizhwartz, 1 August 1941
919 hid.
1 bid.
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and told the group that he would like to invite tRabbi back on another occasion

after the group had spent some time studying theah?

Unlike Jewish youth in the Chantiers, the additlmeaponsibilities in the daily lives
of Rabbis Klein and Schonberg ensured that theyewera privileged position to
consider the overlap in Vichy policy-making. Betwabe summer of 1940 and July
1941, the rabbis constantly interacted with Fredhelws who, having hitherto worked
in the civic and liberal professions, had becomergmalised by the regime.
Nevertheless, Vichy had not yet begun legislatiggiest Jews in the manual trades
and it was not clear at that point that this waarets intention. Klein and Schénberg
saw that Jews were not discriminated against facting their religion and that they
were permitted, and indeed even encouraged, topgakein schemes that promoted
the physical reconstruction of the nation. Of ceummnost aspects of the New Order
were considered entirely abhorrent by Klein anddablerg, both of whom were
eventually to die at the hands of the regitiieNevertheless, rather than to dwell on
aspects of everyday life which had been closeaves,Jthe rabbis concentrated their
energies on navigating a new relationship withrédggme. To this end, they promoted
the paths that remained open for French Jewry aad the model of the Chantiers to
put forward a viable form of coexistence with VicHein’s letter to the youth at
Passover suggested that work in the Chantiers etaming Jews to Judaism and this
line was taken even further by Schonberg’'s expiuston of the National Revolution
with the main tenets of Judaism. Both examplesdsatteir intention to aid the image
of French Jewry by showing that Jews had a roleplay within the National

Community.

912 [ai

Ibid.
3 Klein was executed for resistance activities ity 11944 and Schonberg was deported to Auschwitz
on convoy 62.
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The provisions put in place for Jewish youth toestse Passover coupled with the
invitation of Rabbi Schénberg to Gt 7 reveals thad great extent, the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse mirrored Vichy's overall handling of tlesvidh Question. Although the
regime sought to marginalise Jewish influence,idt mbt seek to impinge on their
religious worship. Nevertheless, the essence ofSthéut des Juifsvhich defined a
Jew both racially and religiously was not alwaysdmalear to those in charge of
policy implementation and situations often arosevinch decisions produced in the

Chantiers ran counter to Vichy law.

In September 1941, in preparation f@osh Hashanaland Yom Kippouy Rabbi
Kaplan wrote to De la Porte du Theil to seek dispénons from work for Jewish
youth for these festivaf8? In his cordial reply to Rabbi Kaplan, De la Pode
Theil’'s deputy, Colonel Mourey, largely consentedl aeiterated the religious ethos

of the Chantiers:

Comme quicongque dans les Chantiers de la Jeurlessésraélites peuvent
observer les pratiques de leur religion. Je farméo des instructions pour que
toutes les facilités possibles soient données auaélites pratiqguants a
I'occasion des solennités dont vous m'avez fait. Jar
Despite this seemingly pleasant and professiom@dy,r@an important problem arises
through the use of Mourey’s worgratiquants’, an expression that had not been

employed in Kaplan's original lettét® Reading Mourey’s handwritten comments on

the margins of Kaplan's letter explains why he opbrtially granted the rabbi’'s

914 AN, AJ39 15, Letter from Rabbi Kaplan to De la feadu Theil, Vichy, 15 September 1941.
915 AN, AJ39 11, Letter from Mourey to Rabbi Kaplarhatel-Guyon, 22 September 1941.
918 AN, AJ39 15, Letter from Rabbi Kaplan to De la feadu Theil, Vichy, 15 September 1941
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request. He wrote, ‘oui pour ceux qui sont vraiméufs pratiquants, mais attention

aux carottiers®’

With the word Juif not appearing in any of the @l correspondence between the
Rabbis and the Chantiers, it is not only the waywimch Mourey usesluif and
Israélite interchangeably that is of particular interesthis analysis. Mourey revealed
that his priority was above all to ensure the dgdemning of the Chantiers. As in the
military, there was no question that youths shdaddallowed to take impromptu days
off without exceptional cause. Through employingtsuogic, Mourey decided
against granting exceptions for non-practising Jewsbserve these festivals which
he believed would represent only an excuse fortmdail days’ leave. However, and
as curious as it may seem, Mourey’s decision npetmit all Jews a period of leave,
was in direct contradiction with the seco8thtut des JuifsAs it is known, Xavier
Vallat had enormous problems with defining a Jewoading to racial criteria that
had been outlined in the first Staut des Juifs. pfiscipal motivation behind the
SecondStatut des Juifsvas to adjust the definition to include religioosteria.
Categorising Jews as a race was extremely difftoufirove and provided too many
loopholes, as Vallat explained in a letter to RetaiMay 1941, ‘il n’y a pas de critere
juridique de la race’® The secondtatut des Juifsnade it easier to determine who
was a Jew. One was Jewish if one had three gramaisavho belonged to the Jewish

religion®* Therefore, by adding the religious dimension sdefinition of a Jew,

Vichy did not allow for some Jews to be more osl@swish than others. While one

%17 AN, AJ39 15, Mourey’s handwriting at the bottomtié letter from Rabbi Kaplan to Porte du
Theil, Vichy, 15 September 1941

918 AML, fonds Vallat, 21ii-42, Report from Vallat ®étain on the modification of ti&atuts des
Juifs 25 May 1941, quoted in JoBfavier Vallat p. 221. For more on this, see Weisb&fighy Law
pp. 41-42.

1930, Loi du 2 juin remplacant la loi du 3 octobBel@ portant statut des juifs, 14 juin 1941, pp.
2475-2476.
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could distinguish amongst Jews based on their maity there was no room for
differentiation amongst their religious practicéslaw that was related to Jews could
not make religious distinctions amongst them; &g had to be subject to it.
Bizarrely, Vichy logic was such that in theory aeast, all Jews were practicing Jews.
Mourey was not ignorant of the seco8thtut des Juifsas he had personally sent a
copy of it to each Groupement on 25 June 182 His refusal to apply his decision
evenly reveals Vichy's complete failure to make poemendible its anti-Semitic
legislation, even to those in positions to implemgénThe central purpose of the
SecondStatut des Juifsescaped Mourey completely, as he prioritised alegyry

practical concerns over paltry elements of themegs anti-Semitism.

René Klein's letters to his family at this time \w&rto demonstrate how Mourey’s
decision affected Jews in reality. In September1]19dlein described a meeting
between all the Jews in his group andhaf where a note that had appeared in the
groupement’s weekly bulletin was read out that géewish youth exceptional leave
for Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippt.Klein offered no indication that these days
were only awarded to practising Jews. It is paldidy striking that René Klein first
mentioned the exceptions for Jewish youth on 14te®eiper 1941, a week before
Mourey had even written to the Commissaires Réginnalerting them to the leave
that was to be given to Jewish yodth.Klein’s letter reveals that a decision, granting
dispensation for Jewish youth, was made internaligt 1 and was thus independent

of any directives given by Mourey or from above.isTliexample is important in

90 AN, AJ39 69, Copy of the secodatut des Juifsent by Mourey to all thEommissariats
Régionauxand theGroupementsf the CJ, 25 June 1941.

921 René Klein’s archives, letter to his parents aisdstster dated 14 September 1941. A similar point
is made in a letter to his grandparents and hig ddrSeptember 1941.

922 |pid., and AN, AJ39 11, Mourey’s note to the Corasaiires Régionaux giving practicing Jews
special leave for the holidays, 22 September 1941.
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illuminating how chefs at the local level had powers to grant exceptiomghe
Chantiers’ rigid definitions of special leave. Mameportantly for this study, it shows
that the message of religious tolerance, espousttkory at least by the Chantiers de

la Jeunessavas implemented locally in Gt 1.

*kk

During their periods of service, Jewish youth mgpated in the daily life of the
Chantier on the same terms as other youths. Likeothkr youths called up to
undertake a spell, Jewish youth marched in the samie, sang the same songs and
played the same jokes on new recruits. FurthersJsamplained about the food,
dreamt of their next period of leave and paid ditttention to the ideological
outpourings to which they were exposed. In thishtligthe familiar story of
omnipresent Jewish victimisation appears perplexiRather, Jewish youth’s
experiences in the Chantiers have illustrated reovedme Jews were given reason to
believe that they had entered into a new, unclgationship with the New Order, one
which it was up to them to test and navigate. Nalyirsuch an assertion should not
imply the complete absence of anti-Semitism in Mieantiers de la Jeunesse.
However, anti-Semitism did not dominate the expegeof Jews in the Chantiers.
Although laws existed preventing Jews from posgiohresponsibility, this study has

shown how in reality they were only implementedaonad hoc basis.

At least in some localities, the anti-Semitic |éafion entered the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse as a complication to its agenda rathemthanitiative. A study of the work
undertaken by Jews in the Chantiers acts as ahtalumicrocosm in revealing the

tensions that existed between two central tenetheofNew Order; its anti-Semitism
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and its calls for regeneration. The regime’s aetnBic drives should eliminate
Jewish influence at all costs, while its policy fenewal and rebirth should ensure
that the most efficient people remain in the joltsolr would allow for this to come to
fruition. The Chantiers show the difficulties otomciling these two objectives.

The successful running of the Chantiers by thosst moalified was a greater priority
across the Chantiers than the implementation ofeégene’s anti-Semitism. Despite
the legislation, Jews were not removed from exergisesponsibilities and even after
the aryanisation measures were passed, the Clzaotietinued to purchase its paper
from a Jewish supplié”® As with so many Vichy schemes, practicality far

outweighed ideological dogma and the Chantieradelnesse proved no exception.

93 AN, AJ38 1089, Letter from the CGQJ’s delegatdlintpellier to Lécussan, regional delegate of
the CGQJ in Toulouse, 30 December 1941. In Decethét, the Chantiers in the Languedoc was
still purchasing its paper from a Jewish printer,BAémieux, in Clermont-I'Hérault (Hérault). This
was technically prohibited owing to a law of 22yJiB41 that had banned Jews from owning
businesses and properties. These were to be glateel temporary control of an administeur
provisoire, who was responsible for finding a nemner. However, in December 1941, M. Crémieux’s
industry had not been placed under the controhafdministrateur provisoire, and it continued to
function. The need for the Chantiers’ bureaucnatichine to function during a period of paper
shortages was of greater importance than Vichytis@amitic drive.
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Chapter 6. The Chantiers de la Jeunesse, Stations $anctuary ?

The rescue and shelter of Jews by the Chantiela #isunesse has until now been the
only lens through which to consider the relatiopghetween this Vichy organisation
and Jewish youth. Arguably, this interpretatiomserom recent developments that
reflect broader historiographical changes. For mgesrs, and despite the existence
of two historical interpretations of the resistamaivity of the movement, Jews did
not feature in any study of the Chantiers de lsmdss€?* However, in recent years,
historians of the Occupation have paid greatenatte to the role of the non-Jewish
rescuer. This new focus has not gone unnoticedhbget in charge of writing the
official history of the Chantiers, who for the tirsme have brought Jews into the
history of the movement by depicting the leaderstsighe protectors of Jews, and the

camps themselves as providing stations of sanctoahjidden Jews.

The Association Nationale des Anciens Chantierfadkunesse and in particular its
president, Honoré Lemaire, forcefully deny thati-&&mitism ever existed in the

organisation?® According to Lemaire, any anti-Semitism that peated the

924 There have traditionally existed two schools @futhht over the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. A first
believes that through top down decisions, the Gaentvere a secret army that consistently resisted
Occupier. See notably Huan, et al. (edse Chantiers de la Jeunesse 1940-18dd L. Battutle
Groupement 22 des Chantiers de la Jeunesse-194d (Parcay-sur-Vienne, 2007). Laurent Battut is
the official historian to the Association MémoiresdChantiers de la Jeunesse, a group largely npade u
of the children of former officers in the Chantiargd is thus naturally sympathetic to this vergbn
history. A second school of thought entirely disseisthe notion that the Chantiers were a secrgt. arm
Further, they see any acts of resistance as getingrfaom the bottom up. See R. Josse, ‘Les Chemtie
de la JeunesseRevue d'Histoire de la Deuxieme Guerre mondiate56, October (1964); R.O.
PaxtonVichy France: Old Guard and New Order, 194@44(London, 1972), p. 164; C. Pécolgs
Chantiers de la Jeunesse et la revitalisation pduysiet morale de la jeunesse francgdk@40-1944)
(Paris, 2007). Amongst the earliest studies ofGhantier, see Delag&randeurs et servitudes des
Chantiers de la Jeunesaad Van-Hecke,es Chantiers de la Jeunesse au secours de la EBranc

925 Interview with Honoré Lemaire, President of thesdaiation Nationale des Anciens Chantiers de la
Jeunesse, 24 September 2009.
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Chantiers was able to do so solely as a resultesf@n demand¥® André Souyris-
Rolland, who consistently cites the somewhat cemtrsial historian Frangois-
Georges Dreyfus, is director of research at thetr€aie recherches historiques du
patrimoine et des anciens combattants des Chardiera Jeunesse (CERPA].
CERPA's influence extends far beyond internal nettsts for its members. On the
contrary, it is now particularly wide-reaching, idndré Souyris-Rolland recently
used as an expert contributor for the ‘Mini-guiddistoire & Collections®?® The
publications of this group and M. Souyris-Rolland@respondence with the author
actively portray the rescue of Jews to have beemanortant policy of the leadership

of the Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

According to the official history of the Chantiers,the period 1940-42, Jews were

treated like any other French citizen in the Chastde la Jeunesse:

Jusqu’a la loi du 15 juillet 1942, les Chantierslaeleunesse ont réussi a ne
pas appliquer les précédentes décisions gouvernaleenfiStatuts des Juifs].
Cette situation équivoque aux yeux d’Abel Bonnatdyenu en avril 1942
ministre de I'Education nationale et collaborateotoire — il créé 2 chaires
sur I'antisémitisme a la Sorbonne — I'améne a fanendre une loi spécifique
aux Chantier§®

General de la Porte du Theil, the founder of thar@iers de la Jeunesse and the hero
of CERPA, has been portrayed as helpless in theeddé\bel Bonnard, who it claims

was the real initiator of the Jewish expulsionanifirly, in the period 1942-44,

928 |pjd.

927 Interview with André Souris-Rolland, 25 Septemp@68.

928 The ‘Mini-guides Histoire & Collections’ is a pojan history textbook aimed at the non-specialist.
Its UK equivalent would be th€or Dummies’collections. See A. Thers, (ed_gs Chantiers de la
JeunesséParis, 2006).

929 Mémoires Des Chantiers, No 30 Juin 2008, p. 8s Tihe has also been adopted by historians of the
Chantiers who have viewed them as a quasi-resstmanisation. Huan, Chantepie and Oheix argue
that the expulsions emanated solely from: ‘Les mesgouvernementales’. See Huan, et al (eldss),
Chantiers de la Jeunesse 194944 p. 47.
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CERPA constructs the relationship between the Gdranand the Jews as founded
entirely on rescue. Based on a statement made g Perte du Theil at his post-war
trial, CERPA argues that the leadership of the @benpromoted a clandestine top-
down policy to hide and protect Jews: ‘[Les] Isit&a8l qui furent préservés de

I'exécution des lois raciales, et maintenus auxnibes tant qu'ils le voulurenf°

The rescue efforts of the Chantiers de la Jeunesge period 1942-44 lie beyond
the scope of the present enquiry. Nevertheless,ithportant to state the absence of
any evidence suggesting that such a policy eveteaxki While a large number of Jews
were hidden in the Chantiers across the localitteappears more likely that their
shelter was a result of local and personal factdngh was entirely disconnected
from instructions coming from above. Matthieu Hdrdater the well-known singer
Francis Lemarque, was friends witlclaefat Gt 18 who facilitated his entry, while
Arthur Choko was fortunate enough to be examinedabyewish doctor when

attempting to incorporate himself under a falsaniity ***

While recognising that, on occasion, the Chantesla Jeunesse did come to the
rescue of Jewish youth in the period 1942-44, theneains a need to consider the
organisation’s official sentiments towards its Jdwparticipants during the earlier
years of the Occupation, when the necessity fortueesvas arguably less pressing.
This will be undertaken for the first time by a tdpwn study that investigates the

relationship between the leadership of the ChanterChatel-Guyon and the Jewish

930 AN 3W 205, Declaration of De la Porte du Theifiont of the Haute Cour de Justice, 14 November
1947. In a letter to the author on 26 June 2008y&&-Rolland noted: ‘On peut dire qu'apres le 15
juillet 1942, les Juifs sont nombreux a se réfudeans les Chantiers ou ils sont protégés par deséasu
identités’.

91 | emarque,ai la mémoire qui chantep. 216—220 and USC Shoah Foundation. Recorded
interview with Arthur Choko.
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guestion, centring on an analysis of De la Portdldeil. Rather than admitting Jews
into the Chantiers on the same terms as other gautieven remaining disinterested
in Jewish participation, it will be argued that @ePorte du Theil was imbued with an
anti-Semitism that did not remain hidden when meato Jewish affairs inside the
organisation. Indeed, anti-Semitic instances in ltdoalities were often linked to a
series of internal mechanisms that were generageBebla Porte du Theil and his
team at Chatel-Guyon. The aim of such an examinasaot merely to tarnish yet
another high-ranking Vichy official. Rather, an ey into the nature and extent of
De la Porte du Theil's anti-Semitism has broadersegquences for our understanding
of anti-Semitic policy-making by adding another dimsion — that of the ‘hesitant
initiator’ — to the spectrum of anti-Semitic atties that existed under Vichy. More
importantly still, and building on the precedenfsMichael Marrus, Robert Paxton
and Laurent Joly, it reveals the complicity of \Waministries other than the CGQJ in

shaping the regime’s anti-Semitic laws.

While Marrus and Paxton have correctly identifie@ 2 Porte du Theil as the
initiator of Vichy’s decision to expel Jews frometiChantiers de la Jeunesse, neither
they nor any other historians since have tracedd&elogical origins of De la Porte
du Theil's proposal®®*? Why did he encourage Vallat to legislate agaihstiews in
the Chantiers de la Jeunesse? As head of the €tsdg la Jeunesse, each piece of
legislation that affected youths completing theempulsory service passed through
the hands of General de la Porte du Theil. Althongher renouncing his admiration

for Petainism and the National Revolution, De lat®du Theil’'s reputation has not

932 Marrus and Paxtoryichy France and the Jews. 127.
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been compromised by historians of the regime. iBhikie to a number of reasons that
stem largely from his post-war trial in which he sveompletely cleared of ever
having collaborating with the enem3? The fact that De la Porte du Theil attempted
to prevent French men from being sent to Germamgo@raged resistance links at the
end of 1943 and was himself taken prisoner by teenfans in January 1944 has
largely shielded his reputation from the scrutimatt has befallen most of his

colleagues in the Vichy government.

To his peers, it is unlikely that De la Porte dweiTh anti-Semitism ever constituted a
defining feature of his character. On the contraty,his post-war trial, the only
reference made to the Jews came in the contekieof $helter in the Chantiers de la
Jeunesse after 194% In his memoirs, De la Porte du Theil explained: the had
personally tried to secure the services of a Jewlsiplain to attend to the needs of
Jewish youth in Chantief8> Further, historian Limore Yagil has argued tha th
Chantiers were completely apolitical and were néfected by the regime’s
discriminatory programme. Yagil has even stated tha Chantiers’ newsletters

intended for the youths were void of any politipeppaganda:

Les questions de collaboration, la politigue deregégion vis-a-vis des juifs,
des communistes et des francs-macgons sont dess dajedus que I'on
n'aborde pas. Mais plus frappant encore est le marde toute idéologie
antisémite dans ces publications pour les jetifes.

933 AN 3W 204206, De la Porte du Theil's appeararaferie the Haute Cour de Justice, 1946—1947.
934 AN 3W 205, De la Porte du Theil’s appearance kefbe Haute Cour de Justice, 1946-1947. See in
particular the accounts of De la Porte du Theill6riviay 1945, Jean-Charles Mourey on 14 March
1947 and Colonel Ballot on 20 March 1947.

9% For De la Porte du Theil’s memoirs, see De laédu Theil, Souvenirsp. 159.

9% yagil, ‘L’Homme Nouveau et la Révolution Nationale Vichy 1940-1944’, Doctoral thesis in
History under the supervision of Jean-Pierre AzdiER,Paris, 1992, p. 305.
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The present analysis however, interprets the ecal@lifferently. An earlier section
has already revealed that instead of proposing deats have their own official
chaplain, it was De la Porte du Theil who as eadyDecember 1940 personally
stripped them of this right’ Far from being a taboo subject and at the personal
request of De la Porte du Theil, the Jewish Questias one that often featured
amongst the agendas of the leadership of the Grarde la Jeunesse and was not
ignored in their publications. Rather than a pasdiystander, De la Porte du Theil
believed that France had a right to protect it$edm the Jewish influence. His
defensive form of anti-Semitism, a kind not so dmlar to Xavier Vallat, did not

remain dormant and had far-reaching consequendés iGhantiers de la Jeunesse.

The nature and rationale of De la Porte du Thailis-Semitism is revealed in a letter
he wrote to a recently expelled Jewish chef in &aper 1941. He began his letter by
outlining that the Jewish question was not oneetiiion, but exclusively of rac&®
His disregard for the secor@tatut des Juifswhich defined Jewishness according to
religious rather than racial grounds, provides & wé understanding his attitude
towards Jew&*® The content of De la Porte du Theil's letter shdvwis attitude
towards the Jews to have been just as vitrioliscase of the regime’s most notorious

anti-Semites:

Votre race a fait dans I'ensemble un mal immenseothe pays dans ces
dernieres années. Il est obligé aujourd’hui de éerdire : si on admet des
exceptions, on sera bien vite débordé : vous véaignez a juste titre d’étre
sacrifia. Ceux qui sont aujourd’hui les pitoyablesimes des Blum, Moch, et
des banquiers, et des fabricants d'avions, et dé®pmeneurs de cinémas

%7See YV, 0.9, 118, Letter from De la Porte du TheiRabbi Kaplan, 4 December 1940.

938 AlU, CC39 Letter from De la Porte du Theil to atknownchefthat had recently been removed
from Gt 20, Lapleau (Corréze).

99 These details need not detain us here, as a sitai@ involving Colonel Mourey’s
misinterpretation of the secoi®latut des Juifeas already been examined in Chapter 5
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juifs, qui ont empoisonné et ruiné la France, onit de méme le droit de se
plaindre aussi. Et le Gouvernement a le devoictstté prendre les mesures
capables d'interdire le retour de toute cette bafitle
In refusing to acknowledge the possibility for epitens, De la Porte du Theil’s brand
of anti-Semitism went even further than that of |Braror Vallat. Theirs, as is known,
made distinctions between French and foreign Jewsalowed for legal exceptions

to the racial laws, a factor that as we will nove,seeemed to be positively absent

from De la Porte du Theil’s variety.

Several case studies reveal that De la Porte du didenot keep his anti-Semitism
private and that instead, he was an active playerarginalising Jews from the rest of
the population. In June 1941, he complained tolddaabout the release of Jewish
inmates from the Gurs internment camp who had blesignated to live in the Vallée
d’Ossau, close to Gt 31, Arudy (Basses-Pyrénéég)e la Porte du Theil proposed
relocating these Jews either to a concentrationpcamto an assigned residerée.
Playing upon stereotypes, he claimed that Jewkdrvallée d’'Ossau were involved
in the black market and that they had taken ovkpfathe local accommodation
‘maisons, villas et hotels’, leaving nowhere to $®uthe leadership of the
groupement?® De la Porte du Theil, usindpif andJuifs allemandsnterchangeably,
was convinced that their presence so close to Giy@ild have a damaging effect on
the Chantief** However, a thorough police investigation revedtet De la Porte du

Theil's letter to Darlan had overstated the sitwatio the point that the prefect

90 AlU, CC39 Letter from De la Porte du Theil to atknownchefthat had recently been removed
from Gt 20, Lapleau (Corréze), Montpellier, 7 Septer 1941.
%L AN, AJ39 10, Letter from De la Porte du Theil taran 16 June 1941.
942 [1ai
Ibid.
93 |hid.
94 |bid.
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labelled De la Porte du Theil’s denunciations aattement exagéréd’> The prefect
noted the presence of only sixty-four Jews acrbesentire Vallée, referring to them
as ‘une petite colonie’, who had not taken overwitiages, the proof being found in
the number of free rooms available in the hoteld pansions de famille$® The
prefect claimed that there was no evidence thats Jeere involved in the black
market or any kind of clandestine activify.Pierre Pucheu, who had by this time
replaced Darlan at the Ministry of the Interiopoeted this information back to De la
Porte du Theil but significantly, he gave him thetion of ignoring the prefect’s
report, telling the General that he would arrangethe removal of Jews from the
Vallée if De la Porte du Theil believed that theantinued presence ‘est préjudiciable
a la bonne marche du Gt 32 Pucheu’s reaction is not surprising. Only four slay
before he had taken control of the regime’s antriie agenda by attaching the
CGQJ to the Ministry of the Interidf® Despite the prefect’s report that had found no
proof of any irregular Jewish activity in the regjde la Porte du Theil took the
decision to ignore this and ordered the Jews’ raai6¥ In so doing, he chose to
apply his unfounded anti-Semitic prejudices overitivestigative findings of a senior
colleague. De la Porte du Theil's brand of anti-Bsm was in his eyes at least, of a
defensive nature. He did not require proof to diserate against Jews, whose racial
composition would, he believed, inevitably leadR@nce’s destruction and this he

felt justified his actions.

%5 AN, AJ39 15, Report from the Prefect of the Bagdg®nées to the Secrétaire Général pour la
Police, Pau, 20 August 1941.

%8 |pid.

%7 |pid.

%8 AN, AJ39 15, Letter from Pucheu to De la PorteTtieil, 5 September 1941.

%9 aw of 1 September 1941 in Journal Officiel det&EFrancais, 2 September 1941, p. 3695. For
more on Pucheu’s self-confessed anti-SemitismPsebeuMa Vie pp. 268-271.

90 AN, AJ39 12, This was mentioned in a confideriggier from De la Porte to Theil to the regional
commissioner for the Pyrénées Gascogne, 24 Ocfi&sdr.
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De la Porte du Theil's brand of anti-Semitism, angich made no allowances for
exceptions, placed Jews firmly outside the nati@mmahmunity. This even included
Jews who had taken part in the Chantiers de laedsen whom De la Porte du Theil
distinguished from their peers. In January 194@rat decision was made between De
la Porte du Theil and Pierre Pucheu that suspetigedght of Frenchmen to apply
for a passport or an exit visa in the three monéniogd leading up to their
incorporation in the Chantiers de la Jeuné&3s&his measure was imposed to prevent
youths from any attempt to circumvent their leghligation of joining a Chantier.
Crucially, specific provisions were made that oedttlewish youth from this policy,
in order not to delay their departure from Frafféee la Porte du Theil wanted the
law changed to encourage Jewish youth to move dbadher than to take part in the
Chantiers de la JeunesS&His desire to rid France of Jews took precedenee lis
own law of 18 January 1941 that obliged all Frenen to undertake a compulsory
service in the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. De |& BariTheil’s hostility towards Jews
did not amount to hostility towards naturalisedefgners whom he believed were
able to assimilat&* His willingness to exclude Jews of this obligatiethat defined
Jews as citizens — reveals a fundamental contradiet the heart of the Chantiers’
regenerationist agenda according to which some chramen were capable of

regeneration and renewal while others were not.

From October 1940, the leadership of the Changenployed the broadest possible
definition of the firstStatut des JuifsBypassing the commissariats régionaux, a

circular that called for the removal of Jewish chefas sent directly to the

%1 AN, AJ39 18, Letter from De la Porte du Theil tefe Pucheu, 12 January 1942
952 .
Ibid.
%3 bid.
%4 AN, AJ39 13, Report to Pétain signed by Darlarghew, Charles Platon, Yves Bouthillier, Joseph
Barthélemy
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groupements on 11 January 1921 The Chantiers’ definition of a Jewish Chef
included chefs at the lowliest of grades, and emeluded nurse®>® However, there
was no such obligation for them to have proceedaeths down the hierarchy. The
Statutmade no direct reference to the Chantiers. Und#tclé 2, the law stated that
Jews were not permitted to be either ‘membres dgssenseignants’ or ‘officiers des
armeées de terre, de mer et de I'air’ and underckr® Jews were not allowed to hold
positions in thefonction publiqueunless they had received a derogatBrMarc-
Olivier Baruch has shown the confusion that surdmgh defining thefonction
publiqueat the end of 1940 and beginning of 1941, with sonmistries applying the
law to all fonctionnaires and others omitting those temporary or auxiliary
contracts’™® Vichy eventually decided that: ‘Seul pourrait é&emis I'exercice de
fonctions purement subalterné®’.As has been shown, this was not enforced in the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse, who legislated againitvas with contracts, regardless of

their position in the organisation.

While a large number of young French Jews may agemoticed the passing of the
first and secondtatut des Juifghe mandatory census in July 1941 marked the firs
occasion where many of them were personally affebtethe regime’s anti-Semitic
legislation. The implementation of the obligatorgnsus in the Chantiers requires
momentary consideration in order to show how refatiover the Jewish question,
between the Chantier and other branches of the, gpéyed out in the localities.

Chefs across the localities were ordered by DeotéeRlu Theil to collect the number

95 AN, AJ39 69, Note from De la Porte to Theil (sigridourey) to theCommissariats Régionaand
all of theGroupementsll January 1941.

%6 |pjd.

%7 Loi portent statut des Juifs du 3 octobre 194Q,1Boctobre 1940, p. 5323.

98 Baruch,Servir I'Etat francais pp. 136—141.

99 AN, AJ38 119, Circulaire SG du 16 février 1941otad in BaruchServir I'Etat francaisp, 141.
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of declaration forms necessary from local mairiespass on to youths in their
groupement to sigrf° However, chefs did not receive any further indiorcs;

indeed, this lack of direction presented an impurtdilemma. How were chefs
supposed to ascertain the number of Jewish youthem units? Here we can only

speculate.

In June 1941, figures did not exist that estabtiste number of Jews in a Chantier.
Young men undertaking a spell in the Chantiersad@dunesse were not uniformly
asked across the Chantiers for their religion oairtrarrival. So while those
incorporated into Gt 3, Bourg (Ain), were asked declare their religion, the
incorporation forms at Gt 18, Le Vigan (Gard) haul such sectiod®* Moreover,
youths were not asked to sign a declaration stdliagthey were not Jewish. These,
as has been shown, were reserved only for chefs taaose in positions of
responsibility. TheBulletin Périodique Officiellid not make reference to the census
in any of its weekly editions in the summer of 18%iNor are there any references in
the internal newsletters produced for each Chatftfeindividual chefs therefore
devised their own methods to locate Jews in théiar@er. Chefs may have been
explicit and asked the youths across the groupghehé¢here were any Jews present.
Alternatively, and as in other Vichy organisatiotiss could have been undertaken by
guess work. In the run-up to the census, the Minist the Interior asked local

mayors to guess the number of Jews that were livirteir communé® Having a

90 AN, AJ39 15, Note from De la Porte du Theil to &hée Groupements, 22 July 1941.

%1 Ministry of Education, Boxes 18 and 62, FernandbBert and Georges Lambert's Fiches
Individuelle de Renseignements.

%2 AN, AJ39 54, Bulletin périodique officiel des Chiens de la Jeunesse, Editions 46-53, July and
August 1941.

93 See for instance BNRB-JO-4388 and 4-JO-4135. The internal newsletters Gt 7 and Gt 18.

%4 ADT 506W43, Intérieur Streté 5 bureau a Préfeteedibre, circulaires 04570 and 04902, Vichy,
13 and 23 June 1941.
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Jewish-sounding name or not attending Mass may pgmen chefs reason to believe

that a youth could have been Jewish.

A complete Jewish census of 1941 no longer existsitais therefore impossible to
know the number of Jews whose names did or didfeaitire. Nevertheless, some
departmental censuses survive which give some atidit of local Chantiers’
willingness to implement this policy. The 1941 aemhdrom the département of the
Ain reveals that at Gt 3, Bourg, seven Jewish dattans were submitted while at Gt
43, Artemare, the total was folff. Seven declarations were made at the mairie of St-
Jean-du-Gard from youths undertaking their sendteGt, 45, Anduze (Gard$§®
Sylvain Berman was the only Jew to have signedcéadsdion while undertaking a
service at Gt 47, Casteljaloux (Lot-et-Garontfé)At Gt 40, Murat (Cantal), the
Chantiers’ disciplinary camp, there were four Jeofswhich one was a ché¥ To
administer the census, mayors were required torépahe prefects the lists of Jews
in their commune. When there were no Jews in a trathis information was also
transmitted to the Ministry of the Interior. A ndtem the mayor of Pindéres (Lot-et-
Garonne) stated that there were no Jews in his ecorarand this included one unit
that made up part of Gt, 4% The fact that local mayors were responsible for
declaring the number of Jews in their communesn ev¢here were none, ensured

that the regime’s anti-Semitic policies pervadedrethe most secluded localities.

%5YIVO, RG 210, UGIF, Folder 6.3, Ain, the censusnir 1943 with information concerning the 1941
census.

96 Archives Municipales de Nimes, Fonds Lucien Simdste des Juifs & Nimes 1940 & 1942.

%7 Archives Départementales de Lot-et-Garonne [ADILBJ291, Recensement des Juifs dans le Lot-
et-Garonne.

98 Archives départementales du Cantal [ADC], 1W 15B@censement des Juifs dans le Cantal.

99 ADLG 1W291, Recensement des Juifs dans le Lotagb@he, letter from the Mayor of Pindéres to
the Prefect, 29 July 1941.
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The importance of maintaining good relations betwdtee Chantiers and community
officials ensured that the Jewish census was takenusly by the Chantiers. In the
communes where a Chantier was located, a dialogweeged between the chefs and
the local mayors. While an order from Chatel-Guynay have gone unnoticed or
even ignored, this was less likely to have occufadldwing instructions that were

received directly from local officials. Mayors wesguated within close proximity of

the Chantiers and they had regular contact with dhefs. The relationship was
underpinned by the chefs’ responsibility to respaod obey their local state
representative. Mayors were required to return their forms to Bcef by a certain

date and were in a strong position to ensure tiethefs in the Chantiers would not

hinder these obligations.

De la Porte du Theil's personal encouragement tf@emitic publications allowed
propaganda to filter down to the youth in the ldegd. The Chantiers de la Jeunesse
had its own propaganda unit that functioned inddpatly of the Ministry of
Propaganda. A Service de la Propagande aupres ltasi€rs de la Jeunesse was
established in March 1942 which fell under the &aHip of journalist and Action
Francaise member Jean DeldfePrinted propaganda was the standard method of
diffusing information and was widely accessibleth® chefs and the youth. The
creation of this unit paved the way for anti-Semgropaganda to enter the Chantiers
de la Jeunesse. Sometimes Jews appeared as ohe @hantiers’ many public

enemies and on occasion they featured as its numertarget. Above all, the

970 problems arose in June 1942 in Ales (Gard), wherstib-prefect deemed the commissioner of Gt
45, to not be respecting regional hierarchical pdares. See ADG, 1W131, Letter from sub-prefect to
prefect, 9 June 1942.

L AN, AJ39 16, This is mentioned in a letter from BéPorte du Theil to Paul Marion, 9 March 1942.
After the war, Delage wrote the first history oét@hantiers de la Jeunesse. See Delagmdeurs et
Servitudes des Chantiers de la Jeunesse
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Chantiers de la Jeunesse’s anti-communist agersilalfiowed anti-Semitism to enter
its propaganda. In July 1941, Mourey sent a notltithe commissaires régionaux on
the subject of anti-Communist propaganda, inforntimgm of the need for it to be
diffused ‘le plus largement possibfé®For the leadership of the Chantiers,
Communism was the antithesis of everything thay thvere trying to create and
youths suspected of being communists were, in yhableast, sent to the disciplinary
Chantier, Gt, 40, Murat (Canta)® From 1942, the anti-Communist propaganda in
the Chantiers de la Jeunesse regularly linked Camstau with Jews, ‘le
Communisme est Juif [...] Le Front Populaire étaif Ju.] Les Juifs sont contre le
paysan francais”’* However, De la Porte du Theil did not shun expliti-Semitic
references, instead promoting its diffusion fronthivi the organisation. In March
1942 Charles Lesca®uand Israél se vendeatured first on De la Porte du Theil's
list of publications to be purchased for distributiacross the Chantiets.De la Porte
du Theil's encouragement of anti-Semitic propagaisdane of many examples that
reveal the extent to which the Chantiers de la dssmacted autonomously in filtering
anti-Semitism to its youth in the localities. HistiaSemitic drive then reached a new

level when he used it to expel the Jews from cotimgleheir service in the Chantiers.

A specific colonial debate over Jewish citizensimpNorth Africa provided the
catalyst that led to the removal of Jews from ther@iers de la Jeunesse. Until now,

scholars have not considered the extent to whiathy$ colonial anti-Semitism

72 AN, AJ39 81, Note from Mourey to the CommissaiR&gionaux, 26 July 1941.

973 AN 2AG 459, Archives du Cabinet CiviGhantiers de la JeunessReport by Commissaire Le
Fouest, 15 July 1941.

974 AN, AJ39 81 Terre de Franceanti-Communist pamphlet, undated. Likely to menirl943, pp. 18—
19.

9> AN, AJ39 16, Letter from De la Porte to Theil th@ok dealer in Chatel-Guyon, 6 March 1942.
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impacted on Jews in France. That is to say, Viaiti&emitism is seen as going in
only one direction: from Vichy to the colonies. Avestigation into the expulsion of
Jews from the Chantiers is unique in illustratingttthe Jewish Question in North
Africa had highly significant consequences for Jéwsmainland Franc&® As a
result of thedécret Crémieuwnf 1870 all Jews living in Algeria had been madeni€h
citizens?’’ Vichy abrogated this decree on 7 October 1940)dieg the Jews to the
status of subjects. The law of 18 January 1941rdwaiired French men at the age of
twenty to undertake a service in a Chantier delmdsse, made clear that it was open
only to those of French citizenshif. However, a large number of Jews in Algeria
retained their citizenship. Thedérogationswere not only awarded to Jews who had
demonstrated exceptional service to France. Ratiwrall Jews in Algeria were
‘Crémieux Jews'. Many Jews living in the Maghreld hanly immigrated to North
Africa after 1870 and did not have their citizemshevoked in 1940. A situation thus
arose in Algeria in which some Jews were entittethke part in the Chantiers de la

Jeunesse while others were not.

In June 1941, the Commissaire Régional for AfrigueNord, Alphonse Van Hecke,
entered into a correspondence with De la Portelatil Dver the Jewish Question and
the right of Jews to be included in the Chantidan Hecke alerted De la Porte du
Theil to what he considered to be an anomaly indbeslation. In 1941, an Algerian-
born Jew born to a foreign father was eligible daket part in the Chantiers de la

Jeunesse, but because of the abrogation of thetd@@mieux, the son of an Algerian

9%t is hoped that this discovery will have impottaistoriographical consequences by prompting
deeper investigation into the situation of JewghamMaghreb under the Occupation, who have
remained largely absent from existing studies ahyiand the Jews.

97 P, Weil,Qu’est-ce qu’un Francais? Histoire de la nationélftancaise depuis la Révoluti¢Raris,
2002), p. 97.

%% JO Loi du 18 Janvier 1941.
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Jew who had fought in the First World War was HotA variety of Jewish youth
with a mixture of legal and political statuses &ds in North Africa. This
heterogeneity and the confusion that surroundezeaship led to certain youths, who
were not eligible for incorporation, to seek adnaissinto the Chantiers in North
Africa. This was pointed out to De la Porte du ThgiVan Hecke in November 1941
in a four page report on ‘La question juive visia @es Chantiers de la Jeunesse en
Afrique du Nord’, which looked to all Jewish youtiom a service in the Chantiers de
la Jeunesse in North Africd’ Van Hecke argued that by tracing their heritage,
Jewish youth would have no difficulty in locating ancestor who had moved to
Algeria, which would transform their status intoeowf citizen, rather than of

Crémieux Jew. Van Hecke noted:

Voila donc la porte de la nationalité Francaisgydament ouverte a tout le
Ghetto et, par la méme, celle des Chantiers, dhamage sévere n’'est pas
immédiatement étabif*

In the conclusion to his report, Van Hecke revedlet extent to which he believed
that Jewish youth were different to other youthd #rat they should be eliminated

from the Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

lls ne gagneront rien parce que leur nature, esflentent orgueilleuse,
n'admet aucune supériorité et surtout parce quédspeuvent offrir aucune
perméabilité aux conceptions nationales baséeslesurvertus purement
Francaises, surlesquelles s’appuient la Révolubiationale et I'effort de
redressement de la Jeunesse [...] Il N’y a qu'un malgerésoudre la question
juive, un moyen radical : éliminer purement et denpent du recrutement des
Chantiers, tous [his emphasis] les individus de fjacve reconnus tels par la
loi du 2 juin 1941°%2

979 AN, AJ39 10, Letter from Van Hecke to De la PatteTheil, Alger, 11 June 1941.

90 AN, AJ39 69, Report on the Jewish Question from YAecke to De la Porte Du Theil, Alger, 24
November 1941.

%1 pid.

%2 bid.
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Van Hecke’s decision had severe repercussions datisi incorporation into the
Chantiers in the Métropole, as De la Porte du Tle# in complete agreement with
his commissioner’s proposals. In February 1942|a0orte du Theil wrote to Vallat,
whom just a few weeks before had been his guelbwbdur at an official ceremony,
asking him to expel Jews from the Chantiers deelandssé® In his letter, De la
Porte du Theil expanded on Van Hecke’'s argumentsJéwish expulsions. He
explained to Vallat that although Jews in the Mgtle were unreceptive to the moral
programme of the Chantiers and brought nothing gtioelr minority presence was
not a source of inconvenient®. Whereas in France, Jews constituted less than 1%
of the population, in North Africa their numbers draup 3.5%°° For De la Porte du
Theil, such a large proportion threatened to comse the task of the Chantiers,
because ‘une réunion de quelques centaines deedtiiiscompatible avec I'ceuvre de

redressement nationaf®

Above all, De la Porte du Theil put forth two prip& reasons that he believed
merited Jewish youth’s expulsion from the Chantiesla Jeunesse. Both of these
factors serve to illustrate his fundamental misust@ading of Vichy law and the
antisémitisme d’Etaivhich governed it. First, De la Porte du Theil ceded that his
primary motivation to expel the Jews from the Clastde la Jeunesse in Algeria and

the non-Occupied Zone was entirely linked to thelicated situation surrounding

93 The event in question was a raising of the flaes®ny on 29 December 1941. See BN, FOL-JO-
3804,Au Cceur des Chantiers: Organe du Commissariat Géreédu Groupement 4XNuméro 9,
January 1942.

9%4CDJC, CCCLXXI-46, Letter from De la Porte du TheilXavier Vallat, 7 February 1942

95 M. Abitbol, The Jews of North Africa during the Second World Yetroit, 1989), p. 7.

96 CDJC, CCCLXXI-46, Letter from De la Porte du TheilXavier Vallat, 7 February 1942.
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Jewish citizenship in North Afric®’ In a separate letter, he also spoke of the
exclusions as a necessary method to ensure theatioih of law between Vichy and

Algeria:

Il ne semble pas possible d’adopter a I'encontre digifs deux régimes
différents : 'un en Afrique du Nord, suivant ledjile seraient exclus du stage,
I'autre dans la Métropole, en vertu duquel ils sagnt admis®®
Second, De la Porte du Theil argued that the ekpulsf Jews from the Chantiers
would marginalise them even further from publielifA certificat de moralité et
d’aptitudewas awarded to youths upon their completion dfiteigonths at a Chantier
and Vichy had made this certificate a prerequisdtreapplicants to all state sector
positions?® By removing Jews from the Chantier, De la PorterHeil explained that

they would not be entitled to this certificate, shareating a firm barrier between Jews

and public life. He argued that after a spell i@ @hantiers, Jews:

[...] ont beau jeu pour réclamer tous les avantagetadationalité et de la
citoyenneté francaise et 'on se demande commepbarrait les leur refuser.
Mais c’est la une question qui me dépasse [...]tlicestain que le moyen le
plus simple pour résoudre la question Juive saf@liminer purement et
simplement du recrutement des Chantiers de la §eareus les individus de
race Juive, reconnus tels par la Loi du 2 Juil@&t1l mais il ne m’appartient
pas de proposer au Gouvernement I'adoption d'uferteesure’®

To draw attention to the style of De la Porte deil$ letter elucidates his preferred
legal method when dealing with the Jewish Questitsing expressions such as ‘mais

c’est la une question qui me dépasse’, his lettdaden with signals revealing that

987 |1Ai
Ibid.
98 AN, AJ39 17, Note sent from De la Porte du Thei&h unknown Minister, 19 May 1942.
99 Battut,Le groupement 22 des Chantiers de la Jeungs$s.
990CcpJC, CCCLXXI-46, Letter from De la Porte du TheilXavier Vallat, 7 February 1942.
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although he was content to initiate anti-Semitiogeedings, he did not want to be

personally responsible for pushing through thealdepislation.

Despite his senior position at Vichy, De la PonteTheil’s knowledge of th&tatut
des Juifsonce again appears elementary. First, separate éxwsted for Jews in
Algeria and Jews in the non-Occupied Zone. Jewlsldren were expelled from
schools in Algeria but in the non-Occupied Zonegy/thvere not. The existence of two
coherent legal systems meant that the removalves ®mm Chantiers in North Africa
did not need to result in their elimination frometiChantiers in the Métropole.
Second, it had long since been established thatptssession of a completion
certificate did not facilitate Jews’ entry into pglsector jobs. De la Porte du Theil's
two main reasons to eliminate Jews were thus highlgneous and should not have

resulted in their expulsion.

Vallat's reply to De la Porte du Theil is reminiat®f the one that had been sent by
Pucheu concerning the Jewish presence in the Vdl@ssau. In his response, Vallat
stated that De la Porte du Theil's two main obgwi for the removal of Jews were
entirely unfounded and that he could not propogeslation based on such tenuous
arguments™* Yet Vallat's rejection of De la Porte du Theil’sotivations went even

further. He cited a recently passed law of 18 Fatyd 942, which he believed had
solved the question of Jewish citizenship in AlgeN/allat claimed that this law

ensured that Jews with foreign ancestors wouldeogfit from the status as citizens,

which would severely limit the number of Jews dllgi to take part in the

91 CcDJC, CCCLXXI-46, Xavier Vallat to De la Porte d@teil, 23 February 1942.
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Chantiers’®® As a result of such a change Jewish participaitiothe Chantiers in
North Africa would remain open to a small minordymen. Vallat noted that ‘quant
aux autres, il n'y a aucune raison pour ne pasdesnettre au méme statut a ce point
de vue, que leurs coreligionnaires de la MétroptfeThe Algerian dilemma was
effectively resolved and De la Porte du Theil'sfpreed method of discriminating
against the Jews, by hesitantly initiating procegsj had reached a dead end. Vallat
had made it clear that the General was under nmaildn to proceed with the
expulsions. On this occasion, it was not enouglDiera Porte du Theil to plant the
seed and leave Vallat to do the rest. Moreover|aVgave him the opportunity to

withdraw his proposal:

Je suis tout disposé a proposer au Gouvernemeriitagid contraire de votre
part, une disposition |égislative tendant a disperes juifs de l'obligation
édictée par I'article ler de la loi du 18 Janviea1®*
Despite this offer, and as he had previously doitle the Jews in the Vallée d’'Ossau,
De la Porte du Theil's anti-Semitic convictionstdited his objectivity in formulating
policy and he chose not to back down.Rather, he vigorously pursued Jewish
expulsions to ensure that they entered into lawh@lgh the legislation seemed to get

off to a promising start with the proposal beinggald before a host of ministers, this

was halted by the dismissal of Vallat and Carcojuinthe spring of 1942%

92 3ee article 6 of the law no 254 of 18 February2l®4ant le statut des Juifs indigénes d’Algérie.
::jCDJC, CCCLXXI-46, Xavier Vallat to De la Porte @teil, 23 February 1942.

Ibid.
95 AN, AJ39 16, De la Porte du Theil to Xavier Vallahdated letter from early March 1942, in which
he stated : J'ai I'honneur de vous faire part demccord a ce sujet.
99¢ AN, AJ39 17, Note pour M. le Commissaire Chefal&ection de Liaison de Vichy, 2 March 1942.
See also CDJC, CXV-26, Vallat's letters to the Mtars asking for their signatures to the new lalwv, 2
March 1942.
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Following the changes of government in April 1942, texts that had not yet come
into law had to be studied and approved by the mémisters®®’ In May 1942, De la
Porte du Theil initiated proceedings to expel Jawjsuth for the second tin1é
With Vallat out of the way, De la Porte du Theilsvable to conceal his involvement
in the formulation of the law and from this point claimed the Jewish expulsions to
have been based on German demafdshe new Commissaire Général aux
Questions Juives, Darquier de Pellepoix, would nénase been reluctant to impose
anti-Semitic measures on the Chantiers in the way Vallat had been. Darquier’s
vulgar brand of anti-Semitism sought the eliminatmf Jews from French life and
made no rooms for exceptions. Beginning in earlyel®942 it took him only six
weeks to process the law that resulted in the Jeaipulsions from the Chantiers de

la Jeunesse in July 194%?

In the immediate aftermath of the Jewish expulsionsummer and autumn of 1942,
the leadership of the Chantiers devised a strategpsure that no Jew would ever be
allowed to again set foot in a Chantier. The lawlBfJuly 1942 that expelled Jewish
youth from a compulsory spell in the Chantiersalddunesse appeared in the Journal
Officiel on 19 July 1942%! This law forbade all Jews from a service in the
Chantiers, making no provisions fdérogations or even for volunteers. In addition,

Jews were not allowed to join ADAC and those Jdvas$ $tood down in the middle of

%7 AN, AJ39 17, Note pour M. le Commissaire Chefal&éction de Liaison de Vichy, May 1942.

98 AN, AJ39 17, De la Porte du Theil to M. le Comnaiss Chef de la Section de Liaison de Vichy,
Objet : Dispense du stage des Juifs dans les @nsude la Jeunesse, 20 May 1942.

99 AN, AJ39 17, De la Porte du Theil to Bonnard, M&#2. Although the Germans had legislated on
other forms of Chantiers in the Occupied Zone, Whiere not connected to the Chantiers in question,
they had not made any demands on the Chantiees Bihesse.

109cpgc, CXV - 26, Darquier's correspondence withrei€athala, Minister of Finance and Joseph
Barthélemy, Minister of Justice, 11 and 16 June2194

1001 30 19 July 1942, p. 2.481.
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their service were not entitled tocartificate de moralité et d’aptitudeEvidence
suggests that this law was carried out in Changersss the entire non-Occupied
Zone. Nevertheless, it is difficult to ascertaie tiumber of Jews that were, to use the
language of the Chantiers, ‘liberated’ in the sumofel942. In their monthly reports
to De la Porte du Theil from July and August 19di2ly six out of forty-seven chefs

de groupements directly mentioned the Jewish eiqnd$®®?

Only three of these six
chefs gave a precise number of Jews that weresededt Gt 1, Troncgais (Allier),
thirty-one Jews were expellé® At Gt 17, Hyeres (Var), forty-three Jews were
released® Gt 34, Mézieres-en-Brenne (Indre) expelled sixsI&k One must not
assume that when a chef did not write the numbelegis that were liberated, it
meant that at his Chantier, no Jews had been grdgeger Fichtenberg was expelled
from Gt 4, Cormatin (Sabne-et-Loire) yet Chef Sakkireports from July and August
1942 made no reference to any Jewish liberatiffisimilarly at Gt 47, Casteljaloux
(Lot-et-Garonne), there was no mention of any Jewspulsions®®’ Marc Gouzy
recalls that the three or four Jews, who were ipo@ted alongside him in Gt 47 in

July 1942, were expelled immediately following thigligatory medical visits, when

presumably questions were asked over why the mebéen circumcisetf®

The application of the law of 15 July 1942 was #guptigorously and continued to be
enforced long after the expulsions of summer 1942he weeks that followed the

law, a note was sent to all the commissaires régionn which it was reiterated that

1002 AN, AJ39 114-124, these were the chefs of Gtsrdndais (Allier), 7, Rumilly (Haute-Savoie),

17, Hyéres (Var), 24, Lodéve (Hérault), 29, La Rkes{Tarn) and 34, Mézieres-en-Brenne (Indre).
1003 AN, AJ39 114, Monthly report by Furioux, Gt 1, Y942,

1004 AN, AJ39 118, Monthly report by Turcat, Gt 17,y)aD42.

1005 AN, AJ39 122, Monthly report by Dusailly, Gt 34ily) 1942.

1005 AN, AJ39 114, Monthly reports by Salkin, July afdgust 1942.

1007 AN, AJ39 61 Chart showing the July 1942 incorpiors for the region of the Pyrénées-Gascogne
and AJ39 124, Monthly reports of Gt 47, by Chef lbaet, July and August 1942.

1098 |nterview with Marc Gouzy, 30 January 2009.
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recently-liberated Jewish youth were not entitled a certificat de moralité et

d’'aptitude’®®® This measure was rigorously implemented by cergtiefs who

refused to allow Jews to acquire any such certé&a " In October 1942, a note
advised chefs to be on alert for Jewish youth wlag attempt to join the Chantiers in
the November call-up and to make sure that theyewwaat incorporated, ‘méme
temporairement'®** Shortly after this, specific measures were pud piice to ensure
that a Jew would not be admitted into a ChantieontJanuary 1943, all youths
incorporated into the Chantiers de la Jeunesse teedeclare that they were not
Jewish!?*2 After their expulsion, Jews without anywhere dlsgo were not always,
as Souyris-Rolland and others would have us beliestcomed into the Chantiers
with open arms. In December 1942, an unnamed Jewisin who had been expelled
in July, attempted to rejoin Gt 1, Trongais (Alliemder a false identity. When his

Jewish identity was revealed, he was immediatebetad!**?

Jews constituted only a tiny minority in each Clemtbut it would be incorrect to
claim that in the summer of 1942 non-Jews did maice their expulsion. One youth
enquired to the Chargé de Mission from the propdgasection, as to whether the
liberated Jewish youths would be incorporated ageparate work schertfe? Marc
Gouzy, as has been shown, recalled that severdhyalid not rejoin the group
following the medical inspection upon incorporatf8f* Some even interpreted the

Jewish expulsions as a measure that would behefiléws in the short-term. Writing

1009 AN, AJ39 69 Note from Mourey to the Commissairégienaux, 1 August 1942.

1910 private archives of Roger Fichtenberg, his comadpnce with a chef in Gt, 4, September 1942
and AN, AJ39 19, and the appeal sent by Jules Six@héatel-Guyon, 22 August 1942.

1011 AN, AJ39 56 Bulletin Périodique OfficielNo 110, 25 October 1942, p. 666.

1012 AN, AJ39 58, Directives concernant les opératiditscorporation de controle et de libération des
jeunes des Chantiers de la Jeunesse, January 1943.

1013 AN, AJ39 19, the Commissaire Régional d’Auvergm®e la Porte du Theil, 22 December 1942
194 Hoover Institution Archives, Papers of Jean Del&yeestions posed to the Chargé de Mission &
Marseille, 3 September 1942,

1913 |nterview with Marc Gouzy, 30 January 2009.
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to the regional director of the CGQJ in Marseithee Président du Conseil de I'Ordre

National des Médecins des Bouches-du-Rhéne noted :

C’est donc une « exemption » qui va favoriser cas aryens, étudiants ou

eléves des grandes écoles, tandis que les mémégoktas de jeunes et

authentiques aryens perdront un an encore qui ooméeurs étude®®
Jewish organisations protested against the exmgsiwoy writing to Vichy and
illustrating the historic relationship between Jeasl their participation in the French
army’®*” Samy Klein began a campaign to illustrate to th¢harities that the
excellent contributions made by Jewish youth toGhantiers was indicative of their
loyalty to the regime. In August 1942, Klein wrdteall the synagogue presidents in
the non-Occupied Zone, pressing them to send tsits bf all the Jews who had
completed a service in the Chantiers, and whersilples to send copies of their
certificats de moralité et d'aptitudd'® In July 1942, the direction that Vichy policy
on the Jews was set to take was still not obvioudl¢in and he continued to believe,
despite their removal from the Chantiers, that $ewbuth’s history of a commitment
to France and their willingness to adapt could sgihder them a contributor, however

marginal in the New Order.

*k%k

This study has shed important new light on the-8gtnitic enterprise of the

Chantiers de la Jeunesse. It has revealed thaSantitic propaganda coming from

1018 cpJC, CXV-26, Letter from the Président du Condeil’Ordre National des Médecins des
Bouches-du-Rhone to the Directeur Régional aux flaresJuives, 28 July 1942,

1017 AlU, CC 39, Letter from the Consistoire to Pietaval, 28 July 1942.

08 CcpJC, CMLV-9, Letter from Samy Klein to M. Hirtz-8ll, President of the Jewish community of
Vichy, 18 August 1942.
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the Chantiers’ own propaganda unit was a priootythie organisation and that it was
not imposed on them from above. Moreover, it haswshthe memory of the
Chantiers as havens for Jews to be invented, botrofoa post-war narrative that
aimed to convey unity amongst the leadership aeddliths across the localities. The
sheltering of Jews in the Chantiers after the depions of 1942 was administered on
a case by case basis and despite what was clainizegl la Porte du Theil's post-war
trial, there is no evidence that this was ever araged by the leadership. Individual
cases exist which illustrate that far from protegtiJews, the Chantiers were on
occasion zealous in enhancing their suffering. I§intnis research has shown that De
la Porte du Theil was decisive in the anti-Jewisgidlation that affected the
Chantiers. With regards to initiating policies fitve New Order, his anti-Semitism
was not a priority. Nevertheless, on the multipteasions that it was expressed, he
proved himself a confident architect of the regismaitisémitisme d’Etatconstantly
offering proposals and suggestions for its inskigat but always avoiding

responsibility for its implementation.

Ultimately, the expulsion of the Jews from the Gieas de la Jeunesse constituted a
fundamental moment in the relationship between slewouth and Vichy. As Henri
Ravouna commented: ‘Un juif ne pouvait pas étreigtat.'®*° July 1942 irrevocably
shifted the relationship between Jewish youth &ed\ew Order. Any lingering hope
from the Jewish youth that they could be accomnextiaty Vichy slowly began to
disappear. Vichy had removed the last remaininghagism that had allowed Jewish

youth to think that they might continue to playoderin the national community. Not

1019 nterview with Henri Ravouna, 15 June 2009.
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being allowed to carry out this obligation distimghed them from other youths and

robbed them of the possibility to prove their cotmant as citizens.
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Conclusion

The exceptions to the racial laws presented inghudy have served to illustrate that a
reading of the relationship of Vichy and the Jewslarpinned solely by anti-
Semitism and persecution can only take the histoga far. It has shown that
exemption from the regime’s exclusionary laws weeyond the allowances created
for longstanding French citizens, veterans and tfanilies. Rather, this thesis has
revealed instances in which Vichy showed its fléiibby allowing Jewish youth to
participate and contribute to the constructionhef New Order. It has overturned any
possibility which suggests that Jewish ambitionsdexist with Vichy were founded
upon a series of loopholes which were exploited&ws in their efforts to survive.
Instead, this investigation has shown that Vichg @eare of exceptions to the racial
laws and did not seek to close the gaps. Vichylebthat Jews could contribute to
the New Order adds another layer to discussions the existence of a ‘Plural
Vichy'. For some ministers, Jews, like non-confastaiand Vichysto-résistants, were

not wholly excluded from contributing towards Vichypluralist dictatorship’.

Multiple factors on both the Vichy and Jewish sidesde this space for coexistence
possible. First, contradictions lay at the heart \Gthy’'s dual priorities for
regeneration and exclusion. In the years 1940-H4,régime’s anti-Semitic drive
discriminated primarily against Jewish influence @ommerce and the liberal
professions. Religious life continued unabated thiedegime did not legislate against
Jews in the manual trades. Although the marginadisaf certain elements of society
was fundamental to the National Revolution, Vichiyg chot seek to completely

exclude Jews from playing a role in the rebirthtled nation. Its anti-Semitism was
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complicated by its broader regenerationist agefdés analysis has revealed that
Jewish youth’s participation in Vichy's youth schesncrystallises the overlap
between regeneration and exclusion: cooperation wesde possible when

reconstruction took precedence over anti-Semitisiad anti-Semitism formed the
basis of state-Jewish relations, as it did in NG&imany, room for coexistence would
not have existed. In Germany, Jews were immedigtedfibited from taking part in

any regenerationist schemes such as the Hitlerfugerthe Reichsarbeitsdienst. If
anti-Semitism had been Vichy’'s main priority thea soon as a loophole was
discovered, it would immediately have been cloSgds was not the case and the
tensions surrounding the two objectives allowed fecurrent compromise and

negotiation.

A second reason for the emergence of coexisterresstrom the diverse responses
of Vichy agencies towards the Jewish Question. Yighti-Semitism was not evenly
spread across its agencies and ministries: ratheorked in different directions. The
marginalisation of Jews underpinned the actiongadtfat, Darquier and several others
responsible for policy making. As the case of D@date du Theil has revealed, some
ministers who conceived exclusion as central t@megation were favourable to the
racial laws, and sought to include them as far @ssiple within the frameworks of
their organisations. Although some existing studiesre acknowledged certain
flexibility amongst officials, they are resoluteathany exceptions were ‘always of
local origin’'°?° This investigation has revealed that this wasthetcase and that
Vichy ministers were not in agreement over thedfion that anti-Semitic legislation

should follow. Investigations of Lamirand and Cazltave revealed that some

1020pgznanskiJews in Francep. 478.
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ministers did not welcome the racial laws and souwgtere possible to subvert their
impact. Demonising all of Vichy's ministers as pasate anti-Semites fails to
appreciate the complexities of policy-making theasted over the Jewish Question at
the very top of the regime. Lamirand’s social Cétmem prevented him from
discriminating against Jews taking part in youtlyamisations and Caziot believed
that the racial laws would have severe consequefaesgricultural production.
Unlike their ministerial colleagues, the supportrieand and Caziot lent to Jews ran
deeper than a passive recognition of one or twe@dgdews with whom they had
been acquainted in the interwar years. Ratherr twieptance of Jews into various
youth and agricultural initiatives offered some Sethie possibility to coexist with

Vichy, at a time when other avenues had been clwsttem.

Third, a tension in policy between the central dochl levels of governance also
offered the possibility for coexistence. Decisidaken at Vichy over the Jewish
Question did not always filter down into the lotak. Rather, it was the

responsibility of local officials to interpret amchplement the new laws, which was
performed unevenly across the non-Occupied ZonspiBeVichy's propaganda and
the discourse of official state anti-Semitism, éality a French Jewish youth entering
a new province was a person and no longer a carecafAt a time of material

shortages and abandoned land, regional delegatesusitec placed local concerns
first and anti-Semitism second. Similarly more oftean notchefsin the Chantiers

de la Jeunesse put the immediate needs of themtiéhd®eyond the regime’s vague
ideological outpourings and did not discriminataiagt Jews assuming positions of

responsibility.
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Factors from within French Jewry also came togetihereate a space for coexistence
with the regime. First, the EIF responded favourablVichy's prioritisation of youth
and agriculture. From June 1940, the movement sdogiake opportunity in defeat
by implementing its pre-war projects based on snguand aretour a la terreto
create the New Jew. State recognition and suppgttirhised both the ideology and
the work performed at Lautrec and gave Jewish yoe#son to believe that they
would not encounter any future hostility from theevN Order. Vichy — albeit
unintentionally — offered an arena for Jewish s#gfatification. Far away from their
bourgeois lives, Jewish youth experienced a livdndaism that centred on folklore,
manual work and community living. Ultimately, Lagtr embodied the interface
between Vichy and the Jews, where elements of eagject converged, making

ideological exclusiveness difficult to distinguish.

Second, the EIF was equipped with a leadershipwhatFrench and endowed with a
series of important connections. The movementimmee on Anatole de Monzie to
reinvent itself in the south-west was a privileghickh was not afforded to other
Jewish groups. Coexistence with Vichy became atyetilanks to the support of
General Lafont and other leading figures in SF Wighowed it's commitment to the
EIF by included it in all of its schemes, and delieg the movement from hostile
forces. Moreover, the EIF could officially perfor8GJ tasks, thanks to the positive
relations that it had developed with Louis Garoand other figures at the SGJ. The
links between the two institutions were strengtliewben the SGJ allowed the EIF to
undertake relief work at Gurs in its name, andrlaent its leaders to North Africa as

SGJ delegates.
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Jewish routes to coexistence also benefitted ftoenténsion in policies between the
centre and the localities. On occasion, the expmess local hostilities to Jews was
constrained by the regime’s broader agenda. Atreapthe prefect was unable to halt
the funding which refugees from Alsace and Lorravere entitled to receive. For

most local delegates, their priority was to futhie responsibilities of their agency or
governmental ministry. The Jewish Question waselgrgependent on the zeal of the
CGQJ, which proved uninterested in Lautrec. By mehg to the land, Lautrec

presented itself as having the support of Vichyicwltonfused local people and for a

time prevented them from vehemently criticising @leantier.

In the non-Occupied Zone, the roundups of foreignslin the summer of 1942 and
the invasion by the Germans in November of the sgeae had almost extinguished
any remaining ambition of Jewish youth to coexisthwichy. The roundup of

French Jews from the spring of 1943 was the fiadlin the coffin. Nevertheless, the
German dimension does not adequately explain whpe@tion broke down between
the two sides. Anti-Semitic forces also existedl8#10—-42 which were unrelated to
German demands and were constantly testing andapegh the boundaries of
coexistence. One factor, demonstrated in this sthdg been the role of hesitant
initiators of anti-Semitic policies, such as Geheata la Porte du Theil. Since the
autumn of 1940, De la Porte du Theil’s hostilityJ®ws limited their contribution to

the Chantiers de la Jeunesse. De la Porte du d@iieiot want to recommend anti-
Semitic legislation to government, preferring tatiate a policy measure and allow

others to follow it through. On the occasions tihé method did not result in success,
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De la Porte du Theil did not concede, and insteadfidently pushed through his

proposals to obtain his desired outcome.

This study has also shown that the North Africamehsion played an important
contribution in the breakdown of relations betw&&chy and Jews in the Chantiers.
Jews’ expulsion from the Chantiers in the non-OgadiZone was unrelated to events
in France or from German pressure. This analysssrbeealed that a debate which
was unique to the situation of Jews in the coloh&d far reaching consequences for
Jews in mainland France. This aspect of the reiahip between Vichy and the Jews
has not been treated in existing studies, and aneoaly speculate on the ways in
which additional decisions taken on Jews in theomiels, eventually impacted on

Jews in the Hexagone.

Sometimes however, the breakdown of coexistence bwasght about by other
factors, unrelated to specifically anti-Semitic sacfews were not expelled from
participating in Jeune France. However, the orgdios’'s closure by Pucheu in
March 1942 impacted on the movement’s Jewish pasos, who needed to reinvent
their lives at the very moment that the powers ohigard, Pelorson and Darquier

were suddenly increasing.

The rupture of coexistence on an institutional levas matched by a break down on
the individual side. The EIF was officially disbaatdby Darquier in January 1943 and
Lautrec was closed in March 1944. Places whereista®ce had taken place thus fell

apart, and individuals sought different routes updnch to continue their journeys

316



under the Occupation. The experience of 1942-4destianany young French Jews
that in the eyes of the authorities they were mydéoFrancais israéliteand that they

had instead beconiifs francais°*

As they had done in the period 1940-42, Jewishlyoabtcted differently to the
German presence in the former non-Occupied Zoneir Personal trajectories were
unpredictable. Young Jews that were hostile to Yigh 1940-42 did not always
engage in Resistance activities faster than Jeveshald earlier tried to coexist with
the regime. The German presence in the south agpdewish youth of much of the
freedom and choices which they had been affordetO#0-42. A constant danger
hung over their heads and they found themselvemgakn additional familial
responsibilities. The time for young Jews to sepkantunities in defeat no longer
existed: concerns for parents and siblings tookegmfence over scouting, music and

self-discovery.

By continuing to follow state regulations and destesome Jews sought to maintain a
legal existence for as long as possible. Jews, thieerest of French youth, were
ambivalent over their inclusion in tHgervice du Travail Obligatoir¢gSTO]. Even
though Jews had been expelled from the Chantieréad&eunesse, many chose,
however, to remain within the margins of legalihdaesponded to their call up to the
STO from February 1948% Félix Calek was conscripted to work in the Dordegn

and Maurice Schneigeiger was sent to work as a amcim Germany.

1921 Opinion of Roger Fichtenberg, 4 November 2008.

1022 jewish participation in the STO has not featurestiidies of the period 1942—44. Only Bernard
Reviriego in his study of Jews in the Dordogne ihasstigated Jews in the STO. Reviriego has shown
that in the summer of 1943, 117 Jews took paitiénSTO in the Dordogne. See Revirieges Juifs

en Dordognepp. 161-165. A large number of interviewees madierence to their refusal to
participate in the STO.
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The German presence and the introduction of STG&many young Jews to flee or
to retreat into a non-Jewish existence. ClaudeuS¢ravho had been in the Zionist
resistance from the autumn of 1940 escaped to B &t the end of 1942. As was
the case with large parts of the French populati@sistance was not always
considered a viable option. Henri Certner and RoBenaud hid their Jewish

identities and lived out the war as agriculturabdarers. After obtaining false

identification papers, Jacques Lang spent time sta@ manager for the theatrical

group the Tournées Rasini.

Many Jews, however, participated in a range of &#&sce movements, some of
which were made up entirely of Jews. From summet219Théo and René Klein
became fully immersed in the EIF’s clandestine apens to hide foreign children
which remained active until the Liberation. A larggmber of the EIF's former
participants including Pierre Kauffman and GilbBftoch joined the armed Jewish
Resistance in the Tarn. Bloch was killed in ancktfay the Wehrmacht on 8 August
1944 alongside two other EIF members. In total, 1&Wish youths who had been
involved in rescuing Jewish children and Jewisheatraombat, most of whom were

EIF members, were either killed or deport&d.

Jewish youth also participated in resistance délg were not exclusively Jewish.
Shortly after his liberation from the Chantiers ldeJeunesse, Bernard Epelbeim
joined Combat in Nice. Epelbeim, his wife Simoned atheir baby son were

denounced by the non-Jewish husband of Simondersisho as a member of the

923G, Loinger, ‘Message’ in Brauman et al. (ed®iganisation Juive de Combat. 9. Individual
files on these youths killed and deported can bedaat Yad Vashem: YV, o. 89.
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Milice, had also denounced his own wife. Epelbeiaswot present when the police
arrived to round up his wife and child and latecdrae involved in resistance activity,
eventually becoming known as ‘le libérateur d’EviaBeorges Weill and Sylvain
Adolphe, who as has been shown, participated inostimevery Vichy youth
movement, made their way to London in December 1@42re they joined De
Gaulle and the Free French. At the same time Piemide Meyer managed to escape
to Morocco where he joined General Leclerd’ moured Division, taking part in

the liberation of Normandy before liberating Daclaawl going to Berchtesgaden

The Occupation irrevocably altered the course ofisle youth’s lives. After the
Liberation, many returned to their homes and comtiashand attempted to rebuild
their future within the traditional parameters @€ch Jewry, resuming their studies
and reengaging in youth organisations. Théo Kle#s wresident of the Union des
Etudiants Juifs de France (1945-1950), and latearhe a celebrated lawyer and
president of theConseil Representative des Institutions Juives dmde [CRIF].
Roger Fichtenberg went into commerce and duringl®&0s and 1990s was a town
councillor for the eleventh arrondissement. Howetlee experience of Vichy and the
Occupation led many Jews to stray from the paths ttiey had been following in
1939. Eliane Dutech, Félix Calek and Henri Stefe#rin love while in the south and
married their non-Jewish partners, settling permtpén la France Profonde. Marcel
David’s intimate friendship with a number of figaren the Jeunesse Etudiante
Chrétienne introduced him to Christianity. After the war, & converted to

Catholicism and became a renowned militant of thag@lan left in Lyon.
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In some instances, Vichy's institutions and mod#iaped Jewish youth’s post-war
existence. Simon Nora’s experiences at Uriage led tb abandon academia and
embark on a civil service career. Like many pgraats of Uriage, Simon Nora

entered ENA in 1946 and later became one of Frargr&atest post-war economists.
Similarly, Sylvain Adolphe had no desire to resume pre-war life, in which he had

trained to be an engineer. The experience of JEumece had given him a taste of
creativity and the need to live an alternative texise, which he did not feel ready to
relinquish. As a photographer covering the firsdldohina War, Adolphe arrived in

Tahiti in 1946 where he remained, becoming a cpmedent forParis Matchand

National Geographic

The continuities from Vichy into the post-war pe&riovere mirrored by Jewish youth
who, under the Occupation, had been given a spacehich to reflect on their

position as Jews in France. Many young Jews, iedplry the Jewish and Zionist
teachings that they had received under Vichy, $mir timmediate future in Palestine
where they sought to contribute towards building trewish state. Maurice and
Annette Bernsohn made their Aliyah in 1947 andextht Neve llan, a Kibbutz that
had been created by EIF members in October 194@d&ember 1961, 400 former

Jewish scouts had made their Aliyah to Isfa#!.

A re-examination of 1940-1942 has shown the vamatn Vichy's form of anti-

Semitism and French Jewry’s historically complidatelationship to France.

1024 AHICJ, The Rescue of Jews via Spain and Portidmhes and addresses of former EIF members
living in Israel, December 1961.
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During the Occupation, France enacted anti-Ser@tslation and through actively
engaging in a policy of collaboration, was respblesifor sending 76,000 Jews to
their deaths. Nevertheless, the momentary exceptrom the anti-Semitic legislation
during the period 1940-1942 allows us to understaf@mative moment in French-
Jewish history in which the regenerationist prgguait forth by Vichy and the EIF,
for a time, drove in the same direction. This cageace marked the culmination of a
forty year debate, beginning with the Dreyfus Affaabout Jewish modernity.
Representing a tiny proportion of Jews in Francihai time, it is through cases such
as Lautrec that one observes that there was nd fodentity for Jews under Vichy,

nor was there a single definition of Jewishness.
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Selected biographical details

Bailly, Pierre (1897 — 1981), sub-Prefect of Castriearn) during the Occupation.
Bialik, Haim Nachman (1873 — 1934), Hebrew poet.

Bonnard, Abel (1882 — 1968), Minister of Educatiorder Vichy (April 1942 —
February 1944).

Buber, Martin (1878 — 1965), Philosopher and gyatiZionist.

Carcopino, Jérdme (1881 — 1970), Historian and s8témiof Education under Vichy
(February 1941 — April 1942).

Caziot, Pierre (1876 — 1953), agricultural engireesd Minister of Agriculture under
Vichy (September 1940 — April 1942).

Chérier, André, Lawyer and former PPF militant. ieéthe youth division of
Pucheu’s cabinet (1941- 1942).

Chevalier, Jacques (1882 — 1962), Catholic philbsopnd Minister of Education
under Vichy (December 1940 — February 1941).

Cohn, B0 (1916 — 1974), leader of Yechouroun antewof the movements’ cours
de correspondances.

Cohn, Léo (1915 — 1945), Zionist, musician, EIRderain Strasbourg before the war.
Spent the Occupation at Lautrec.

Darbou, Georges, Prefect of the Tarn (December ¥9arch 1943), Director of
Pierre Laval’'s Cabinet (November 1943 — Liberation

De La Porte Du Theil, Joseph (1884 — 1976), Geneihle French army, founder
and leader of the Chantiers de la Jeunesse (94ly 4 January 1944).

De Pellepoix, Louis Darquier (1897 — 1980), notas@nti-Semite of the 1930s,
became second Commissaire général aux questiomes JMay 1942 —
February 1944).

De Rouville, Guy (1915 — present), IndustrialisMabre, head of the Maquis de
Vabre.

Deutsch, Abraham (1902 — 1992), founder of the P&ihbi of Limoges during the
Occupation.

Dunoyer de Segonzac, Pierre (1906 — 1968), leddbed=cole de Cadres d’Uriage.

Fischer, Joseph — Key figure in the French Ziometement, headed the KKL from
its Lyon offices under the Occupation.
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Gamzon, Denise (1909 — 2002), head of the ChaRtieal at Lautrec and wife of
Robert Gamzon.

Gamzon, Robert (1905 — 1961), grandson of the GRatibin of Paris and founder of
the EIF in 1923.

Garonne, Louis — Devout Catholic, director of thied=cole des Roches. Lamirand’s
assistant as head of the SGJ. Looked favouratdy Wiage andEsprit

Gordon, A.D. (1856 — 1922), ideological mentortwé Zionist agricultural pioneers.
Settled in Palestine at the age of forty eight.

Haguenau, Marc (1904 — 1944), General SecretaityeoEIF.

Hammel, Frédéric (1907 — 2001), EIF leader frona&iourg and member of the
movement’s executive committee, headed the ChaRtieal at Taluyers.

Helbronner, Jacques (1873 — 1943), Président demsetu Conseil d’Etat, President
of the Consistoire Central and friend of Marédpétain.

Jabotinsky, Waldimir, Zeev (1880 — 1940), Founderwisionist Zionism.

Jarblum, Marc (1887 — 1972), Leading figure in Fetemter-war Zionism, president
of the Fédération des Sociétés Juives de France.

Jefroykin, Jules ‘Dika’ (1911 - 1987), JOINT repeatative in France.

Kaplan, Jacob (1895 — 1994), Leading French rdiasied in Lyon during the
Occupation. Became Grand Rabbin de France in 8pi9d4.

Klein, Samy (1915 — 1944), Rabbi at the ConsistGeatral, official chaplain for
Jewish youth from September 1940. Chapalin tcCin@ntiers de la Jeunesse.

Kook, Abraham, Isaac (1865 — 1935), Father of ralig Zionism and appointed the
first Ashkenazi Chief Rabbi of Palestine in 1921.

Lafont, Joseph (1874 — 1961), General in the Frematy. Chef Scout from
1936-1948.

Lambert, Raymond-Raul (1894 — 1943), From 1934thwor-in-chief of theJnivers
israélite the principal mouthpiece of French Jewry, Lambedded UGIF in
the non-Occupied Zone.

Lamirand, Georges (1899 — 1994) Social enginetat-imar Catholic activist. Headed
Vichy’'s SGJ from September 1940 — March 1943.

Libmann, Henri (1892 — 1973) Headed the Légion €agse des Combattants for the
departément of the Tarn, August 1940 — August 1941
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Maritain, Jacques (1882 — 1973) Neo-Thomist, Cathalilosopher and social
theorist. Member of Action Franccaise in early @9dater played a crucial
role in the modern Catholic teaching about Jews.

Mounier, Emmanuel (1905 — 1950) Founder of the Emgrersonalist movement and
the spiritualist Catholic journ&sprit.

Mourey, Jean-Charles, Career officer and De laeRautTheil’s deputy in the
Chantiers de la Jeunesse.

Nordau, Max (1849 — 1923) Zionist thinker for whdme transformation of the
Jewish body was essential.

Pougatch, Isaac (1897 — 1988) Specialist in JeanshYiddish culture. Educator.
Founded the Chantier Rural at Charry (Tarn-et-Gaed.

Renouard, Pierre (1887 — 1976) Prefect of the {ldavember 1940 — December
1941)

Schaeffer, Pierre (1910 — 1975) Catholic engineed. Vichy’s Radio Jeunesse in
August 1940. Founder of Jeune France.

Schwartz, Isaie (1876 — 1952) Grand Rabbin de Erander the Occupation.

Simon, Edouard (1905 — 1993) Deputy leader of tire Birector of the Maison
de Moissac.

Simon, Shatta (1910 — 2003) Director of the EIF'ai8dn de Moissac and wife of
Edouard Simon.

Soutou, Jean-Marie (1912 — 2003) contributdesprit and links with Mounier in the
1930s, Soutou joined Jeune France in 1940 anfl4t Wvas involved in
helping Jewish refugees.

Vallat, Xavier (1891 — 1972) Catholic député foe thrdeche. Vallat made a
scathing attack on Léon Blum following the latseglection as president of the
Chamber of Deputies. Under Vichy, secrétaire g@radrx anciens
combattants (August 1940 — March 1941) and Conamesgénéral aux
guestions Juives (March 1941 — May 1942).

Ybarnégaray, Jean (1883 — 1956) Basque députeé d3Solonel de la Rocque.
Vichy’s first Minister of Youth and Family (July September 1940).
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Glossary

Aliyah: the immigration of Jews to Eretz Yisrael

Chantier Rural: An agricultural community. Encowddy Vichy from the summer
of 1940

Eretz Yisrael: the biblical name of the ‘Holy langsed regularly by Zionists in the
interwar years to refer to Palestine

Hachshara: agricultural and community ‘traininghttes. Several hundred
Hachsharot (plural) were founded by Zionists ia Biaspora to prepare
emigration to Palestine.

Haloutzic: a pioneer

Kibbutz: a communal settlement in the Holy Landyorally based on agriculture.

Yeshiva: a Jewish educational institute for matea/hich sacred texts are studied.
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