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Motto:
 « Modernity, one should not forget, produces difference, exclusion and marginalization”
 

There is a huge material dealing with what, how and why the Holocaust took place. Nevertheless, scholars have failed to reach a consensus on the issue of explaining it. The purpose of the present paper is to deal with some specific aspects of the Holocaust, with particular emphasis on the main death camp in Auschwitz. Firstly, there has been a lot of argument whether the Nazi Regime was an agent of modernization or, on the contrary, it represented a return to barbarism. The systematic and organized mass murdering of the Jews can be seen as a proof for both views, depending on how you look at it. Then, there is the issue of the extent of the guilt of the German people as a whole. Can all the Germans be blamed for acting as accomplices? Or, better said, did they know what they were becoming accomplices to? Lastly, when the secret appears to have been revealed, there is another delicate question arising: why wasn’t Auschwitz bombed? Why did the allies choose (if it was a choice to make) not to end the mass murders going on this camp? Can the allied forces be considered some sort of accomplices to for the murders that have taken place in the last stages of the war when Germany was in its knees?
The Implementation of Ideology
Jews have been subject to persecutions since long time ago and in many countries, the Germans, during Hitler, were definitely not the ones to start this. But they were the first to use the state apparatus with the purpose of annihilating the entire Jewry in the country, and in Europe. This was mainly due to the ideology they had adopted. There are many scholars that have considered the Nazi Regime a return to barbarism, considering the cruelty of the way it treated its enemies. Nazi leaders themselves advocated the idea of a return to a traditional society, as opposed to the impersonal capitalism that had spread in Europe. There cannot be discussion about Nazism and the process of modernization without taking into consideration the Holocaust. Was it part of the plan of returning to a pure German soul, or, as some scholars say, a return to barbarism? Or was it more a product of the new ideas brought by modernity, such as the Darwin’s evolutionist theory? Here, a distinction has to be drawn between the purposes and the means.

One very important feature that depends on the answer to these questions is the possibility of a repetition of such a phenomenon. If Nazism is to be proven modernizing, then its crimes cease to be singular, “but they become comparable with the crimes of other regimes or indeed part of the pathology of advanced societies in general”
. The time passed since the 1945 showed contrasting evidences: genocides took place even in recent years, such as the ones in Rwanda or even to a certain extent in Bosnia. Nevertheless, one can hardly say that, particularly in the first case, it happened in an advanced society. The World War II genocide against the Jews resembles most closely to a previous case, the Armenian genocide. Both were attempts to murder a whole people, carried out under the cover of war, with maximum secrecy and after having deported the victims to remote places. But the Germans not only learned from this precedent, they did a lot more. They included a scholastically precise definition of victims, developed juridical procedures procuring their rightlessness and a technical apparatus culminating in gas chambers
. 
By no means, the mass killings in the Nazi Germany were subject to some aspects of modernization. The means used to get rid of the unwanted, the secularization of culture, the economic rationalization and the extermination of stateless, superfluous people, all share elements of modernity. As Bauman argues, “the Holocaust was a modern phenomenon in which bureaucracy superseded the mob, and in which obedience to authority, organized routine and rational calculation supplanted rage, passion, and spontaneity”
. Jews had become the symbol of all that was going wrong in the lives of those badly affected by the rapid process of modernization and the formers’ ability to adapt to the new socio-economic realities better than the rest turned, paradoxically, against them. Giddens explains: “modernity, one should not forget, produces difference, exclusion and marginalization”
.

The ideological framework that provided the solutions for the “Jewish question” can be seen as of modern-originated also. It was not until the 19th century that the evolutionist theory took shape, at the same time with the industrial revolution. Concepts like biological racism, social Darwinism, eugenics developed since that moment on and, combined with Hitler’s adversity towards the Jews, gave birth to modern anti-Semitism. The ideological framework evolved, together with the other aspects of the regime. There was no clear view of how to get the purity of the German people when Hitler took over. Solutions were adapted to the latest developments, internal or external, as it happened after the relatively negative reaction of the population after Kristallnacht, or when the tide of the war turned against them. Provisions for the Jewish population were made ever harsher, but gradually, always preceded by intense propaganda and set ups to put them in a bad light. Therefore rational calculation is evident. It became even more obvious when deciding and later implementing the final solution. The purpose of the conference in Wansee, in January 1942, was to discover the most effective way of destroying the Jewish population. When choosing to gas them in huge chambers instead of shooting them, it was the morale of the troops and the expenses that were taken into consideration. 
Equally rational calculated had been the counter-argument of rapid killing: the need for labor to support the German war effort. There has been a constant conflict between the need for labor and the requirements of the implementation of the ideology. In June 1943 Hans Frank, governor-general of German-occupied Poland, attended a farewell party ceremony for Eberhardt Schongarth, outgoing commander of the security police in the area of Poland occupied by Germans. In his official address he rhetorically asked “how can the need to co-operate with an alien culture be reconciled with the ideological aim of – say – wiping out the Polish people? How is the need to maintain industrial output compatible with the need, for example, to annihilate Jews?”
. On the one hand, the war had allowed the ideological aims of National Socialism to be translated into reality to an extent that no one would have imagined before the war. On the other hand, the course of the war required new efforts to be concentrated in the war economy, creating conflict with the implementation of the ideology. Hitler himself is said
 to have intervened in a number of occasions to balance in favor of one or the other sides. It appears that the worse the war was going the more flexible he become in sticking to ideology, for example when ordering the transferring of the Hungarian Jews in the Reich in 1944 for the support of the economy. 
Keeping the Secret

Was keeping the secret of the gas chambers in Auschwitz and elsewhere crucially important for the success of the “final solution”? Hitler definitely thought so and therefore he gave clear orders for its maintenance: no one was allowed to know more and earlier then the accomplishment of his particular task required. This way, no one was supposed to have an overview of the real situation, of the scale of the process. Indeed, studies conducted after the end of the war showed that there were very few those who knew what was going on. Not even the Jews were aware of what was planed for them once they had arrived in the camps. Many of those who had hared rumors didn’t want to believe them, which is perfectly understandable, given the level of atrocities, hard to imagine even today. De Zayas compares the situations of Jews in German-occupied territory with the ones of the Japanese-Americans after the attack on Pearl Harbor.
 Neither the Japanese nor their neighbors thought they were going to be gassed once they will arrive at specific designated sites. The difference was that the Japanese were not.
Many of the German officers and soldiers put on trial following the end of the war declared that they were aware of the regime’s criminal methods of getting rid of the Jews. Some of them had been witness to massively shootings of the Jews, but even so, they could not believe that this is part of a well-prepared process, but merely isolated cases. Moreover, those who fought on the Eastern front had been confronted with similar atrocities made by the Soviets, thus making it harder for them to distinguish the systemic differences. Even high-ranking officers, such as press secretary Hans Fritzsche, one of the important accused to be acquitted at Nuremberg denied having had any knowledge of the extermination
.
Keeping the secret was important for a number of reasons. Firstly, the German population was not supposed to know the truth because it was likely to oppose the massive killings. Previous evidence showed Hitler that in spite of the fierce propaganda aimed at making the Germans to hate the Jews, its people was not ready to digest such measures. The current of opinion after the Kristallnacht had not been favorable to these kinds of measures. Propaganda against the Jews had helped the Nazis come to power. One may think that in early 1930s there was nothing more than propaganda in Hitler aggressive anti-Semite discourse. But on the contrary, it proved to be a lot more. The population was not to be fooled by the determination Hitler argued against them. Politicians usually do this before coming to power but soon after they reach this position they soften their discourse. With Hitler it was the opposite. He was, or became, much more determined to get rid of them then he showed it to the public. The process of annihilation went further on in spite of the opposition of the population. But it couldn’t have started in 1933. An intense campaign of adequately-manufactured and placed messages, direct and subliminal ones, was necessary in order to gradually increase the level of intolerance of the German people. Even so, it couldn’t reach the expected levels in predicted time, therefore secret had to be kept. 
Furthermore, the soldiers were not supposed to have an overview of the events, since soldiers were firstly part of the population. This was for two reasons: that they would have dissipated the information among the rest of the population, as it really happened in some cases; also, because becoming aware of what kind of “final solution” they were implementing was very likely to make them reject it. It had become already too psychologically-pressuring shooting the Jews. Nevertheless, there were some positions which by no means allowed their holders to know what was going on, such as the guards from Auschwitz, for instance. One cannot say that he wasn’t aware of the scale when thousands were gassed each day. So what did these guards feel and think? A survivor from Auschwitz testified that thanks to a certain S.S. officer called Flacke, one subcamp had been an “island of peace”. When the judge asked “Do you wish to say that everyone could decide for himself to be either good or evil at Auschwitz?” the answer came:” That is exactly what I wish to say”
. 
Another reason was that the Germans did not want other countries to know, or future generations. This argument is supported by the high rate of denial of parts of the population even today. Moreover, there is a campaign being waged by the deniers. A very high-percentage of the neo-Nazi and right-wing extremist groups include the denial of the Holocaust as part of their set of beliefs, both in Europe or America. But they are not the only ones. Some of the extreme left, most notably certain French anarchists, also propagate denial, arguing that the Holocaust represents “an intersection of capitalist interest and Zionist ideology”
.

Keeping Auschwitz Intact

One of the most frequently raised issues regarding the Holocaust is why the Allies did not bomb Auschwitz, destroy the gas chambers and crematoria or the rail net feeding them. It has been argued that the camp’s location and purpose were well known by the time the Allies had the possibility to intervene there. Militaries argue that bombing Auschwitz was technically infeasible. Although the issue is long passed, it is important to establish whether the Allies can be blamed to have acted as accomplices by letting hundreds of thousands more to die. The issue was raised especially with regard to the Hungarian Jews that were sent to Auschwitz in 1944: “when the Hungarian Jews began arriving there, feeding the flames with ten to twelve thousands persons a day, nothing was done to stop or delay the process. Not one bomb was dropped on the railway tracks to the factories”
. U.S. War Department rejected the Kosice-Presov rail bombing plea on the grounds that it was impractical and would require diversion of too many essential resources. Also, the British Air Ministry refused aerial rescue operations, citing poor intelligence, hazards and high casualties
. Kitchens agrees to this view, considering that indeed, military priorities dictated the non-bombing, and not ethical prejudices, as others argue: “Allied leaders made the mistakes that all humans do, but the available evidence suggests that avoidance of death camp bombing out of prejudice was not one of them”
.
However, I think that there is more the military issue here. Beginning with World War I there was a specific feature that was associated to war: Demonizing the enemy. In order to mobilize your own population to fight you must show them that the war is fought against an evil enemy, against the Devil himself, if possible. Citizens must feel that that the war is well justified and the cause is worth fighting for. The means used to achieving this is intensive propaganda. Even though Gobbles is considered its master, the Allies used it too. The Americans in particular needed in order to justify their exit of the isolationist stance and intervene in the war. They did it in both world wars, with the only difference that in the second Japanese had to be demonized as well. But in order to justify intervention in Europe, Germans were to be associated with the evil. After the huge casualties of WW II, justification was yet necessary. What better proof of transposition of the evil then the death camps such as the one in Auschwitz? Had they bombed the camp in an effort to prevent further deportation there, there would have been fewer evidence left of the mass murders and the supporters of the denial of the Holocaust would have gained ground. Even so, the evidences are being rejected in an effort to make it forgotten or impossible to believe. At that time, clear proof was needed to demonstrate the atrocities and consequently the evil origin of the Nazi Regime in order to make people in the Allied side, and particularly the Americans, feel they were on the good side fighting the “bad guys”. 
Conclusion

One cannot pretend to solve the mystery of the Holocaust in one paper. Questions like why and how was Auschwitz possible do not have a genuine answer. The purpose of the present study was to deal with three of the aspects that have influenced the course of events leading to Jewish genocide. The first, a specific path towards modernity taken by Germany, modernization without revolution who, according to Barrington Moore
, consequently has lead to Nazism, may be a factor that created a favorable background for over-rational state behavior. The second, the secrecy kept around the death camps, helps explain the behavior of individuals within this state who knew little about it and acted accordingly. Lastly, the decision of not bombing Auschwitz taken by the Allies sheds some light on the question how was the continuation of the mass murder possible even when Germany was on the brick of falling. By no means, there are a lot of other aspects that need considering when explaining Holocaust, but these three can be accounted among the essential ones.
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