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1. Introduction: “Certainly, we are all proud of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising… but this trial is not a stage for clarifying this tragic issue…”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Spoken by Gideon Hausner as part of the prosecution’s opening speech in the Eichmann trial. See: The Trial of Adolf Eichmann: The Official Records of the Attorney General of the Government of Israel vs. Adolf Eichmann. Vol 1 (State Archives and Yad Vashem Publications, Jerusalem, 2003), p. 62 (hereinafter: “Protocols”). The protocols are also available on the Israeli Ministry of Justice website: https://www.gov.il/he/Departments/DynamicCollectors/eichmann_written?skip=60 [in Hebrew].] 

Beyond its clear and explicit legal objective of determining the guilt of Nazi criminal Adolf Eichmann, the architects of the Eichmann trial sought to use the judicial platform to present a broader, more comprehensive account of the Holocaust and the destruction of European Jewry. Through the testimonies of 110 witnesses, 101 of whom were Holocaust survivors, the trial presented detailed facts of the “Final Solution,” including aspects in which the defendant had not been directly involved. Most of these testimonies concluded with accounts of the murders of Jews in ghetto streets, mass graves, and concentration and extermination camps. An exception to this was the story of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. While the Uprising did not result in victory over the SS forces, and indeed had no significant military impact beyond the Ghetto, it nevertheless went down in Jewish history as a symbol of resistance and heroism. As such, the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising was intended to be a central highlight in the chronological narrative of the Holocaust as presented during the Eichmann trial.	Comment by JJ: To avoid repeating “Eichmann” twice in the same sentence fragment, which I think reads a little clumsily, we could recast this sentence something like this

Beyond its clear and explicit legal objective of determining the guilt of a Nazi criminal, the architects of the trial of Adolf Eichmann sought to…. 
Indeed, extensive attention was devoted to the Uprising in the prosecution’s opening speech at the trial. Gideon Hausner, Israel’s Attorney General who served as chief prosecutor in the trial, described the efforts of the Jewish underground resistance movement and the various stages of the Uprising, culminating in the final heroic battle on the eve of Passover, 1943. Hausner concluded: 
I will not recount, during the trial of Adolf Eichmann, the full scope of the Uprising. Its history will be immortalized in the annals of Israel as an act of supreme heroism […] The Warsaw Ghetto Uprising became a symbol of heroic struggle, the likes of which Jewish history had not seen since the Bar Kokhba Revolt […] They [the resistance fighters] and their comrades in defiance, resistance, and opposition to the enemy, were no longer able to save Jewish lives, but they redeemed their people’s honor.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Protocols, p.79] 

Hausner decided to give special prominence within the trial testimonies to what he called the “Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising Affair,” dedicating both the morning and afternoon sessions of May 3, 1961 to this subject. During the opening of proceedings on that day, Hausner justified his choice. The story of the formation of the Jewish underground in Warsaw, amid persecution and decrees was, he declared, “part of the broader picture that we must present in this case.”[footnoteRef:3] However, although the Uprising had immense significance from a nationalist perspective, its importance within the broader events of the Holocaust was relatively limited. Moreover, Hausner, a skilled and knowledgeable jurist, was fully aware that the story of the Uprising had no direct connection to the charges against the defendant. “The Uprising is a great bright spot,” he noted at a government meeting shortly before the trial. “Although it has nothing to do with the trial. The Jews who died in open combat, in military operations against the Ghetto in revolt – that is not a crime against humanity.”[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Protocols, p.79]  [4:  Minutes of meeting 29/5721 of the Israeli government, 26.2.1961. Available on the website of the Israel State Archive: https://catalog.archives.gov.il/chapter/1961/ [in Hebrew].] 

As if that was not enough, Judge Moshe Landau, the presiding judge, was concerned that focusing on the story of the Uprising could shift the discussion away from legal matters and into other areas. Landau thus took pains to ensure that the discussions during these two sessions were framed properly from the outset, making this clear to Hausner at the start of the trial:
I do not need to tell you, sir, we are not painting a picture here. If a picture is painted during the course of the trial, that is all well and good. But we have an indictment, and this indictment shall form the framework for the trial…[footnoteRef:5] [5: Protocols, p. 340. The prosecution once again referred to the testimonies given by the Holocaust survivors during the trial as being part of a “broader picture,” but Judge Landau, as Hannah Arendt wrote, “did not like the term, and did not like the picture.” See: Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem. (New York: Viking Press, 1964), p. 129.] 

Hausner had to tread a fine line. While he sought to highlight the story of the Uprising as an almost unique example of Jewish organizing for rebellion and resistance, he was also required – by orders of the court – to strictly adhere to proving only the charges in the indictment. Consequently, Hausner found it pertinent to emphasize that:
Certainly, we are all proud of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, and the acts of resistance, defiance, and rebellion of the partisans and fighters who struck against the evil regime. But this trial is not a stage for clarifying this tragic issue, and we shall leave that to the historians of the Holocaust. In this trial, we are judging Adolf Eichmann.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Protocols, p. 62.] 

In practice, however, Hausner did not leave the story of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising to the “historians of the Holocaust.” Instead, he took on the role of historian himself, and presented his own narrative of the Uprising. For Hausner, “the Uprising” was not an isolated event but part of a broader context, which he referred to as “the Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising Affair.” The connection that Hausner drew between “the Ghetto” and “the Uprising” was no accident. He believed that the “acts of resistance and rebellion” by Jews in the ghettoes had encompassed not only physical combat against SS forces. They also included other forms of “Jewish resistance” – specific expressions of rebellion and defiance through which the Jews managed to preserve human dignity even under inhuman conditions.[footnoteRef:7] These acts of resistance included maintaining Jewish cultural, spiritual, and communal life, and organizing welfare and education projects for children. All of this was exemplified by the lives of the Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto, the largest of the ghettoes in Europe. Thus, Hausner considered the story of the Warsaw Ghetto to embody the concept of Jewish resistance in a much broader sense, and believed it deserved to be told in its entirety.	Comment by JJ: “not only did not” in the source but that is hard to follow in English. I think this is clearer.	Comment by JJ: Since this is a reference back to Hausner’s exact words in the above citation I’ve put it in quotes 	Comment by JJ: Some information is missing here. 

Is this the correct citation:

Grubsztein, Meir, ed. Jewish Resistance During the Holocaust: Proceedings of the Conference on Manifestations of Jewish Resistance, Jerusalem, April 7–11, 1968. Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1971. 

See page 3 of this:

https://www.ushmm.org/m/pdfs/20100920-jewish-resistance-bibliography.pdf [7:  For more on the start of the historical debate on the phenomenon of “Jewish resistance” during the Holocaust, see: Jewish Resistance during the Holocaust: Proceedings of the Conference of Holocaust Scholars.] 

Hausner meticulously planned how to present the court with the full factual scope of Jewish resistance and rebellion in the Warsaw Ghetto. His strategy involved calling five carefully selected witnesses – including a married couple – to testify.[footnoteRef:8] These witnesses were chosen to convey four different narratives of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising: the physical, cultural, educational, and spiritual struggles. The order in which each witness testified was based not the chronological sequence of events but on the significance that the prosecutor attributed to the specific perspective that each was asked to highlight. [8:  In addition to these five witnesses, the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising was also briefly mentioned in the testimonies of three further witnesses, which were heard in connection with another set of facts: Hela Schuepper Rufeisen, a member of the Akiva movement in the Warsaw Ghetto and a courier (kasharit) in the Jewish underground; Israel Gutman,  a member of Hashomer Hatzair in the Warsaw Ghetto, who was called upon to testify as a prisoner in Auschwitz; and David Wdowinski, a leader of the Jewish Military Organization (Zydowski Zwiazek Wojskowy, ZZW) in the Warsaw Ghetto, who was called upon to testify as a prisoner in several camps, including Majdanek. For more on Wdowinski’s testimony, see footnote 112 to Chapter 7 below.] 

Hausner’s primary focus was to emphasize and commend the physical fighting. Only afterwards were the other aspects of the Uprising addressed, including the spiritual and cultural resistance, the educational resistance (which included efforts to save the children of the Ghetto), and the reactions of the Ghetto’s religious leaders to the mass deportations and exterminations. Together, these aspects were intended to present a comprehensive narrative of what Hausner described as “the spiritual destruction and the physical destruction.”
To date, historical and legal research has separately focused on the testimonies relating to the Uprising and the activities of the Jewish underground, often assuming that witnesses were selected based on partisan criteria,[footnoteRef:9] or on testimonies regarding the cultural struggle, arguing that these were intentionally omitted from collective memory.[footnoteRef:10] This paper aims, for the first time, to examine all the testimonies related to the “case of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising,” which were treated as a distinct unit during the Eichmann trial. I argue that, from the prosecution’s perspective, these testimonies formed interconnected pieces of a broader puzzle. The paper’s key contribution lies in the “spatial perspective” it offers by bringing together all the testimonies and analyzing them from the standpoint of the storyteller – that is, the prosecutor in the Eichmann trial.	Comment by JJ: Re the fn – the Tom Segev book is available in English – perhaps consider using the English edition to make it easier for readers who want to follow up the reference.	Comment by JJ: מפתח מפלגתי

Is this the intended meaning here? [9:  Arendt, Eichmann, pp. 131-132; Hanna Yablonka, The State of Israel vs. Adolf Eichmann (Yedioth Ahronoth Publishing House, 2001), pp. 133-135 [in Hebrew]; Sharon Geva, To the Unknown Sister: Holocaust Heroines in Israeli Society (Hakibbutz Hameuhedet, 2010), pp. 80-81 [in Hebrew]; Sharon Geva, Zivia Lubetkin and Yitzhak (Antek) Zuckerman, A Double Biography (Yad Tabenkin, Hakibbutz Hameuhedet and the Ghetto Fighters House, 2023), pp. 229-235 [in Hebrew]; Tom Segev, The Seventh Million (Keter Publishing, second edition, 1991), pp. 322-323 [in Hebrew]; Sharon Geva. “The Warsaw Ghetto Uprising at the Eichmann Trial.” Holocaust Studies, 2024, July, 1–20. doi:10.1080/17504902.2024.2381921.]  [10:  See: Leora Bilsky, The Struggle over Cultural Genocide in the Eichmann Trial (Hakibbutz Hameuhedet, 2024) [in Hebrew].] 

However, I contend that Hausner ultimately failed to present the court with a complete narrative that was more than the sum of its parts. Moreover, the story he did present is not the same version that has become ingrained in the public memory of the Eichmann trial. By analyzing the content, form, and visuals of all the trial testimonies relating to the Warsaw Ghetto and the Uprising, I argue that specific characteristics of the witnesses and their testimonies influenced how they became either embedded in – or omitted from – the collective memory of the trial. Further, I also explore the broader lessons that can be drawn from this in terms of understanding memory and forgetting within a courtroom setting.
2. “German blood ran through the streets of Warsaw”:[footnoteRef:11] the narrative of the physical struggle [11:  Testimony of Zivia Lubetkin, Protocols, p. 348.] 

The first witnesses to take the stand on the day of the hearings dedicated to the Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising were a married couple, Zivia Lubetkin and Yitzhak (Antek) Zuckerman. Both had been leaders of the Jewish Combat Organization (Żydowska Organizacija Bojowa, or ŻOB) in Warsaw. Lubetkin was born in 1914 in the town of Byten in the Russian Empire (now Belarus), to a wealthy and traditional family. In her early twenties, she joined the central committee of the Zionist youth movement HeHalutz in Warsaw. There, she led the movement’s training division and became a recognized leader within it. In August 1939, she attended the 21st Zionist Congress in Geneva as a delegate, and obtained a certificate allowing her to immigrate to British Mandatory Palestine. However, shortly before the outbreak of the Second World War, Lubetkin rejoined her trainees in Poland, where she helped found the unified youth movement, Dror-HeHalutz. In early 1940, Lubetkin moved to the German-occupied area of Warsaw, where she lived with other movement leaders in a commune at 34 Dzielna Street. Lubetkin was responsible for managing relations with the Joint Distribution Committee and the Judenrat authorities, and was active in the movement’s agricultural training farms. After the establishment of the Ghetto, she worked to raise funds for educational and welfare programs. On July 28, 1942, she helped found ŻOB. Lubetkin was involved with planning the Uprising, fought during it, and later escaped through the sewers to the Aryan side of Warsaw, where she hid in various safe houses until the liberation of the city.[footnoteRef:12]	Comment by JJ: Zivia Lubetkin - Wikipedia 

For spelling of name	Comment by JJ: It was not technically in Poland but in the Russian Empire and is now in Belarus	Comment by JJ: Is this accurate, I think it reads better than “stayed in various hiding places” but we can put the latter if “safe houses” is less accurate ( [12:  Neima Barzel, Sacrificed Unredeemed: The Encounter between the Leaders of the Ghetto Fighters and Israeli Society (The Zionist Library Publishing House of the World Zionist Organization, 1998), pp. 42-34 [in Hebrew].] 

Zuckerman was born in 1915 to a traditional Jewish family. After completing his studies at the Tarbut gymnasium in Vilnius, he also joined the HeHalutz movement. In 1936, he was summoned to Warsaw as a member of the movement’s central committee, and after the creation of Dror-HeHalutz, he became one of its two general secretaries. When the Second World War broke out, Zuckerman was tasked with coordinating the Jewish Underground’s educational activities in Lviv. In April 1940, he returned to Warsaw, where he helped organize the movement’s educational efforts as part of its central leadership. In April 1941, he was sent to the Kampinos forced labor camp, but was later rescued. Together with Lubetkin, he was one of the founders of ŻOB.
On the night of September 13, Zuckerman was appointed as deputy to Mordechai Anielewicz, the leader of the fighting unit. During the first uprising in the Ghetto, which broke out in in January 1943 and later became known as the “Little Uprising,” Zuckerman commanded one of the two fighting groups. When the larger Uprising began in April of that year, Zuckerman was not in the Ghetto; he was on the Aryan side of the city, serving as a liaison with the Polish resistance. There, he worked to secure weapons and ammunition for the Jewish fighters. It was during this time that he received Anielewicz’s famous final letter and ensured its distribution.[footnoteRef:13]	Comment by JJ: Which year [13:  Barzel, Sacrified, pp. 22-30.] 

After the war, Lubetkin and Zuckerman married and immigrated to Israel, where they helped found the Kibbutz Lohamei Hagetaot (the Ghetto Fighters Kibbutz). They were also active members of the Ahdut HaAvoda political party, and became prominent public figures, and national heroes. Given the prosecution’s decision to rely on survivor testimonies and not just on historical documents for the trial evidence,[footnoteRef:14] it was only natural that the couple would be called to testify.[footnoteRef:15] [14:  Rachel Auerbach, Witnesses and Testimonies in the Eichmann Trial. Yedioth Yad Vashem 28 (1961): 35-36; Gideon Hauser, The Eichmann Trial in Jerusalem (Yad Vashem, Hikibbutz Hameuchad and the Ghetto Fighters’ House, 2011) pp. 295-299 [in Hebrew]; Yablonka, State of Israel, pp. 103, 106.]  [15:  Yablonka, State of Israel, p. 115; Geva, Lubetkin, pp. 202-205.] 

Before it became apparent that Zuckerman had not actually been present in the Ghetto during the Uprising, the plan had been for Lubetkin’s testimony to give a broad account of life in the Ghetto, and for Zuckerman’s to focus on the Uprising itself. As Michael Goldman, a police investigator from Unit 06 explained to Lubetkin, “we are more interested in showing the suffering of the Warsaw Ghetto, with the Uprising merely as a consequence of the oppression and suffering.”[footnoteRef:16] In early February 1961, Miki (Menachem) Resh, another police investigator from Unit 06 who was himself a Holocaust survivor, took preliminary statements from the couple. He categorized Lubetkin’s statement as addressing “the lives of the Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto,” whereas Zuckerman’s was focused on “the Warsaw Ghetto and the Uprising.” The couple were seen as complementing each other, both chronologically and in their presentation style. Zuckerman was a fluent and experienced speaker with a decisive manner, while Lubetkin was expected to have an “emotional impact, as a woman who went through hell, with her suffering etched on her face.”[footnoteRef:17] However, after taking their statements – each lasting a full two hours – Resh concluded that the couple were unsuitable to testify. In an opinion attached to their statements, he explained that Lubetkin and Zuckerman:	Comment by JJ: I think this works better than “from Unit 06 of the Israel Police”

Also it might be worth telling the reader here that this unit was set up especially for the trial	Comment by JJ: Is the publication in the fn an exhibition catalogue? It needs to have an author if it is a book or some more details if it is a catalogue	Comment by JJ: Davar - Life After the Uprising (davar1.co.il)  [16:  From a document titled “Daily Activity Summary: Poland, Russia, and Baltic States Section,” January 1, 1961. Photographed in: Six Million Accusers: The State of Israel vs. Adolf Eichmann (Moreshet and Yedioth Ahronoth, 2011), p. 81 [in Hebrew].]  [17:  This quote of Sarah Schner’s words to Ephraim Hofstadter appears in Geva, Lubetkin, p. 25] 

Had not lived among the Jewish masses but within a commune of halutzim [pioneers, i.e., members of the HeHalutz movement] whose lives were different from those of the other Jews […]. In my view, their accounts of suffering during the deportations amount to “hearsay” because they did not move around outside. By nature, they are fighters and resilient to suffering, and therefore they can’t adequately describe the suffering of others. Concerning Zivia’s testimony, it should be noted that she doesn’t recall dates, times, or numbers at all. Everything in her testimony is taken from books or from Yitzhak Zuckerman. For this reason, her chronological account is also not well-executed. There is a concern that her testimony may turn into a “speech.” Yitzhak Zuckerman recalls dates and events well, but I am not sure whether his knowledge is based on direct memory […] It is difficult to differentiate between what he personally witnessed and what he learned through hearsay. There is a risk that Zuckerman’s testimonies may take on a political bias.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Memorandum from Miki Resh to Ephraim Hofstadter, “Re: Testimony of Zivia and Yitzhak Zuckerman” (undated), cited in Yablonka, State of Israel, p. 135.] 

Resh’s opinion was set aside. In contrast to Resh, Hausner regarded Lubetkin and Zuckerman as key witnesses. In fact, when planning how survivor testimonies would be presented in the trial, Hausner envisioned a model of “this marvelous couple, embodying both the destruction and the revival.”[footnoteRef:19] Even during the preparatory stages of the trial, Hausner was captivated by the story of the couple’s heroism, to which he listened for hours. He sought their advice regarding matters that were expected to come up during the trial, and about his conclusions after reviewing the evidence. Hausner only knew he had “passed the test” and could handle the testimonies of Holocaust survivors after Lubetkin – at the end of a long night of discussions on these matters – remarked: “You speak as if you were there with us.”[footnoteRef:20] It is not surprising, then, that Hausner encouraged the couple to testify at the trial,[footnoteRef:21] and after they agreed, he chose them to open the testimonies concerning the Warsaw Ghetto. [19:  Hausner, Trial, p. 297]  [20:  Hausner, Trial, pp. 297-298; see also: Yablonka, State of Israel, p. 95.]  [21:  Geva, Lubetkin, pp. 204, 212-215.] 

Lubetkin’s testimony essentially established a framework for describing the events of the Warsaw Ghetto, the outbreak of the Uprising, and the struggle of the Jewish Underground leading up to the destruction of the Ghetto. As such, it became the cornerstone upon which subsequent testimonies – including Zuckerman’s – were built. Seated upright at the witness stand, Lubetkin began by detailing the decrees and restrictions imposed upon Warsaw’s Jewish population after the German occupation of Poland. These measures were intended, as she put it, “to oppress us, to humiliate us, to bring us to the disgrace of starvation,” and to situate the Jews “outside of any law.”[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Protocols, p. 341] 

Lubetkin emphasized the sense that Jewish blood had become cheap, and the seemingly arbitrary nature of the SS’s acts of violence against Jews, which occurred “without knowing why or for what reason.” She added that, “when this went on for days on end, we understood that it was a method of intimidation, of terror.”[footnoteRef:23] Lubetkin went on to describe the influx of Jewish refugees into Warsaw, the announcement on Yom Kippur in 1940 about the establishment of a “Jewish quarter” where Jews would be concentrated, and the subsequent phase – the sealing of the Ghetto and its transformation into “one large prison” where “there were no laws.”[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Protocols, p. 341]  [24:  Protocols, p. 342] 

Lubetkin recalled that when the Ghetto was sealed, “most Jews were left without any means of survival, no work, and no livelihood.” She went on to describe the harsh conditions in the Ghetto: hunger, severe overcrowding, poor sanitation, disease, and countless deaths. Initially, Lubetkin testified about her own experiences, and the scenes she had personally witnessed. However, she soon shifted to speaking in the plural, as though she and her comrades from the fighting organizations were a single body. In response to Hausner’s question, Lubetkin outlined the efforts of the youth movements, which “adapted their work to the new reality,” and operated “until the last Jew in the Warsaw Ghetto was alive” in an effort to “preserve human dignity and foster the spirit of rebellion against these decrees.” She emphasized, “When I speak of rebellion, I am not referring to a specific uprising, but to maintaining the human, cultural, and social essence of the youth.”[footnoteRef:25] 	Comment by JJ: Do you mean the ZOB here or just “the resistance”? [25:  Protocols, p. 343] 

Lubetkin described how, in the face of German terror in the Ghetto, “Every Jew was already engaged in a very difficult struggle for survival, for a piece of bread, for the continuation of life, alone against this immense machine.” In contrast, when speaking about the members of the youth movement, she said, “Our strength lay in the fact that we did not stand alone.” The primary mission of the movement, as she described it, was to “organize the youth…for the preservation of the human, Jewish image, to foster within them, despite the humiliations and despair, a sense of Jewish dignity, so that they could stand against all these decrees…and indeed,” she added, it was the youth who, when the day came, and it became clear to them that this was extermination, also took up arms.”[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Protocols, p. 344] 

In response to Hausner’s question, Lubetkin explained that the youth movements’ cultural and educational activities spanned both “secular and religious movements, from right to left.” Due to the ban on Jewish gatherings, these activities were conducted underground. In June 1941, following the Soviet invasion of Poland, Lubetkin and her comrades founded the Anti-Fascist Organization, an umbrella group that brought together various Jewish organizations to defend against pogroms. She testified that this organization “nurtured the spirit and prepared the youth for the days to come.”[footnoteRef:27] Right from the outset, Lubetkin emphasized, the educational struggle was deeply connected to the physical struggle. [27:  Protocols, p. 345] 

The turning point came at the end of 1941, when rumors reached the movement about the massacre of the Jews of Vilna in Ponary, and the murder of Jews in gas vans in Chelmno. Lubetkin described how, at that point, “we came to believe that this was indeed a system.” From that point on all cultural and educational activities ceased and “all our efforts were dedicated toward active defense.”[footnoteRef:28] Lubetkin went on to describe the deportations to Treblinka in July 1942 and the severe conditions faced by those who remained in the Ghetto. Lubetkin also recounted the deportations in September that same year, which went on for approximately a week:  [28:  Protocols, pp. 345-346] 

It was a scene of horror…They knew the fate of the children, and a mother would try to make her child seem older, to rouge the cheeks of her daughter, give her higher-heeled shoes, but none of this helped, and they went as their brothers had gone.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Protocols, p. 347] 

It was then, in the final quarter of her testimony, that Lubetkin reached her high point – her account of the Uprising that broke out on the eve of Passover in 1943. She recalled the message that that had been conveyed to all the Jews remaining in the Ghetto: “Anyone with a weapon in hand should go out and fight,” while the rest took refuge in the bunkers. Speaking loudly, confidently, and fluently, and uninterrupted by the prosecutor or judges, she recounted the course of the Uprising and the meager combat tactics. Above all, she highlighted the fighting spirit:
And indeed, the time had come. When the dawn broke, and I stood in the attic of the house at 13 Nalewki Street, I saw the thousands of Germans surrounding the Ghetto – armed with machine guns, with artillery – thousands of them, fully armed, as if they were heading to the Russian front. And standing against them were we – twenty or so young men and women. And what were our weapons? Each of us had a pistol, each had a grenade, our entire group had two rifles, and on top of that we had homemade bombs – primitive things that had to be lit with a match – and Molotov cocktails. It was strange to see those twenty or so Jewish boys and girls, standing against this enormous, heavily-armed army, joyful and full of cheer. Why so joyful and cheerful? We knew our end was near. We knew they would defeat us eventually. But we also knew they would pay a heavy price for our lives. And pay they did. It is hard to describe, and probably many people won’t believe it, but when the Germans approached beneath our positions and marched past, we threw our bombs and grenades and saw German blood flowing in the streets of Warsaw – after so much Jewish blood and tears had already flowed in its streets – we felt great joy, and it didn’t matter what would happen tomorrow […] And although it was clear to each of us that we were not likely to survive…the feeling that we had reached the point where we could see that we had avenged ourselves…that we had fought for our lives, this feeling eased our suffering and perhaps even eased our deaths.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Protocols, pp. 347-348] 

Lubetkin described how the Jewish resistance fighters, with their meager weapons, expelled the SS forces from the Ghetto, only to have them return the next day with reinforcements and more firepower. She recalled how, “on that day hundreds of Germans were killed or wounded,” and added that, with the benefit of the distance of time, “if it is possible to appreciate this after years of seeing my people embark on their final journeys – it did offer some cold comfort.” 
Lubetkin went on to recount the subsequent days of fighting, during which the resistance shifted from street fighting out of bunkers to small-group combat in hidden locations. They also smuggled in weapons with the help of Underground members on the Aryan side, including Zuckerman. In this way, they held out for about a month until the Germans set the Ghetto on fire. Then, “from the fourth, fifth, sixth floors, people were leaping from houses engulfed with flames, mostly with children in their arms.”[footnoteRef:31] Others found refuge in bunkers, in the ruins of houses, and in sewers. Many of those who were captured by the Germans were taken to Treblinka. [31:  Protocols, p. 349] 

Finally, Lubetkin described her escape from the Ghetto through the sewers to the Aryan side alongside a few surviving members of the underground. There, they joined the Polish resistance. Toward the end of her testimony, Lubetkin was asked, “When you started the Uprising, you knew what would happen eventually. Did you have any chance of defeating the German army in battle?” She replied:
It was obvious to us that we had no chance of victory in the conventional sense of the word. But – and believe me, this isn’t just empty words – despite their strength, we knew that in the end we would defeat them, we, the weak, because that was our strength. We believed in justice, in humanity, and in a different regime than the one they stood for.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  Protocols, p. 349] 

This, in fact, was the main lesson of her testimony.
Hausner gave Lubetkin complete freedom to tell her story, and did not once interrupt her. Even the judges, who intervened on several occasions in other testimonies, seemed absorbed by her account. Despite the length of her testimony, they only twice suggested to the prosecutor that it might be wise to “make more use of the opportunity to guide the witness.”[footnoteRef:33] Surprisingly, perhaps because her testimony was unbiased and composed, Lubetkin avoided criticism from Hannah Arendt, who remarked that: [33:  Protocols, p. 349] 

The clearest and most straightforward account was given by Zivia Lubetkin, now a woman of about 40, still very beautiful, completely free of sentimentality or self-pity; the facts she provided were well-organized, and she was always confident about the points she wished to clarify.[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  Arendt, Eichmann, pp. 130-131] 

Indeed, Lubetkin’s account was rich, detailed, and coherent, with a clear beginning, middle, and end. Her vivid, expressive, and eloquent descriptions brought the events she recounted to life in the audience’s imagination. She conveyed the message of her testimony extremely effectively. It is no wonder that she was chosen, as Rivka Brot put it, for the “role of ‘witness of the nation,’ entrusted with the story, its narration, and its integration into the collective national narrative.”[footnoteRef:35]	Comment by JJ: This is a more literal translation but it repeats itself a bit so I have edited it to avoid repetition and to help the flow of ideas here

Indeed, Lubetkin’s account was rich, detailed, and coherent, with a clear beginning, middle, and end. Well-structured and fluent, her descriptions, couched in rich and eloquent language, were so vivid that the audience could almost see the events coming to life before their eyes. 	Comment by JJ: Rivka Brot - United States Holocaust Memorial Museum (ushmm.org)  [35:  Rivka Brot, “Zivia Lubetkin: Between Private and Public; Body and Symbol,” Dapim: Studies of the Holocaust (2009). See also: Geve, Unknown Sister, pp. 86-85.] 

Zuckerman was the next to take the witness stand. Unlike Lubetkin’s testimony, which was ordered chronologically and geographically, Zuckerman’s shifted back and forth in time and place, describing various activities of the youth movement and underground resistance. The form of his testimony mirrored its content, with Zuckerman, describing his constant movement across Poland during the war, using false documents to create a network connecting the Jewish communities under German occupation. Hausner did not ask Zuckerman for a systematic and detailed account of all the events following the German occupation of Warsaw. In fact, he asked him to omit sections already covered in Lubetkin’s testimony.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Protocols, p. 352] 

From the prosecution’s perspective, Zuckerman’s role was to shed light on specific events and various activities of the Jewish underground in Warsaw and other Polish cities, of which he had firsthand knowledge. However, Zuckerman did not fully cooperate with this objective, frequently asking to “add a few words” from his own perspective about events already covered in Lubetkin’s testimony.[footnoteRef:37] Zuckerman also sought to convey his own message. He emphasized the “reciprocal impact” between the actions of the Jewish underground in Warsaw and those of the Polish resistance, even though the former had been isolated within the Ghetto. He argued that the Jewish underground’s efforts were unique in their pioneering nature. As he put it, “Until the Jews of Warsaw were murdered, there was no sign of light in the world, El Alamein and Stalingrad happened when there were no longer any Jews in Warsaw.”[footnoteRef:38] Another message from his testimony was the necessity of fighting until the very end, rather than burning the Ghetto and its inhabitants. When Hausner asked him, “Why didn’t you do so [burn the Ghetto]?” Zuckerman replied:	Comment by JJ: Added by me as on re-reading I realized that this is not clear [37:  For example, with regard to the news of the murder of the Jews of Vilna in Ponary. See: Protocols, p. 351]  [38:  Protocols, p. 353] 

I was of the opinion that while we remained, there was no point and no purpose in selling our lives so cheaply. If it was true that we could buy ourselves hours, days, or months, we should vow that nothing would be too difficult for us when it came to procuring weapons and arming ourselves.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Protocols, p. 355] 

Zuckerman’s firsthand testimony regarding the activities of the Jewish underground in the Warsaw Ghetto mainly focused on the “Little Uprising.” He recounted how he and his comrades witnessed Anielewicz’s group being escorted, along with a large crowd of Jews, to the Umschlagplatz. The fighters, armed with weapons concealed in their clothing, sprang an attack on the Germans and fought to their deaths. He also described the ongoing fighting in the houses over the next two days. Zuckerman noted that the “Little Uprising” was significant for two reasons: externally, it had a “great impact” on both Poles and Jews, and internally, it instilled in the underground fighters “the confidence that we know how to fight.”[footnoteRef:40]	Comment by JJ: We don’t need to keep saying “Z described etc” here as it is clear he is doing so because this is his testimony and we have included citations in footnotes. [40:  Protocols, p. 355] 

At this point, Zuckerman reached the high point of his testimony. He described the letter he received from Anielewicz, delivered to him via Jewish cemetery workers in the Ghetto. The letter was originally written in Hebrew, and Zuckerman recounted how he translated it by hand into Yiddish for distribution, while Adolf Bergman translated it into Polish. The preserved version was the Yiddish translation, which was later translated back into Hebrew. The prosecutor presented this letter as evidence, which made Zuckerman’s testimony crucial from a criminal law standpoint, in line with the evidentiary rule regarding the submission of documents through their author or recipient. However, beyond its evidentiary role, the testimony held significant educational value. Anielewicz’s final letter, which documented and immortalized the bravery of the fighters, became a national symbol and thus occupied a place of honor in the courtroom’s narrative of the Uprising.
Sitting upright and speaking with emphasis and confidence, Zuckerman read Anielewicz’s account of the Uprising, its outcome, and its impact, in both Yiddish and Hebrew. He concluded by quoting the famous words Anielewicz had addressed to him personally: 
Goodbye, my dear friend! Perhaps we may meet again. The main thing is: the dream of my life has become reality. I have had the privilege of seeing Jewish defense in the Ghetto, in all its greatness and glory.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Protocols, p. 357] 

Zuckerman then shifted back to his own perspective, describing his efforts to procure weapons on the Aryan side of Warsaw while the vents unfolded inside the Ghetto. He recounted his attempts to rescue surviving members of the underground through the sewers and the organization of the underground on the Aryan side. At Hausner’s request, Zuckerman read a proclamation that he had co-written with Adolf Bergman, dated August 22, 1944. Like Anielewicz’s letter, this too had been submitted as evidence for the prosecution. Titled A Voice from the Depths, it addressed the revival of the Jewish people and the “historical compensation” need after the “sea of Jewish blood that was spilled” – that is, the creation of an “independent and democratic Jewish state, where the tortured Jewish people would have unlimited opportunities for development and creative existence.”[footnoteRef:42] This message was a key element of Zuckerman’s testimony. [42:  Protocols, p. 358] 

At this point, Hausner posed a final question to Zuckerman, in what seemed a deliberate choice to end his testimony in this way. He asked, “Why only the Warsaw Ghetto, and was it really only the Warsaw Ghetto?”[footnoteRef:43] Zuckerman responded emphatically: “It’s a mistake to think that only the Warsaw Ghetto fought and rebelled. In many places, the last remaining Jews tried to revolt.” He stressed that uprisings by the last Jews in ghettos and camps demonstrated their “extraordinary bravery.” However, he also acknowledged that in other places, the rebels “did not achieve the same effect.” He noted that Warsaw, which was far from the forests, was not suited for partisan-style warfare, and added: [43:  Protocols, p. 358] 

It was an ideological approach to fight in the Ghetto. Because we, the younger and more courageous, could not allow ourselves to leave the masses of our people, the elderly, our sick, behind in the Ghetto to be taken to Treblinka. That’s why we consciously chose to revolt.
The goal of fighting from within the Ghetto, rather than from outside it, he said, was to “salvage what could be salvaged. If not lives, then dignity.”[footnoteRef:44] [44:  Protocols, pp. 358-359] 

3. “And thus, you strove to sustain the body and soul of the Jew in the Ghetto for years”:[footnoteRef:45] The narrative of the cultural struggle [45:  Hausner to Auerbach, Protocols, p. 362] 

The third witness to take the stand was Rachel Auerbach. Born in Galicia (now in western Ukraine) in 1903, Auerbach was a writer, journalist, and historian. She moved to Warsaw in 1933, and remained there during the war. During the Ghetto period, she ran a public kitchen, and later joined Emanuel Ringelblum’s underground Oneg Shabbat Archive. Auerbach was one of only three Oneg Shabbat archivists who survived and actively sought to locate the Archive after the war.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  For more on the Oneg Shabbat Archive, see: Samuel Kassow, “Politics and History: Emanuel Ringelblum and the Oneg Shabes Archive.” Michael: On the History of the Jews in the Diaspora, European Jews and Jews; Europeans: Between the Two World Wars (2004), pp. 51-80. JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23497226. Accessed 17 Sept. 2024; Avihu Ronen, “Brushing History Against the Grain: Emanuel Ringelblum and his Struggle against the Destruction of History. Zmanim: A Historical Quarterly, no. 81 (2002): 62-75, JSTOR, http://www.jstor.org/stable/23438480. Accessed 17 Sept. 2024.] 

When the war ended, Auerbach joined the Jewish Historical Commission in Poland and participated in the Polish investigation committee for the Treblinka extermination camp.[footnoteRef:47] She immigrated to Israel in 1950 and, four years later, in 1954, she was appointed to lead Yad Vashem’s department for collecting testimonies. In this role, Auerbach made a significant contribution to framing the Eichmann trial as one based on survivor testimonies – a contribution that has only recently begun to gain recognition in legal and historical research.[footnoteRef:48]	Comment by JJ: Please note the missing info from the fn	Comment by JJ: Please note the missing info from the fn [47:  Leora Bilsky, “Between Warsaw and Treblinka; The Material Turn and Object Testimonies in the Writings of Rachel Auerbach,” Law, Society and Culture 7: Law and the Material Turn (2024): 103, 125-127; Bilsky, How to Say Genocide in Hebrew, p.]  [48:  Karolina Szymaniak, “On the Ice Floe: Rachel Auerbach – The Life of a Yiddishist Intellectual in Early Twentieth Century Poland” in Ferenc Laczó and Joachim von Puttkamer (eds.), Catastrophe and Utopia: Jewish Intellectuals in Central and Eastern Europe in the 1930s and 1940s (De Gruyter Oldenbourg, 2017), pp. ADD; Boaż Cohen, “Rachel Auerbach, Yad Vashem, and Israeli Holocaust Memory,” in Gabriel N. Finder, Natalia Aleksiun, and Antony Polonsky (eds), Polin: Studies in Polish Jewry Volume 20: Making Holocaust Memory (Liverpool, 2007; online edn, Liverpool Scholarship Online, 25 Feb. 2021), https://doi.org/10.3828/liverpool/9781904113058.003.0008, accessed 17 Sept. 2024; Boaż Cohen, “The Eichmann Trial’s Impact Reconsidered”, in Rebecca Wittman (ed.), The Eichmann Trial Reconsidered, (University of Toronto Press, 2021) pp. 68-153; Leora Bilsky, “Rachel Auerbach and the Eichmann Trial: A New Conception of Victims’ Testimonies,” The Journal of Holocaust Research 36 (2022): 327-345; Leora Bilsky, “Between Warsaw and Treblinka; The Material Turn and Object Testimonies in the Writings of Rachel Auerbach,” Law, Society and Culture 7: Law and the Material Turn (2024): 103, 125-127; Bilsky, How to Say Genocide in Hebrew, p.] 

Auerbach prepared meticulously for her testimony, even outlining her main points in advance.[footnoteRef:49] Hausner preferred witnesses like her – those who had recorded their memories shortly after the war, and could refresh their recollections by reading their own memoirs. He noted that “many of the memoirists had a developed sense of observation and were careful in verifying the facts they made public.”[footnoteRef:50] In Auerbach’s case, her advantage as a witness was twofold: she had documented the events of 1941-1943 as they had happened, and also headed the department for collecting testimonies at Yad Vashem.  [49:  Letter from Rachel Auerbach to Gideon Hausner, “Main points for the testimony that I am prepared to give in court in the event that I am required to do so,” February 20, 1961. Yad Vashem Archives, YVA Division AM.11, File 10; Auerbach, “Offer to testify about the Warsaw Ghetto,” YVA Division 0.65, File 46.]  [50:  Hausner, Trial, pp. 298-299.] 

At the start of Auerbach’s testimony, her book In the Streets of Warsaw 1939-1943, published in Hebrew in 1954,[footnoteRef:51] was presented to the court. Later, her manuscript In the Fields of Treblinka – a collection of some 320 handwritten pages based on testimony she had gathered from a Treblinka survivor as early as 1942 and stored in the Archive – was also submitted.[footnoteRef:52] It is clear that Auerbach was called to testify based on her knowledge of the Jewish community in Warsaw both before and during the war. Specifically, judging by the questions posed to her, her testimony was intended to describe the efforts made to “keep the bodies of the Jews alive” and, equally importantly, to “ensure that the Jewish soul did not wither.”[footnoteRef:53] [51:  Rachel Auerbach, In the Streets of Warsaw 1939-1943, translated by Mordechai Halamish. (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 1954).]  [52:  Auerbach’s essay “In the Fields of Treblinka: An Article” was originally written in Yiddish and first published by the Central Jewish Historical Committee in Poland in 1947 as: Rachel Auerbach, Oyf di felder fun Treblinke: Reportazsh, (Warsaw, Łódź, Kraków: Centralna Żydowska Komisja Historyczna, 1947). This was later translated into English and published as: Rachel Auerbach, “In the fields of Treblinka,” in Alexander Donat (ed.), The Death Camp Treblinka: A Documentary. (New York: Holocaust Library, 1979).]  [53:  Protocols, p. 361.] 

Despite her efforts, Auerbach struggled to present a compelling testimony. She began by expressing her wish to “speak primarily about Warsaw from an intellectual perspective, about the cultural world of Jewish Warsaw.”[footnoteRef:54] While her objective was clear, the content of her testimony was somewhat scattered and vague. Auerbach spoke in broad terms and slogans, and jumped from one topic to another. Although she stated her intention to describe the “vitality of Jewish life” in Warsaw before the war, this assertion lacked substance, as she failed to provide specific details. 	Comment by JJ: I think this is the meaning here and not “spiritual”	Comment by JJ: Maybe soundbites? Or jargon? [54:  Protocols, p. 361.] 

Auerbach not only struggled to convey the depth of the rupture, but also had difficulty explaining how she and her colleagues attempted to contend with the prohibitions and restrictions on Jewish intellectual and cultural life. She did mention the relief efforts and mutual aid in the Ghetto, including the public kitchen at 68 Nowolipki Street, where she had been a manager. However, she failed to provide a concrete account of its establishment and operations. While she spoke with reverence and respect about Emanuel Ringelblum, her descriptions of his cultural and social initiatives were disorganized and lacked coherence. She also struggled to clarify the nature of the Oneg Shabbat Archive’s work, its goals, and its historical significance.
Unlike Lubetkin and Zuckerman, whose testimonies were rarely interrupted, Auerbach faced frequent interjections from both the prosecutor and the judges, who repeatedly asked Hausner to guide the witness. Her thick Polish accent and broken Hebrew clearly tested the patience of her audience. The constant interruptions only made matters worse, and despite her efforts, she struggled to articulate her points. The following exchange between Auerbach, the prosecutor, and the judges regarding the funding of relief efforts in the Ghetto, illustrates this challenge:
Hausner: 	Where did you get the resources from to organize this?
Auerbach: 		I want to explain here…
Presiding Judge: 	Ms. Auerbach, please answer the questions directly.
Auerbach: 	I wanted to say that it was not the same as the Judenrat [Jewish council established by the Germans], because the relief efforts…
Hausner: 		Who said it was the same?[footnoteRef:55] [55:  Protocols, p. 362. Auerbach referred to the Judenrat and the Jewish Ghetto Police even earlier, in Chapter 37 of her book On the Streets of Warsaw, titled What is our guilt?] 

Another example can be found further on in Auerbach’s testimony. After she had described the restrictions on Jewish cultural and spiritual life, she was asked, “What did you do about it? How did you try to hold on?” Auerbach replied that the Jews of Warsaw were accustomed to disaster, and that the suicide rate had actually declined compared to the pre-war period. At this, the presiding judge interrupted and rephrased the question: “Ms. Auerbach, you are being asked what actions you took to prevent cultural decline?” But Auerbach was unable to provide a satisfactory response. She answered: “Ostensibly, and perhaps unwittingly we did it. There were a great many writers, artists, and the working intelligentsia of Jewish Warsaw. Forgive me for not being able to explain in a single word.” To this, the presiding judge remarked, “But all we are asking for is an answer to the question.” To this, Auerbach replied that a “natural movement” had emerged among the “cultural figures in the Ghetto,” who had sought a “way to maintain the spirit.”[footnoteRef:56] Only when asked about the practical aspects of this movement did she briefly mention, without going in to detail, the existence of concerts, literary evenings, lectures, an underground press, and educational activities.	Comment by JJ: As the author here notes, her Hebrew is weird. I guess this is what she was trying to say. Given that the point is that her Hebrew is not good, it seems pointless trying to hide that [56:  Protocols, p. 362.] 

Auerbach drew a direct connection between relief efforts to save the lives of the Ghetto’s residents and the Oneg Shabbat Archive’s documentation efforts. Specifically, she sought to explain how her own work had combined both these elements:
I thought that perhaps, as a witness, I ought to explain how this all came together. Just as Ringelblum found me for relief work in the [public] kitchen, a year later he called me to this work […] and he signed me up for this work from that same kitchen, from that unique vantage point. From a place where I saw whole communities of exiles being built and then dying, with new ones arriving to take their place, where I saw entire families come and go, and others come again, to describe all of this. The first thing he asked me to do was to write about the works of the writers living in the Ghetto. But in the emotional state I was in at the time, the first thing I wrote was a monograph about the public kitchen. The content of my reports naturally included some information about the food and what we cooked, what we got from the Germans, but mainly the people – the ordinary folk who passed through the kitchen […] This whole book is based first and foremost on what I wrote for the Ringelblum Institute.[footnoteRef:57] [57:  Protocols, p. 363.] 

It is noteworthy that while Hausner aimed to connect the Ringelbaum’s archive work  to Yad Vashem’s research and documentation efforts – asserting that “they were laying the foundations for Yad Vashem’s research[footnoteRef:58] – Auerbach attempted to connect it to the historical significance of the Eichmann trial. As she noted: “In my opinion, Dr. Ringelblum was the first to start writing the great indictment, and there is a road and a path that leads from there, from the Ghetto, to this very courtroom.”[footnoteRef:59]	Comment by JJ: If the footnote is a letter it is better to include this in the citation [58:  Hausner to Auerbach, Protocols, p. 363.]  [59:  Auerbach, Protocols, p. 363.] 

Auerbach went on to explain that after the war, she became involved in two further testimony-gathering projects, which she described as “nothing more than a new incarnation of Ringenblum’s work.”[footnoteRef:60] The first was the Jewish Historical Commission in Poland, a Jewish organization, which worked with the Main Commission for the Investigation of German Crimes in Poland.[footnoteRef:61] The second was a state commission appointed by the Polish government to investigate the Treblinka extermination camp.[footnoteRef:62] Auerbach noted that through these initiatives, “we began to thoroughly investigate the events and phenomena,” resulting in the publication of around 36 books that “still serve as an important foundation for Holocaust research.”[footnoteRef:63] [60:  Auerbach, Protocols, p. 364.]  [61:   Laura Jockusch, Collect and Record!: Jewish Holocaust Documentation in Early Postwar Europe (Oxford University Press, 2012) pp.]  [62:  Bilsky, Between, p. 110.]  [63:  Auerbach, Protocols, p. 364.] 

At this point, almost unexpectedly, Hausner concluded Auerbach’s testimony just half an hour after it began. After thanking her, the presiding judge said, “Ms. Auerbach, I want you to understand that you have a lot of material, there is much to tell, much to write, but we must remain within certain limits.” Although Auerbach politely acknowledged this, she was deeply frustrated.[footnoteRef:64] “It particularly pains me,” she wrote to Hausner after her testimony, “and my conscience is not at rest, that I was unable to present, as I had prepared, an account of the destruction of the intellectuals in the Warsaw Ghetto.”[footnoteRef:65]	Comment by JJ: A literal translation including the quote is

Although Auerbach responded politely, “I understand,” she was deeply frustrated

But I think that it reads better as a paraphrase	Comment by JJ: I think this works better than the quotation – which just says the same thing but makes the sentence harder to parse and less flowy [64:  Auerbach, Protocols, p. 364.]  [65:  Letter from Rachel Auerbach to Gideon Hausner, May 15, 1961. Yad Vashem Archive, Division AM.11, File 10.] 

In a private letter to Arieh Kubovy, the chair of Yad Vashem, Auerbach expressed her frustration with Hausner for scheduling her as the third witness of the day, despite their prior agreement that she would open the session on the Warsaw Ghetto. She was also irritated by being allotted only half an hour to testify, despite being promised twice or even three times as long. What upset her the most, though, was that the stage had first been given to Lubetkin and Zuckerman, the heroes of the moment. Auerbach felt that they had been given “80 percent of the time,” something she believed had rendered her own testimony almost entirely “redundant.” While Auerbach recognized the significance and symbolic relevance of the story of the Uprising, she believed the narrative of the intellectual destruction – what later became known as cultural genocide[footnoteRef:66] – was equally important. As a writer and publicist in the Ghetto, Auerbach had fought against this with all her might. The public slight she felt at seeing this focus overshadowed by the narrative of the physical destruction compounded her personal frustration at not being given a proper platform. In her letter to Kubovy, she wrote:	Comment by JJ: In the source this is a very long run on sentence. I have broken it up to make it easier to read and digest. [66:   Leora Bilsky and Rachel Klagsbrun, “The Return of Cultural Genocide?” European Journal of International Law, 29(2) (2018), pp. 373-396; Leora Bilsky, “Cultural Genocide and Restitution: The Early Wave of Jewish Cultural Restitution in the Aftermath of World War II,” International Journal of Cultural Property 27.3 (2020) pp. 349-374.‏] 

The annihilation of renowned individuals is directly relevant and constitutes an integral part of the biological destruction, no less significant and no less devasting for us than the physical destruction. I could never have guessed that on this matter, this very one, I would not be permitted to speak independently. That after 20 years of documenting and researching the events and issues that form the very content and subject matter of the trial, I would be summoned to appear before it and yet not be given even the minimum opportunity to describe a phenomenon or process, or to express any ideas. Even when questions were put to me, I wasn’t given the chance to answer properly, as one question followed another. During this frustrating and insulting “race,” I suddenly felt a strange tightening in my heart, and from that moment on, my only thought was to get out, get out as soon as I could![footnoteRef:67] [67:  Letter from Rachel Auerbach to Arieh Kubovy, May 6, 1961. Yad Vashem Archive, Division AM.11, File 10. ] 

Surprisingly and unusually, no visual documentation of Auerbach’s testimony is available; only the audio recording can be found online. This absence, more than anything else, may symbolize the marginalization of her testimony within the public memory of the trial.
4. “Our motto, of course, was to save our children from hunger and death. We didn’t save them. We failed to save them.”[footnoteRef:68] The narrative of the educational struggle. [68:  Testimony of Adolf Berman, Protocols, p. 365.] 

The fourth witness was Abraham (Adolf) Berman. Born in Warsaw in 1906, Berman became active at a young age in the Left Po’ale Tsiyon movement and was a prominent figure in Jewish public life in Warsaw even before the war. In 1931, he earned his doctorate in psychology from the University of Warsaw and published works on social and educational psychology. 
Before and during the war, Berman served as the director of Centos (the Central Organization for the Care of Jewish Orphans) and as the secretary-general of Żegota, the Polish Council for Aid to Jews. He was also active in the political underground movement. When the deportations from the Ghetto began, the underground decided that Berman and his wife should move to the Aryan side of Warsaw to establish contacts with members of the Polish resistance who could assist in rescue efforts. During this time, Berman was able to secure support for the Jewish underground within the Ghetto and even helped save Ringelblum’s writings. 
After the liberation of Poland, Berman became chair of the Central Committee of Jews in Poland (CKŻP) and served as a delegate in the Polish parliament. In 1950, he immigrated to Israel, where he became active in the Mapam party and was elected to represent it in the second Knesset.[footnoteRef:69] Berman described his underground and public activities during the war in two books: The Jewish Resistance (1971) and The Place Where Fate Brought Me: With the Jews of Warsaw 1939-1942 (1977).	Comment by JJ: Consider adding full references to these in footnotes. [69:   Natalia Aleksiun, “Berman, Adolf Abraham” YIVO Encyclopedia of Jews in Eastern Europe (2017). Available at: https://yivoencyclopedia.org/article.aspx/Berman_Adolf_Abraham (accessed June 10, 2024).] 

At the start of his testimony, Berman was asked about the “condition of the children in the Warsaw Ghetto” during the war. He described the impact that the Nazi occupation had on Jewish life, resulting in poverty, hunger, and the spread of typhus and tuberculosis epidemics, which led to the deaths of thousands of children every month. Berman emphasized that these harsh conditions had particularly affected children, turning them into “street children and little beggars.”[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  Protocols, p. 364.] 

When asked about the size and characteristics of this population, Berman noted that over 100,000 Jews lived in the Ghetto, with 75 percent “in need of relief” from Centos. However, during the war years, Centos was only able to help 25,000 children, who were housed in around 100 institutions within the Ghetto. At its peak, Centos employed around 1,000 members of staff, including teachers, educators, doctors, psychologists, and nurses. 
At this point, Berman was asked whether Centos had maintained an extensive underground education network, despite the ban on education. He replied: “Under the guise of children’s kitchens and other institutions, we operated a large network of clandestine underground schools, representing all streams – from secular to religious, from left to right – in complete unity.” The purpose of these activities had been to “ease the dark and terrible lives of the tens of thousands of children,” and their motto had been “to give our children a little bit of joy.” As part of these efforts, “Jewish Child Month” was celebrated in the Ghetto and the “Festival of the Jewish Child” was also observed on May 5, the eve of the Great Deportation. Berman related how, through these activities, “we wanted to take advantage of every little patch of greenery for these children, who had never seen what greenery was, what a forest was, what a flower was.”[footnoteRef:71] Ultimately, though, as Berman admitted, “we did not succeed in saving them.”[footnoteRef:72]	Comment by JJ: I don’t think this needs to be a quote as it is a straight question that has no special flavour, while paraphrasing it slightly does not change its meaning and improves the flow here.	Comment by JJ: Maybe “Centos’s motto..” [71:  Protocols, p. 365.]  [72:  Protocols, p. 365.] 

In response to the prosecutor’s question about “targeted attacks against children,” Berman described the Great Deportation (Aktion) of July 22, 1942, whose first victims were the Ghetto’s Jewish street children. After these children were brutally taken away, the “SS men and their assistants” turned their attention to institutions run by Centos. As Berman recounted:
During these days, long columns of children from our institutions, institution after institution, along with their educators, with their teachers, began to be marched through the streets of Warsaw… to the Umschlagplatz, to the death wagons, and from there to Treblinka…the tragic total: more than 100,000 children met their bitter end in the gas chambers.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  Protocols, p. 365-366.] 

During his short testimony, Berman was twice asked about Janusz Korczak, the Jewish pediatrician, educator, and children’s author. The first question came while he was discussing the institutions run by Centos, including an orphanage managed by Korczak. The second came as he described how Jewish children were forcibly marched to the Umschlagplatz during the Great Deportation (Aktion). Berman remembered witnessing Korczak leading the march, followed by the children from his orphanage. He told the court that he would never forget Korczak’s concern that these orphaned children “didn’t have enough time to get dressed, they were barefoot.” He told the court that “certain Jewish police officers” had attempted to free Korczak, but the latter had refused, saying that “he did not want to part with the children he had cared for.” After Korczak’s refusal, he was forced into one of the death wagons alongside the children, marking “the final journey of this great educator.”[footnoteRef:74]	Comment by JJ: Janusz Korczak - Wikipedia  

He was also a pediatrician, probably we should mention that	Comment by JJ: I don’t think we need to keep saying “Berman described/recounted” etc here as it is clear from the text that this is his testimony, and adding these reminders just breaks up the flow. [74:  Protocols, p. 365-366. See also: Adolf Abraham Berman, The Jewish Resistance (Tel Aviv: Hamenorah Publishing House, 1971) [in Hebrew], pp. 231-234.] 

The final segment of Berman’s testimony focused on a visit he made to Treblinka in January 1945 as part of a Polish delegation. Hausner made it clear that he was “not asking for testimony about Treblinka,” since that topic was to be discussed “in due course,” that is later in the trial. Instead, he asked Berman to “state generally what you saw there, in the fields.” Berman replied: “I saw a sight that I will never forget. A vast area, an area spanning many kilometers, covered with skulls, bones, in the tens of thousands, along with many, many shoes, including tens of thousands of little children’s shoes.”[footnoteRef:75] Berman presented to the court a pair of children’s shoes that he had brought with him. This marked the end of his examination by the prosecutor.	Comment by JJ: רבבות

So this can mean “tens of thousands” but is this the intended meaning here? Or is that something more like “vast quantities of”? [75:  Protocols, p. 366] 

The impression from watching Berman’s testimony, which lasted for about half an hour, is that it was concise yet clear. The message he was asked to convey, which was primarily informative, came across well. Two important characteristics contributed to this. First, Berman spoke eloquently, with sharp, short, and decisive sentences. Further, the prosecutor guided him well, asking focused questions to which Berman gave informative answers. 
While Berman did express emotions – mainly his shock – and repeatedly noted that he would never forget what he had witnessed, his voice remained steady and he maintained a consistent tone throughout. His respectful treatment by the judges, who made a point of addressing hias “Doctor,” and his prominence in Israeli public life, also likely influenced the reception of his testimony. Together, these factors allowed Berman, at the end of his testimony, to offer something of a personal interpretation of the events: 	Comment by JJ: The source adds here “at the time” but I think we don’t need that (and it just makes the sentence longer and cumbersome). 
In those days, during the time of the Warsaw Ghetto, of Treblinka, Auschwitz, and Majdanek, we decided that one of my main missions would be to fight against this plague of Nazism and Fascism, until it was completely wiped out.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  Protocols, p. 367.] 

5. “But as for the peculiar calamities and evil, peculiar deaths that these peculiar murderers have brought upon us, the Jewish people, in late 5702 (1942)…there never was anything like them”[footnoteRef:77] – the narrative of the spiritual struggle	Comment by JJ: The Hebrew uses the same word so I have also done so since this is a quotation and I want to reflect the speaker’s words and intention

I think peculiar works better than strange here... [77:  Rabbi Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, cited in the testimony of Baruch Duvdevani, Protocols, p. 368.] 

The final witness in the section of the trial dedicated to the “Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising Affair” – and the only one who was not a Holocaust survivor – was Baruch Duvdevani, director of the Jewish Agency’s Aliyah (immigration) department. Born in Poland in 1916, Duvdevani immigrated to British Mandatory Palestine with his family in 1928. As he grew older, he became an active public figure and helped establish the religious Zionist youth movement, Brit HaHashmona’im.
In 1946, Duvdevani was sent by the Jewish Agency to the displaced persons camps in Italy, and in 1956, he went on an official mission to Poland. His work with Holocaust survivors sparked an interest in the fate of Rabbi Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, known as the Rebbe of Piaseczno. This interest motivated him to recover Shapira’s sermons and promote his legacy, which ultimately led to his being called to testify at the Eichmann trial. 	Comment by JJ: Note the spelling in Polish ☺️
Rabbi Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, born in Poland in 1889, was a Hasidic religious leader who presided over a Hasidic court in Piaseczno, a town some 16 kilometers from Warsaw. As an educator and preacher, Shapira gained recognition in Poland and beyond for his religious and educational philosophy, in particular his book Chovas HaTalmidim[footnoteRef:78] (“The Students’ Obligation”). In 1923, he established the Da’as Moshe yeshiva (Jewish seminary) in Warsaw and regularly traveled between Piaseczno and the capital. In the first months after the Nazi occupation, his followers tried to smuggle him to safety, but Shapira refused, declaring: “I will not agree to save myself and abandon my Hasidim!”[footnoteRef:79]  [78:  Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, Chovas HaTalmidim (Warsaw, 1932).]  [79:  Menashe Unger, Rebbes who Perished in the Holocaust. Mosad HaRav Kook Publishing (Jerusalem, 2007), p. 249 [in Hebrew].] 

Shapira stayed with his Hasidim, continuing to lead them and care for their religious needs, ensuring they could fulfill the mitzvot (religious obligations). He oversaw kosher slaughter, supervised the provision of kosher food in a public kitchen, arranged for matzah (unleavened bread) to be baked during Passover, conducted circumcisions, and secured access to a mikvah (ritual bath). He also engaged in charitable work, offering words of Torah and encouragement and writing prayers, which he hid in a secret place. One of these preserved prayers was written for the safety of the Jews taken during the first deportations from the Ghetto.[footnoteRef:80]	Comment by JJ: Hidden In Thunder: Perspectives on Faith, Halachah and Leadership during the Holocaust (2 Vols.): Farbstein, Esther, Stern, Deborah: 9789657265055: Amazon.com: Books 

This book is in English – consider using the English version in your footnotes and biblio to help readers who want to look up information. You would have to find the right page number though [80:  Esther Farbstein, Hidden in Thunder: Perspectives on Faith, Halachah, and Leadership during the Holocaust. Mosad HaRav Kook Publishing (Jerusalem, 2008), p. 437.] 

While in the Ghetto, Shapira worked at the Schultz factory. His status as an essential worker spared him from the mass deportation of July 1942. In the wake of the Uprising in April 1943, he was deported to the Trawniki camp, where he was likely killed in November of that same year.[footnoteRef:81] 	Comment by JJ: Suggest moving this graf to the end of this subsection so that it reads chronologically. [81:  Farbstein, Hidden, p. 437.] 

Between Rosh Hashanah in 1940 and Tisha B’Av in 1942, four days before the Great Deportation from Warsaw began, Shapira delivered weekly sermons at sundown every Shabbat. These sermons, centered on various matters of faith, were shaped by the events that were unfolding at the time. They reflect the spiritual and religious struggle faced by the Jews in the Ghetto as they endured harsh decrees and deportations to their deaths. Shapira personally recorded his sermons and edited them in December 1943, after most of Warsaw’s Jews had already been sent to death camps. Shortly afterward, he buried his writings along with a letter asking whoever found them to send them to his brother, Rabbi Yeshayahu Shapira, in Palestine.[footnoteRef:82]	Comment by JJ: I assume this is a Friday night sermon so we should say Shabbat here not Saturday [82:  Unger, Rebbes, p, 247.] 

The sermons and letter were discovered in 1956 in one of the containers of the Ringelblum Archive. They were later published as Sefer Aish Kodesh (“The Book of Holy Fire”),[footnoteRef:83] with an introduction by Duvdevani. This book is one of the few written testimonies that document the rabbinic leadership’s struggle with the physical and spiritual suffering endured during the Holocaust.[footnoteRef:84]	Comment by JJ: The citation is taken from these sources
The Esh kodesh of Rabbi Kalonimus Kalmish Shapiro: A Hasidic Treatise on Communal Trauma from the Holocaust - Henry Abramson, 2000 (sagepub.com) 

ספר אש קודש: אמרות טהורות משנות השואה ת"ש-תש"א-תש"ב שנאמרו בשבתות וי"ט בגיטו ורשא [בגטו ורשה] הדוויה / קלמיש, קלונמוס [קלונימוס קלמיש שפירא] - The Book Gallery  [83:  Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, Sefer Aish Kodesh: Pure Sayings from the Years of the Holocaust 1940-1943, Spoken on Shabbats and Holidays in the Desolate Warsaw Ghetto (Tel Aviv: Va’ad hasidei Piasetsnah.1960)]  [84:  For a discussion of the content of the sermons, see: Farbstein, Hidden, pp. 438-451; Unger, Rebbes, pp. 251-252.] 

At the opening of his brief testimony, which lasted about 15 minutes, Duvdevani was asked to explain how he came into possession of Rabbi Shapira’s manuscript. He recounted how members of the Jewish Historical Institute had helped him find it inside one of the milk-cans used to conceal the Ringelblum Archive. Duvdevani then described the process of publishing the book, which was submitted to the court as evidence for the prosecution. Hausner asked him to read aloud selected excerpts from the sermons Shapira had delivered in the Ghetto, including the annotations that the Rabbi had added later as a form of guided reading. These passages conveyed messages of faith, spiritual resilience, and self-sacrifice, vividly describing the “unbearable suffering…as many Jews are burned alive for the sake of God, and are killed and slaughtered simply because they are Jews.”[footnoteRef:85] [85:  Shapira, Aish, p. 169, cited in the testimony of Duvdevani, Protocols, p. 368.] 

At the end of Duvdevani’s testimony, Hausner asked him to read an annotation that Shapira had added on the 18th of Kislev, 5703 (December 1943) to a sermon originally delivered over two years previously. The note reflects Shapira’s awareness of the unprecedented nature of the Holocaust: 
But the peculiar calamities and evil, peculiar deaths that these peculiar murderers have brought on the us, the Jewish people, at the end of 5702 [1942], to my knowledge, according to the words of our sages and the chronicles of the Jews, there has never been anything like them. May God have mercy upon us and deliver us from their hands in the blink of an eye.[footnoteRef:86]	Comment by JJ: Again I don’t want to use synonyms just for the sake of it here when the author used the same word repeatedly. [86:  Shapira, Aish, p. 139, cited in the testimony of Duvdevani, Protocols, p. 368.] 

The “calamities” that Shapira referred to were the mass deportations of the Jews from the Ghetto to extermination camps, events that were unprecedented in both their nature and scale compared to any previous tragedies in Jewish history.
Rather than presenting a clear, unequivocal message, Duvdevani’s testimony offered a nuanced portrayal of the rabbinical leadership’s struggle during the Holocaust. The depiction of Rabbi Kalonymus Kalman Shapira as a figure who chose to remain with his community until the end may imply a judgment toward those who made different choices. While Shapira is presented as a heroic figure who sacrificed himself for the sanctification of God’s name, his writings also convey his profound distress at the near-collapse of the religious system, exposing a deep crisis of faith. The unique faith-related challenges faced by the religious community during the Holocaust remain largely unanswered.[footnoteRef:87] In this sense, and in contrast to the testimonies of Lubetkin, Zuckerman, and Berman, which concluded with a sort of exclamation point, Duvdevani’s testimony ended with a lingering question mark. [87:  Amos Goldberg, The Rebbe of Piaseczno: Hero and Antihero,” Bishvil Hazikaron 20 (1997): 22-23.] 

6. “The Attorney General said that another witness will testify on this matter”:[footnoteRef:88] Drawing “boundaries” between the testimonies [88:  Testimony of Zivia Lubetkin, Protocols, p. 344] 

The Eichmann trial dedicated two sessions to the “Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising Affair,” which was presented as a distinct unit. During these sessions, five witnesses were called to give testimony. As I have demonstrated, the acts of resistance and defiance these witnesses described in their testimonies can be categorized into four key areas: physical, cultural, educational, and spiritual. The prosecutor envisioned these four categories of struggle as collectively forming a complete narrative of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. Hausner placed great emphasis on the witnesses’ identities, and selected each with great care. Each of the five was asked to shed light on the activities of one of the Ghetto’s key institutions and to describe the contributions of the public figure who was the driving force behind that institution. In each case, the public figure in question had been murdered either in the Ghetto or in the camps, and the witness thus became his voice in the courtroom.	Comment by JJ: Maybe “a single, coherent phenomenon”
Lubetkin and Zuckerman were asked to describe the activities of the Jewish underground. During their testimonies, Mordechai Anielewicz, the commander of the Jewish Fighting Organization who was killed during the Uprising, became a symbolic presence in the courtroom. Auerbach was asked to talk about the Oneg Shabbat Archive and the public kitchen, both established and run by Emanuel Ringelblum, as well as the work of the Jewish Historical Committee, which, like the Archive, represented an early effort to memorialize the Holocaust. Berman’s testimony focused on educational institutions, including the orphanage run by Janusz Korczak, who was to become one of the most prominent symbols of the Holocaust. Finally, Duvdevani’s testimony emphasized the role of the Ghetto’s rabbinical leadership, particularly Rabbi Kalonymus Kalman Shapira, who had refused to abandon his Hasidim to their fate, despite having the opportunity to save himself. In this regard, there was a symbolic link between Rabbi Shapira, as described by Duvdevani, and Janusz Korczak, whom Berman discussed in his testimony. Further, the emphasis on these institutions, whether they were physical or ideological (as in the case of the rabbinical leadership), and on the figures associated with them was intentional. It reflected Hausner’s thinking regarding the various forms of struggle and resistance against the Nazi regime, including acts of heroism and moral courage in situations where the outcome was inevitably tragic.
In an effort to convey a clear and distinct pedagogical message, Hausner sought to maintain strict boundaries between the witnesses and their testimonies. When these boundaries were crossed, Hausner immediately interrupted the testimony, emphasizing that such topics would be covered by “another witness.” For example, when Lubetkin began to describe the “decrees affecting social and cultural life,” Hausner interrupted her, stating: “Another witness will testify about cultural activities and cultural matters, Ms. Lubetkin,”[footnoteRef:89] referring to Auerbach’s testimony. Similarly, when Lubetkin mentioned Janusz Korczak, Hausner again stopped her, explaining that Korczak would also be “discussed later,”[footnoteRef:90] a reference to Berman’s testimony. The situation reached a point where, when Lubetkin mentioned the “Jewish intelligentsia in the Warsaw Ghetto” in her testimony – a topic that presumably fell within Auerbach’s area of expertise – she herself promptly added, “I don’t want to discuss this, as the Attorney General said another witness would address it.”[footnoteRef:91] [89:  Protocols, p. 341]  [90:  Protocols, p. 347]  [91:  Protocols, p. 344] 

Another example can be found in the following exchange between Hausner and Berman:
Hausner:	Later on, were you one of the commanders of the Ghetto Uprising?
Berman:	Of the Jewish underground.
Hausner:	We’ve already heard about that; I just didn’t want to overlook your part in it.[footnoteRef:92] [92:  Protocols, p. 366] 

Berman began to describe his involvement in the early organization that formed the Jewish underground, but before he had a chance to elaborate further, the prosecutor interjected, saying “Let’s leave that topic for now.”[footnoteRef:93] [93:  Protocols, p. 366] 

The strategy of calling witnesses, each of whom told only a specific part of the overall narrative, was not unique to the trial’s presentation of the Warsaw Ghetto story. In fact, this approach was central to how Hausner shaped the entire framework of testimonies throughout the trial, during which some 101 survivors testified in chronological and geographical sequence. Hausner later explained the rationale behind this plan:
Presenting the catastrophe in a way that represents six million individual tragedies is beyond human capability. The only way to provide any form of representation was to call witnesses, as the legal process allowed, and ask each of them to describe a portion of their experience. It might be possible to grasp each witness’s account of specific facts, and by combining the testimonies of different people about different events, one might piece together what had occurred in a comprehensible way.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Hausner, Trial, pp. 295-296.] 

However, theory and practice often diverge. Despite Hausner’s efforts to clearly delineate the scope of the testimonies, in practice, the central topics and the overarching “themes” of the witness accounts were deeply interwoven. For example, as Duvdevani recounted, Rabbi Kalonymus Shapira’s sermons were discovered in a milk-can belonging to Ringelblum’s Oneg Shabbat Archive, a topic Auerbach addressed in her testimony. Similarly, Zuckerman recalled in his testimony a meeting with the poet and intellectual Yitzhak Katzenelson, whose writings were also hidden in the same Archive. Another example is found in Berman’s testimony. He was asked about his role in organizing the physical Uprising as part of his involvement with the Jewish underground, a topic that Lubetkin and Zuckerman also discussed in detail. Berman was also questioned about his work documenting the destruction through the Jewish Historical Committee, whose efforts Auerbach also described. Auerbach, in turn, testified about the work of the public kitchens, highlighting an example of physical, rather than cultural, relief efforts.	Comment by JJ: I think this is a more common phrase in English that has the same intended meaning
Furthermore, although Lubetkin was called to testify about the physical resistance, she also spoke about the youth movement’s educational and cultural responses to the decrees imposed on the Jews in the Ghetto. She even touched on the role of the rabbinical leadership, sharing a moving moment from a Passover seder, when Rabbi Meisel had blessed her in anticipation of the planned Uprising, saying, “Bless you. I’m happy to die now. If only we had done this earlier.”[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Protocols, p. 348.] 

In summary, while the delineations between the testimonies aligned with Hausner’s vision of creating a broad, comprehensive narrative, in practice, their actual content rendered these distinctions largely artificial. This complex, nuanced reality became evident through the overlap in the subjects discussed by the various witnesses. An analysis of how the testimonies were used in the trial’s final verdict supports this conclusion. Of the five testimonies, only Lubetkin’s was cited, and it was referenced solely in relation to her account of the “economic decrees…and of later decrees affecting cultural and social life, including the prohibition of the opening of schools and libraries…how synagogue services were forbidden and public bodies disbanded.”[footnoteRef:96] However, as previously noted, this subject had been central to Auerbach’s testimony, while the most significant moments of Lubetkin’s had been her account of the Uprising – an event that was conspicuously absent from the final verdict. 	Comment by JJ: This is a bit unclear. Is the intended meaning here “the complex, nuanced reality of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising”? It needs explaining or the sentence risks being left to interpretation by the reader as to which “reality” this is referring to	Comment by JJ: I have taken the English text from here which we can use in the footnote

Attorney General v. Eichmann :: Israel Case Law, Court Opinions & Decisions :: Justia  [96:  Attorney-General of the Government of Israel v Adolf Eichmann 1961/04 [1961] 36 ILR 18 (Dist. Ct Judgement) (hereinafter: Verdict.) Available at: https://law.justia.com/cases/foreign/israel/crimc-dc-jer-40-61.html (accessed September 19, 2024)] 

This omission was not simply an oversight. The legal value of the five testimonies was limited, as none of the witnesses provided direct, firsthand accounts of Eichmann’s actions. They were no different in this regard from those of the other survivors who gave evidence during the trial.[footnoteRef:97] It is therefore not surprising that, aside from the reference to Lubetkin’s testimony, Zuckerman was only briefly referenced for his statements about forced labor in the Kampinos camp, where he was sent along with the Jews of Warsaw.[footnoteRef:98] Similarly, Berman was only noted for his testimony about the Jewish orphans sent to Treblinka with their educators.[footnoteRef:99]	Comment by JJ: The above graf says that the other testimonies were not mentioned at all whereas this one says they were mentioned albeit briefly, I would make this clearer. Do you mean that Lubetkin was quoted and the others mentioned only in passing? [97:  Arent, Eichmann, p. 131; Yehudit Dori Deston, The Last Trial: The Demjanjuk Trial and the End of Nazi Prosecution in Israel (Hebrew University Magnes Press, 2024, in press) pp. 209-212 [in Hebrew].]  [98:  Verdict, p. 127.]  [99:  Verdict, p. 129.] 

On another level, the blurring of boundaries was evident in the implicit reference to Jewish collaboration during the Holocaust, a topic that had been central to the Kastner trial just a few years earlier.[footnoteRef:100] From Hausner’s perspective, revisiting this issue risked overshadowing the narrative of Jewish heroism and complicating the presentation of the Warsaw Ghetto story. He was determined to prevent this, believing it could undermine the clear educational message. When asked about the possibility of addressing this painful topic during the trial, he asserted: “This will be a trial of the murderer, not of his victims.”[footnoteRef:101] 	Comment by JJ: Maybe “didactic”? Or is that too strong here [100:  For a discussion of the incorporation of testimonies into the verdict in the Eichmann trial, see: Leora Bilsky, “The Eichmann Trial: Towards a Jurisprudence of Eyewitness Testimony of Atrocities”,12(1) Journal of International Criminal Justice (2014): 27–57.]  [101:  Hausner, Trial, p. 297] 

In practice, however, it was impossible to ignore the elephant in the room.[footnoteRef:102] While Hausner could guide and direct the witnesses – such as when he immediately interrupted Auerbach at her mention of the Judenrat – he had no control over the judges’ questions on the matter.[footnoteRef:103] For example, at the end of Berman’s examination by the prosecution, Judge Yitzhak Raveh asked him to clarify who he meant by the Nazis’ “assistants.” Berman explained that he was referring to the Warsaw Ghetto police, which he described as “another tool in the hands of the Nazi murderers.”[footnoteRef:104]	Comment by JJ: We don’t need to give the full reference (YVA etc) in the footnote, just the short version as we have already cited this before.  [102:  For more on this topic, see the critique by Hannah Arendt, who described this as “the most serious omission from the ‘broader picture’.” Arendt, Eichmann, pp. 130-133.]  [103:  See supra note 55. Auerbach stated at the end of a document she wrote in advance of her testimony that: “My answer, in the event of a question regarding the role of the Jewish police: the temptation to save lives, especially those of the policemen’s families, and moreover they were deceived in a disgraceful way that violates the ethical rules accepted even among thieves and professional crooks.” Auerbach, Offer.]  [104:  Protocols, p. 367.] 

A more striking example occurred at the end of Zuckerman’s testimony, this time through questions posed by Judge Benjamin Halevy. The third judge on the panel, Halevy was known for his controversial ruling in the Kastner trial, where he declared that Kastner had collaborated with the Nazis and “sold his soul to the devil.” Halevy focused on Zuckerman’s comments about the assassination of Jewish police in the Warsaw Ghetto, prompting the witness to acknowledge that it had been an act of revenge. Halevy pressed further, asking if Zuckerman was aware of betrayals involving the disclosure of bunkers where Jews were hiding, or other actions by Jewish collaborators. Zuckerman responded with force: “There were some Jews who, driven by their desire to survive, were willing to sacrifice others. I am also aware of this during the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising.”[footnoteRef:105] 	Comment by JJ: This needs a citation.	Comment by JJ: Is there a typo in the footnote – the book In the Days of Destruction is Lubetkin’s memoir, not Barzel’s work?

Lubetkin, Zivia. Bi-yemei kilayon va-mered (In the Days of Destruction and Revolt). Pp. 127. Tel Aviv: HaKibbutz HaMeuchad, 1953.
------------- In the days of destruction and revolt translated from Hebrew by Ishai Tubbin; revised by Yehiel Yanay; biographical index by Yitzhak Zuckerman; biographical index translated by Debby Garber. Pp. 338, illus. Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad Pub. House: Am Oved Pub. House, 1981 [105:  Protocols, p. 359. For an analysis of Zuckerman’s testimony regarding the Judenrat and the Jewish police see: Barzel, In the Days of Destruction and Revolt, pp. 167, 195-197.] 

Hausner was not prepared to accept this conclusion, especially not as the final note on Zuckerman’s testimony. After the judges had finished their questioning, he requested permission to ask a final question: “Were the phenomena of informing and betrayal confined only to Jews?” Zuckerman said no, emphasizing that these actions were not limited to Jews, but were also prevalent within the Polish underground. One can only imagine the judges’ sigh of relief upon hearing this. The impact of Zuckerman’s testimony remained powerful, exactly as Hausner had intended. 
7. Summary: The Battle for Memory
From the outset, the Eichmann trial was regarded as a historic event tasked with presenting the “official history” of the Holocaust. As Leora Bilsky notes, it was clear that history could not be kept out of the courtroom. The crucial questions then shifted to: “Which historical narrative will the trial promote?” and “Who will tell this historical story?”[footnoteRef:106]	Comment by JJ: hannah_arendt_in_jerusalem.pdf (imodules.com) 
For citation, this is the English version of this book (it was originally written in English I think).
I have put the full chapter pagination in the footnote. Perhaps the author can find the correct page in this edition for the citation – it is better to use the English edition here for readers [106:  Leora Bilsky, “Between Justice and Politics: The Competition of Storytellers in the Eichmann Trial.” In Steven E. Aschheim, ed. Hannah Arendt in Jerusalem, (University of California Press, 2001) pp. 232-252.] 

The five witnesses chosen to recount the Jewish struggle in the Warsaw Ghetto presented the court with four different narratives. The prosecutor viewed these testimonies as complementary, like pieces of a puzzle that together create a bigger picture. However, these pieces varied greatly in significance. While each testimony carried very little evidentiary weight, their public impact differed markedly– those of Lubetkin and Zuckerman left a lasting impression, whereas the others quickly faded from memory. This prompts the question of why the testimonies centered on the physical Uprising became so entrenched in the public memory of the trial while the others were forgotten. 
Several factors contributed to this outcome. First and foremost, this phenomenon was connected to the clear distinction prevalent in the early 1960s between “the Holocaust” and “heroism.” The Warsaw Ghetto Uprising was the most prominent expression of Jewish heroism, and it is no coincidence that Israeli law designated Holocaust Remembrance Day to be observed annually on the 27th of Nisan, close to the anniversary of the Uprising.[footnoteRef:107] In this context, it was only natural that the narratives of the Uprising and rebellion, which involved physical resistance against the Nazis, would capture significant public interest. 	Comment by JJ: Again for the Segev book, consider using the English version for this paper as readers can then access it [107:  Segev, Seventh Million, pp. 425-429; Roni Stauber, Lesson for This Generation (Jerusalem, Yad Yitzhak Ben Tzvi, 2000), p. ADD [in Hebrew].] 

Moreover, the central theme of Lubetkin’s and Zuckerman’s testimonies was clear and straightforward: revenge. In contrast, the other testimonies conveyed more nuanced messages. Auerbach emphasized the importance of documentation and memory; Duvdevani highlighted the importance of faith during crisis; and Berman focused on the tragic failure to save the children of the Ghetto, despite considerable efforts. In this sense, the “starting point” of Lubetkin’s and Zuckerman’s testimonies was more compelling.
Another reason some testimonies were forgotten relates to their content. Zuckerman, Lubetkin, and Berman all recounted actions, while Auerbach and Duvdevani emphasized ideas. The chronological sequence of events described by the former witnesses was much easier to grasp, and their messages of heroism resonated more with the audience. In contrast, Auerbach’s line of thought proved challenging to follow. Her message regarding “intellectual destruction” was less tangible and the legal arena, with its focus on actions rather than ideas, was not well-equipped to accommodate it. 
At the same time, it is apparent that the memory or forgetting of the testimonies were influenced by their form and not only their content. In some ways, testifying in court is like performing before an audience, where reception is influenced by visual elements. The witness’s oratory skills and charisma play an important role. In terms of visual and theatrical elements, there was a stark difference between Auerbach and the married couple, Lubetkin and Zuckerman. The latter two were charismatic, prominent public figures in Israel, had a good command of Hebrew, and spoke fluently and with confidence. It was clear that the Eichmann trial was not their first experience addressing an audience. Lubetkin had previously testified about the Uprising at the United Kibbutz Movement conference in Kibbutz Yagur,[footnoteRef:108] while Zuckerman had helped found the Ghetto Fighters’ House Museum, which honors the memory of the Uprising.[footnoteRef:109] In this respect, Lubetkin and Zuckerman resembled “professional witnesses.” Their testimonies were structured, coherent, and organized both thematically and chronologically.[footnoteRef:110] Auerbach, in contrast, spoke Hebrew haltingly, with a thick Polish accent. Her ability to express herself was compromised when she could not use her native language, particularly in the challenging environment of a courtroom testimony.	Comment by JJ: Is there a typo in the footnote – the book In the Days of Destruction is Lubetkin’s memoir, not Barzel’s work?

Lubetkin, Zivia. Bi-yemei kilayon va-mered (In the Days of Destruction and Revolt). Pp. 127. Tel Aviv: HaKibbutz HaMeuchad, 1953.
------------- In the days of destruction and revolt translated from Hebrew by Ishai Tubbin; revised by Yehiel Yanay; biographical index by Yitzhak Zuckerman; biographical index translated by Debby Garber. Pp. 338, illus. Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad Pub. House: Am Oved Pub. House, 1981

We have cited a work by Barzel, 
 Neima Barzel, Sacrificed Unredeemed: The Encounter between the Leaders of the Ghetto Fighters and Israeli Society (The Zionist Library Publishing House of the World Zionist Organization, 1998), pp. 42-34 [in Hebrew].

SACRIFICED UNREDEEMED (bialik-publishing.co.il) 

This has a very different title though.	Comment by JJ: I want to avoid keep saying “it was clear/apparent/obvious that” too many times in the same graf as this just adds more unnecessary words – which makes a piece harder to parse, read, and digest.  [108:  Brot, Between, pp. 93-95.]  [109:  Barzel, In the Days of Destruction and Revolt, pp. 189-194]  [110:  For more on the term “professional witness,” see: Anna Sheftel and Stacey Zembrzycki, “Professionalizing Survival: The Politics of Public Memory among Holocaust Survivor-Educators in Montreal,”  12.2 (2013): 210-231. See also: Yehudit Dori Deston, The Mengele Trial: A Trial without a Defendant, in Mark A. Drumbl and Caroline Fournet (eds.), Sights, Sounds, and Sensibilities of Atrocity Prosecutions. Studies In International Criminal Law Vol. 6 (Brill, 2024), pp. 288-287.] 

The order in which testimonies are heard is a crucial aspect of their presentation. It is much harder for a witness to make an impact when their statement immediately follows an emotional, compelling, and empathy-provoking testimony. This holds especially true for the Eichmann trial, where 101 Holocaust survivors took the stand one after another, each telling his or her own unique story. As Auerbach noted in her letter to Kubovy, scheduling her testimony immediately after those of Lubetkin and Zuckerman significantly reduced her chances (as well as those of Berman and Duvdevani) of making an impression, and rendered her statement “almost completely redundant.”[footnoteRef:111]	Comment by JJ: We don’t need “as she put it” as this is obvious from quoting her own words ☺️  [111: Auerbach to Kubovy, May 6, 1961] 

The personal characteristics of the witnesses were also significant. Although all had been born in Poland, and all except Duvdevani had immigrated to Israel only after the war, there were notable cultural differences among them. These differences may also have been related to the fact that Auerbach and Berman were about a decade older than Lubetkin and Zuckerman. More importantly, the political affiliation of the witnesses played a crucial role in how their testimonies were received by the public. Historical research has highlighted that Lubetkin and Zuckerman were members of the Ahdut HaAvoda (Labor Unity) movement and representatives of the United Kibbutz Movement. Due to the high esteem in which the couple and their actions were held, the story of the Jewish Fighting Organization secured a prominent place in history. A concrete example of this in relation to the Eichmann trial is the late calling of David Wdowiński, one of the founders and leaders of the ŻZW (Żydowski Związek Wojskowy – the Jewish Military Union) to the witness stand.  Wdowiński was summoned to testify some five weeks after the conclusion of the “Warsaw Ghetto and Uprising Affair” segment of the trial, and his testimony was steered mainly toward the concentration and extermination camps, rather than the ŻZW’s role in the Uprising.[footnoteRef:112] [112:  Wdowiński did mention the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, but only very briefly: only about a quarter of a page (or five questions) of his four-page testimony was devoted to the Uprising. See: Protocols, pp. 1029-1033, and Geva, Uprising, pp. 9-11.] 

Another explanation for how certain testimonies became embedded in collective memory concerns the remembering of Lubetkin’s and Zuckerman’s accounts, in contrast to the forgetting of Auerbach’s, and to the role each witness had envisioned for his or her own testimony. While Lubetkin and Zuckerman understood that their role was to testify as eyewitnesses who had played a key part in events, Auerbach saw her testimony as having a different purpose – she was not there merely to recount her personal experiences, but also to serve as an “institutional witness.”
Auerbach saw herself as a representative of Holocaust commemoration and documentation efforts, including the Oneg Shabbat Archive, the Jewish Historical Committee, and Yad Vashem. In this role, she had not only preserved her own personal experiences from Warsaw, but also contributed to Holocaust documentation on an institutional level. Therefore, she believed, she could be considered a kind of “expert witness.”[footnoteRef:113] This self-perception was also reflected in the outline Auerbach prepared ahead of her testimony. However, from the prosecutor’s perspective, Auerbach was simply another witness, tasked with describing specific events she had personally experienced. She was not invited to testify as a historian or Holocaust researcher to provide a broader context, but rather to offer a more concrete and personal account. In practice, however, Auerbach’s testimony – both in its content and messages – did not align well with the specific “niche” of the chapter on the Warsaw Ghetto. In this regard too, her testimony was doomed to fail. [113:  See also: Bilsky, Genocide, supra note 53.] 

On a broader scale, these insights prompt questions about the prosecution’s capacity to shape the collective memory of historical events through legal proceedings addressing atrocities and mass violence. Collective memory follows its own set of rules, and the legal arena plays an important role in shaping and enforcing them. The law has the power to remember and remind, as exemplified by Hausner’s famous words at the start of the Eichmann trial: “When I stand before you here, Judges of Israel, to lead the prosecution of Adolf Eichmann, I am not standing alone. With me are six million accusers.” Yet, it is equally important to recognize that the law also holds the power to forget, and to cause others to forget.[footnoteRef:114] [114:   ADD AUTHOR NAME  “Gabriel Bach and the Holocaust Trials: Four Affairs and One Memory, Tel Aviv Law Review Forum (46), 2022, March 31 [in Hebrew].] 

