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Preface
to the 1st report of 18 September 1940

I.	The subject of this report is artworks and historically significant objects—henceforward referred to in brief as “works.” 
Not considered, consequently, are:
a) books, manuscripts, maps, and musical scores
b) archival documents
c) military trophies and weapons.

II.	Included are those works that in the last three centuries
1)	were removed without our consent from the territories of the current Greater German Reich and from the occupied Western territories, to the extent that these were in 1500 or later became component parts of the German Reich.
2)	were taken away by foreign authorities or individuals from individuals or groups in the territories designated under 1 without their consent.
3)	were destroyed by foreign authorities or individuals in the territories designated under 1.
	Works that have been unlawfully transferred from the territories of the Greater German Reich to the occupied Western territories, except Alsace and Lorraine, are likewise included, even if these territories were in 1500 or later became component parts of the German Reich.
	Not included for the time being are those works that have been unlawfully removed from, taken away in, or destroyed in Italy and Russia.
	Likewise not included are those works that arrived in Poland during and as a consequence of Saxon rule. A special mandate has been issued in this regard.

III.	Not included are those works that have been removed from the occupied Western territories on account of the current war,


in order to protect them from the dangers of war. This measure extended to practically all moveable works. A catalog would thus come close to a complete inventory of the moveable monuments of multiple provinces. Establishment of the readily determinable status as of roughly 1 January 1939 would safeguard all claims.

IV.	This report can give only a first overall view of the art theft committed against Germany. It is a preliminary report that will be substantiated in detail and supplemented many times over on the basis of material already collected and yet to be collected.
	It is simply no longer possible to obtain a complete picture of the scale of the German loss. For the earlier period, all documentation is often lacking, or it contains such general and vague information that the type and magnitude of the damage suffered cannot be ascertained.
Example: silver treasure of the cathedral church in Münster, of the von Gelen family in Münster, the “silver work” of the Münster study commission, portions of the Paderborn cathedral treasure, portions of the Halberstadt and Quedlinburg church silver—all taken to Magdeburg for safety in 1806, stolen by the French, melted down in Paris in 1808.
	A complete lack of interest is often responsible for this, even if much scarcely comprehensible neglect can be explained by the exigencies of wartime. In addition, however, the robbers, especially the French, have not seldom systemically impeded the compilation of inventories. They stole, of course, not only as a matter of official policy but also to line their own pockets. Inventories were therefore highly unwelcome to them, receipts a horror—and even artworks for which receipts were given not seldom disappeared on the way to France. In view of these facts, which even the French do not dispute, the legal situation is therefore not as the Allies saw it in 1815—that only those works could be demanded back for which a provable legal claim existed—but rather the reverse—that a legal claim exists


for all works whose lawful acquisition cannot be proved. The French have the burden of proof.
	The incompleteness of the lists of losses that have come in and are still coming in from all parts of the Greater German Reich and that provided the initial basis for this report is proved already by the fact that they do not contain many works that the French themselves admit were stolen. For the occupied territories, to the extent that they fall within the scope of this report, lists of losses are naturally entirely lacking. Particularly rich supplementation of the report will be possible here. Further supplements will come from a number of known but up to now not yet usable archival documents, as well as from the older inventories and acquisition registers of the French museums, especially the Louvre. On the one hand, they will reveal many thefts of which we previously knew nothing, and on the other hand, they will make it possible to secure many works that have been known to have been stolen but that have been insufficiently described and consequently impossible to locate. It will be only in this way, through months of laborious, detailed work, that it will be at all possible to identify the products of the decorative arts, the tens of thousands of stolen coins, engravings, drawings, and the like. The work will surely be rewarded. Inventory entries as succinct as “584 gold, 4,328 silver medals” in Kassel represent an extraordinarily severe loss for Germany, an equally massive enrichment for France. The Kassel medal collection was world-famous.
	As directed, the investigations up to now have been conducted in such a way that foreign authorities could not find out about them. Consequently, only for Germany are they based in part on unpublished material, for foreign countries exclusively on published material, which is only very partially available in Germany, however, and the majority of which would have to be used in Paris. That this harmless work could take place in the libraries seems excluded. Certain interventions in French artistic administration by unauthorized (to the best of my knowledge) agents will have aroused significant mistrust in opposition to such work. Since the French museums’ most important works, which


might be demanded back as stolen or secured as collateral for unlocatable works, are in unoccupied territory, a danger exists that they might be moved or even destroyed by fanatics as soon as it becomes known that Germany intends to demand back the artworks stolen from her.

V.	German cultural assets have been unlawfully transferred abroad or destroyed under foreign influence on the following occasions in the last three centuries:

1.	Article 247 of the Versailles diktat demanded the handover to Belgium of Old Master Netherlandish paintings in the Gemäldegalerie in Berlin and the Bavarian state painting collections. The handover took place.
12 panels of the Ghent altarpiece by the Van Eyck brothers in Berlin, 4 panels of an altarpiece by Dirck Bout (two in Berlin, two in Munich). The Ghent altarpiece must be designated as priceless in the strictest sense, since no work of this kind has been sold in a century.

2. 	As a consequence of the Versailles diktat, cultural assets owned by subjects of the German Reich, to the extent that these assets were in enemy hands, were sequestered and in part acquired by French museums at nominal prices, in part sold, that is, sold off at a discount. This included works of the highest category, such as a self-portrait by the young Dürer, paintings by Rembrandt, by Frans Hals, etc. The portion of these collections that was sold, under the most unfavorable conditions, brought in more than 50 million francs, as far as it has been possible to determine up to now, the equivalent of around 20 million Reichsmarks.

3.	On the basis of and as a consequence of the St. Germain diktat, extremely valuable cultural assets belonging to the Austrian state and Austrian citizens were handed over to the enemy or sequestered and acquired or sold in the same way.

4.	German cultural assets were stolen or destroyed in the wars fought on German soil and during the occupations that followed them.


These losses are by far the most severe that have affected Germany. It will never be possible to determine their full scale. Participants here are in the first instance the French, whose military activities were essentially plundering and destruction during the Thirty Years War and under Louis XIV and were in large part the same in later periods. Up to the wars of the French Revolution, we really have information only about the destruction—which always went hand in hand with plundering. In the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, it is true that much continued to be destroyed, but more was plundered, and the plundering was often carried out with a certain degree of organization, even undergirded with idealistic phrases. All the same, it is no longer possible to obtain something like a complete picture of the scale of the art theft at that time, because alongside the officials plundering as a matter of official policy—who in addition were not at all forgetful of their own profit—practically all generals and officials, the Bonaparte family included, participated in the plundering. After the collapse of the empire, the majority of the voluminous larger artworks, paintings above all, that had been taken to Paris and could still be located were brought back to Germany, for which the chief share of the credit belongs to Quartermaster General [Generalintendant] von Ribbentrop. Everything that allegedly or in reality could not be found, the many hundreds of stolen artworks in the possession of provincial museums and churches, the probably still more numerous artworks that great and petty supporters of the empire had laid their hands on, almost all of what had formerly belonged to the Rhineland, which as a new Prussian province had no real advocate, and nearly everything that was not a picture or a large sculpture, remained in France. In 1871, a return of the stolen cultural assets was not even a subject of negotiations. During the period of occupation of the Rhineland after the World War, the French appear


to have refrained from art theft.
In distant second place after the French are the Swedes, who during the Thirty Years War in particular were scarcely behind the French as destroyers and plunderers. Their plundering of Prague in 1648—in a militarily very precarious position and in an extremely short time—is in fact worthy of admiration as an achievement.

5.	In the territories that were under foreign sovereignty for periods of time, cultural assets were also taken abroad by public sovereign actions.
This is the case in that part of the occupied Western territory considered in this report. For the time being, it is impossible to obtain an overall view of the scale on which cultural assets, including especially archaeological finds, were taken from this territory to France proper.
On the other hand, many cultural assets are known to have been taken by public sovereign action from Holstein—undoubtedly unlawfully—and Schleswig to Denmark.
From the French perspective the receipt of the Salm-Salm collections by the museums of Épinal and Nancy will also be seen as a public sovereign action, because the Salm-Salm family was dispossessed by the Revolutionary regime as an aristocratic family. The same applies to the dispossession of Rhineland monasteries, churches, and nobles.

6.	In individual, probably not very numerous cases, German cultural assets were criminally acquired by German subjects and taken abroad.
This category includes not only works acquired by fraud, embezzlement, theft, robbery, etc., but also those artworks designated as “nationally important” that were smuggled abroad in violation of the decree of 11 December 1919. It may also need to be investigated whether the artworks of this kind licensed for export during the System period


were all correctly licensed. Only the Reich Ministry of the Interior is in a position to carry out this investigation.

VI.	A very large part of the works included on the loss lists—without even taking the destroyed buildings into consideration—have surely been destroyed. More precise information about the type and value of these works can rarely be determined.

Even among those works for which it is not definitely established that they have been destroyed, a significant portion will in fact no longer exist.
The overwhelming majority of them were stolen during wartime and were initially exposed to all the dangers of war. They were often not packed at all, very rarely packed appropriately, and even more rarely transported in a way that would protect them. A great many of them were consequently already ruined on the way to the homeland. Works made from precious metals were melted down—namely by the French—without any consideration of their artistic and historical value; jewels, not seldom ancient gems of great beauty, were broken up and used in other ways or sold off at a discount.
All the same, a great many works, in part of the highest value, could be proved to have survived even without using foreign records and inventories, and in the majority of cases, the current owner could also be determined. This includes not a few works whose loss was previously unknown. On the other hand, the fate of many works whose loss is to be lamented will always remain unknown.
In all earlier wars, plunder was engaged in not only at the pleasure of the belligerent states and their rulers, and so with a certain level of formality, but also on at least an equal scale by army commanders, soldiers, and officials in their own interest. The fruits of this plunder were then scattered to the four winds and can only rarely be traced. They turn up as harmless, apparently honorably acquired property, perhaps a century or two after their really not at all honorable acquisition, in the hands of collectors who never imagined acquiring plundered goods. Anything that directly or indirectly


originates in the possession of French military commanders and statesmen around the turn of the eighteenth to the nineteenth century, for example, is always suspicious. Unfortunately, this provenance can only rarely be proved. The fate of the very great German-owned cultural valuables sold off at a discount in the sequestration auctions after the World War remains equally obscure.
Among the officially stolen works, as it were, as well, a great many “got stuck” on the way to their new homeland, did not reach their destination, and disappeared. Others did arrive but were later misappropriated. The most famous example is Empress Josephine’s painting collection. In 1814, her heirs hastily sold to the czars a portion of the very valuable paintings, most originating in Kassel, on which she had gotten her hands in 1806; today, 21 of them are in the Hermitage in Saint Petersburg.
And even what remained in the state’s or ruler’s hands was often so widely scattered that it can only be identified in part and through laborious work.
It is thus in no way the case that the artworks stolen as a group during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars are all in the capital’s museums. For example, 1,197 paintings—in reality probably still more—the majority of them certainly stolen, were provably given to or acquired through exchange by museums in the provinces, which at the time included Mainz and Milan, and 108 provably ended up in Paris churches.

Hope consequently exists that in the course of time, it will be still be possible to trace significantly more works to their current owners.

VII.	On the psychology of French art theft.
1) From the 1794 report by Perties de l’Oise, a member of the French Convention: “Our conquests have made good the losses that we have experienced in France as a consequence of vandalism!” (By “vandalism” is meant the destruction of artworks in churches, noble residences, etc., by French people themselves in the revolutionary days since 1789.)


2) From a report by the French spoils commissioner Barbier, who brought a transport of paintings from Belgium to Paris in 1791: “Only too long have these masterworks been sullied by belonging to a subjugated people. Today, these immortal creations are no longer found in an environment foreign to them: they have been conducted into the true homeland of the arts and the creative spirit, the fatherland of liberty and sanctifying equality, the Republic of France!”

3) From the book Talleyrand by Duff Cooper, the current English information minister: “The only point upon which he [Wellington] and Talleyrand differed was the return of the works of art looted by Napoleon’s armies to the countries to which they belonged. Strange are the manifestations of national prejudice. This condition imposed by the Allies, which seemed, and still seems, to most Englishmen an act of obvious equity, was more bitterly resented by the French than any other action taken as a result of the second occupation of Paris.”



Preface
to the 2nd report

The second report contributes significantly more precise details than the first, very generally written one, as well as numerous corrections and supplements. Following the Reich Minister for Public Enlightenment and Propaganda’s order of 23 December 1940, RK 9900–02/13.8.40/89 – 1,6, it was expanded in principle to the period since about 1500. The results of this expansion have been scant, since almost all information is lacking for the earlier period. It will be considerable only for instances of destruction. The


report’s author was not able to pursue a suggestion to extend his research to Lombardy and Venetia, which were both thoroughly looted by France. Both regions, with the exception of a few, scattered Germanic deposits, have been purely Italian for a millennium. Venice was entirely independent until 1797. It is true that Lombardy and parts of Venetia were for a time component parts of the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation, but they were no different in this than Tuscany or Romagna. Venice together with Venetia and Lombardy were under Austrian rule for several decades—Venetia 1797–1866, Lombardy 1713–1859, briefly interrupted under the French—but they did not belong to the German empire.

Besides the sources used previously—the German archives and the literature in the widest sense—it was possible to consult the “theft records” from 1792 to 1815 in the Archives Nationales in Paris. Since the Archival Protection Division [Abteilung Archivschutz] of the military command in France has a workroom of its own in the Archives Nationales, where all records can be requested if their numbers are known, this was possible without attracting particular attention. In addition, the papers of the late Professor Steinmann, found in the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for the Study of Art and Culture [Kaiser-Wilhelm-Institut für Kunst- und Kulturwissenschaft] in Rome, were reviewed. Steinmann concerned himself for years with the art theft by the French in Germany and Italy and collected a great deal of material. He evidently did not have the opportunity to organize and verify this material. Consequently, it must be used with caution. Information based only on Steinmann’s notes is indicated by “Steinmann.”

Even now, no contact has been made with foreign art and museum administration authorities.

Part I of the following lists (p. 1–73) catalogs those works that certainly or very probably “have come into foreign possession without our consent or on the basis of dubious legal transactions”—henceforward referred to in brief as “stolen”—and that certainly or very probably can be identified with works whose location


can be traced until very recent times. In most cases, the current owner is known. For about 10 works that recently changed owners, it has not been determined whether the last known owner is also the current owner. The paintings from the Kassel Gallery that entered the Leuchtenberg collection (Petersburg) are not included for the time being, since they may have been destroyed in a fire.

In accordance with the instructions given to me, Part I is divided according to the significance of the works (1. works and collections of special artistic or historical significance, 2. works of lesser significance, 3. works of only local significance). Whether the classification is always correct must be left an open question.

The subsections are organized in the first instance according to the countries that stole and within this division in alphabetical order according to the locations that were victims of theft.

The accompanying register of locations (p. 71–89) organizes the works mentioned in Part I according to the locations where they were last found and their last known owners; the register of artists and subjects (p. 90–113) organizes them by artist and type.

Part II (p. 114–241) catalogs those certainly stolen works about whose location no certain recent information is available. It is consequently not at all certain that these works still exist. It is true that we do not know that they have been destroyed, but it unfortunately has to be assumed that the majority of them have in fact been destroyed. Practically all objects made from valuable materials, gold, silver, even copper and bronze, have certainly been melted down, after removing precious stones from those that contained them. However, information about such destruction is not always available. An exception, for example, is the report that Empress Josephine had a dress decorated with the precious stones from the extremely valuable Kassel Sword [Kasseler Degen]. A register of artists and subjects (p. 242–286) gives an idea of the type and scale of the losses.

Part III (p. 287–319) reports on the theft of German cultural assets during the World War and as a consequence of the World


War (sequestrations). The victims of theft are in part Jews. However, since they were German citizens, and the cultural assets in their possession were therefore German cultural assets, they are to be treated as if they were Germans.

In order to keep the report from swelling beyond all measure, it is written as briefly as possible. Consequently, it does not give the history of the theft from Germany, only the results. As a rule, the literature is not cited. For works owned by museums, in most cases only the catalog number is given. Reference is occasionally made to the following works:
de Groot or Hofstede de Groot =	Hofstede de Groot, Verzeichnis der Werke der
					hervorragendsten holländischen Maler des 17.
					Jahrhunderts [Catalog of the works of the leading
					Dutch painters of the 17th century]
Reeses =	Reeses, L’oeuvre de P. P. Rubens
Uggles =	Uggles, Kyrkligt Guld och Silversmide, Stockholm 1933

For the same reason, in Part II only general indications are given in the case of mass thefts if publications about them are available, for example in the case of Heidelberg. Even in other cases, individual works are not listed if they were evidently inconsequential or their type and value cannot be determined. In some cases, nevertheless, the complete lists of thefts are reproduced in order to show what pitiful things the French found it worthwhile to take away with them.

The report’s author has received extremely valuable help from Dr. Hentzen, keeper [Kustos] of the Gemäldegalerie of the State Museums, who took on the extremely difficult investigation of the sequestration, and above all Dr. Kiels von Holst, scholarly assistant [wissenschaftlicher Hilfsarbeiter] at the State Museums, Berlin. The Art Protection Division [Abteilung Kunstschutz] of the military command in France (Senior War Administration Councilor [Oberkriegsverwaltungsrat] Dr. Count Wolff Metternich) significantly facilitated the work of research in the occupied Western territory, and the Archival Protection Division of the military


command in France (Senior War Administration Councilor Dr. Schnadt) made it possible to use the Archives Nationales in Paris.

A fourth part will deal with the destruction of German cultural assets by foreign powers. In addition, it will note a number of artworks and historical monuments lawfully in foreign hands, especially French hands, whose acquisition for Germany would be particularly desirable, if a substitute were to be demanded for the cultural valuables that have been stolen from us and have disappeared or can no longer be produced, and perhaps also for those that have been destroyed in Germany. Communications that have been received from all German districts have been used in compiling these “wish lists.”

The work of the report’s author will be essentially complete with this fourth part. Some supplements will still follow, especially with regard to the Swedish art theft in Prague, concerning which the old records in Vienna are currently being examined. Some corrections will also be unavoidable. Significant new information, however, will only come to light if the holdings and archives of foreign museums, especially French ones, are investigated on site. Nonetheless, for this purpose, it would have to be determined what should be obtained from this investigation, that is, what conclusions should be drawn from the research contained in this report. A judgment in this regard is not the task of the report’s author. All the same, he may be permitted to note what conclusions can be drawn with regard to France, the chief debtor, and the other states that have fought against Germany and are or will be in our power.

1. Renunciation. It would be particularly effective if an accounting of the debt owed were presented at the same time. The German cultural valuables stolen since 1914 (report nos. 11–18, 45–49, 111–125, 181, 242–247, 497–98) would probably not fall within the scope of this renunciation in any case.

2. Demand for the return of the works cataloged in Part I of this report, to the extent that they are found in the conquered states (report p. 75–83, 85, if applicable 84). Very simple implementation causing little injury, since the collections would only have to turn over


the specific works indicated. Intervention in museum administration itself would be needed only in order to separate out closed collections, for example the 21,700 engravings and drawings from Cologne. Only in a very few cases will it be possible to dispute that the works have been stolen.

German possession of cultural assets would receive a welcome but not overly significant increase. Relatively speaking, Belgium and Holland would gain the most if they received back the works stolen from them by France (report I, nos. 89–110, 384–393, 395–470), and this generosity would surely make a deep impression on the Flemings and Dutch. The Flemings have already made zealous efforts for a return. In the French collections, this small bloodletting would scarcely be noticed.

3. Demand for the return of works according to 2, and in addition demand for the return of all works in enemy collections that can also be proved later to have been stolen. For this, careful examination of these collections and their archives would be necessary, which would require a great deal of time and would arouse ill-feeling. At present, such examination can scarcely be carried out, since the collections have been packed up and must remain so on account of the danger from air raids. What result would be obtained is uncertain, but the French collections would certainly not be sensibly decreased.

4. Demand for the return of works according to 2 or 3, and in addition demand for substitutes for the works cataloged in Part I that are not found in the conquered states (p. 86–89 of the report) and for the sequestrations (report Part III, to the extent not included in I). The orders of magnitude here are known; even for the sequestration losses, the proceeds at least provide a certain point of reference. However, there is not an entirely definite standard of measurement for the demands to be made. The loss to the French


collections would still be slight.

5. Demand for the return of works according to 4, and in addition demand for substitutes for those certainly stolen works whose location cannot be determined (report Part II).
In this case, any standard of measurement is lacking, since the stolen works are unknown as a whole, in part only very vaguely described, and often only summarily listed. Only one thing is certain: French art ownership would pay a very heavy price.

6. Demand for the return of works according to 5, and in addition substitutes for provably destroyed German cultural assets (report Part IV, still in preparation).
It is doubtful whether everything in French hands would be sufficient to provide this substitute.

The French would not be able to make any fundamental objections to the justified nature of these demands, even the most extreme.

Even if the German demands for return were to be limited to the works cataloged in Part I of this report, to the extent they are located in France, it would be appropriate to create an agency in France that would be responsible for receiving the works and separating out the collections to be given back. The best choice for head of this agency would be a specialist in paintings, since paintings are predominant. His staff should include in particular experts in engravings and drawings, as well as numismatists, since the collections to be separated out consist almost entirely of works in these areas.

If more extensive demands are made, specialists in almost all areas would be needed. Sending representatives from the German districts that have especially suffered from theft (Rhineland, Hesse, Braunschweig, Bavaria, Ostmark) might also be worth considering. They will be in the best position to recognize artworks stolen from their regions.

Berlin, 20 January 1941

							Kümmel
							General Director of the State
							Museums
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