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            Introduction

         

         In many respects, this book is the result of a joint effort. The most important basis and the thread which runs through the work consists of the research carried out by Erika Prins between 2012 and 2016, when she was working as a historical researcher for the Anne Frank House. This research resulted in Onderzoeksverslag naar het verblijf van de acht onderduikers in de kampen (“Research report on life in the camps where the eight people in hiding were prisoners”) (Amsterdam 2016). In the following years, there were additions to her report by Esther Göbel, who had edited an earlier version of the chapter about Auschwitz, and by Gertjan Broek and Teresien da Silva. In 2019 the research was continued by Bas van Benda-Beckman, who wrote this book on the basis of the 2016 research report and new discoveries.

         However, there are other people who also contributed to this project. The authors, researchers and the Anne Frank House would like to thank the various archivists, readers and advisors who helped to make this book possible. In addition to the people working in the different archives and heritage centers, this includes Professor Wichert ten Have, former Director of the NIOD Institute for war, holocaust and genocide studies, who not only expertly supervised and commented on the project, but also insisted in 2019 that it should be published in book form.

         Valuable commentary was also added by Daan de Leeuw and Guido Abuys, and by Josje Kraamer and Annette Portegies 9from Querido, the Dutch publisher, who provided feedback for the manuscript. Of course, there are also all our colleagues at the Anne Frank House who contributed to this book in a variety of ways. In addition to the people mentioned above, these include Karolien Stocking Korzen, who researched the photographs, and Liselot van Heesch, Menno Metselaar, Eugenie Martens and Tom Brink, who read the text and were involved in the publication of the Dutch edition of this book. This English edition was translated by Tony Langham and Plym Peters.

         Finally, this book would never have happened without the many witnesses who were interviewed in the context of the oral history project of the Anne Frank House and by other institutions. It is thanks to them that we were able to conduct this search into the experiences in the camps of the group of eight who had been in hiding. Therefore, we would like to express our particular gratitude to all the witnesses who shared their stories.10
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            CHAPTER ONE

            “You asked me if I could tell you anything more”

            A search for the people in hiding in the Annex

         

         
            Eyewitnesses are the only people who can speak on behalf of the dead.

            Arnon Grunberg (speech on 4 May 2020)

         

         WHERE ANNE’S DIARY CAME TO AN END

         On 4 August 1944, the Sicherheitspolizei (security police) raided the offices of Opekta at Prinsengracht 263 in Amsterdam. They discovered eight Jewish people who had been hiding in an annex since July 1942. One of them was a 15-year-old girl called Anne Frank. Since her thirteenth birthday, she had been recording the events of her life in detail in her diary, a document that was to become one of the most famous books in the world. Because of the diary, which has been published in more than seventy languages and filmed several times, the story of these eight people who went into hiding became one of the best-known personal histories of the Second World War. Through Anne’s eyes, the world learned about those eight people who remained hidden for two years on the Prinsengracht from an intimate description of the experiences of an adolescent growing up.

         This book is about those eight people: the Franks – Otto, Edith, Margot and Anne; the Van Pels – Hermann, Auguste and Peter; and Fritz Pfeffer. They were all Jews who had fled 12Nazi Germany during the 1930s to build a new life in the Netherlands. Eight people who went into hiding together in the summer and autumn of 1942 in order to survive the Nazi’s persecution of the Jews.

         
            
[image: ]The façade of the office building at Prinsengracht 263 (center), in about 1947.

            

         

         This book picks up the story where Anne’s diary comes to an end. It examines, as precisely as possible, what happened to them after they were arrested and transferred to different concentration and extermination camps, where seven of them died.

         No matter how famous Anne Frank and her seven fellow victims are, this book needs an introduction to them. To 13follow the history of their lives in the camps accurately, it is important to take a short look at what preceded their arrests: who they were, the circumstances under which they escaped Nazi Germany, and how they ended up in the Annex in 1942.

         EDITH, ANNE, MARGOT AND OTTO FRANK

         First of all, there was the Frank family. Father Otto was a businessman who had grown up in a prosperous banking family in Frankfurt am Main. He had a liberal Jewish background and had fought in the German army as an officer during the First World War.1 In 1925, Otto married Edith Holländer, and their wedding took place in Aachen, Edith’s hometown. Like Otto, she had a liberal Jewish background, although she was considerably more religious than her husband and felt a stronger attachment to Jewish traditions. After they were married, Edith and Otto lived in Frankfurt, where they had two daughters: Margot was born in 1926, followed by Anne in 1929.

         In Frankfurt, the family were aware of the threat of the growing Nazi movement and, following a period of rising fear and insecurity, they made the decision to finally leave for the Netherlands. After the war, Otto Frank remembered how the menacing atmosphere in Germany in the early 1930s increasingly made him and Edith think about the possibility of emigration:

         
            I remember SA groups marching by as early as 1932, singing: “When the blood of Jews splashes off my knife.” Everyone could see what was happening. I immediately asked my wife: “How can we leave here?” But of course, the question is how can you continue to make a living when you leave and more or less give up everything?2 14

         

         
            
[image: ]The bridal couple Otto and Edith Frank-Holländer with their wedding guests, 12 May 1925. Otto celebrated his thirty-sixth birthday on the same day.

            

         

         The impetus for the Frank family to actually leave Germany arrived when Adolf Hitler came into power with his National Socialist German Workers Party (NSDAP) in January 1933. The effects of the new regime immediately became noticeable in their hometown of Frankfurt. As soon as Hitler was appointed Chancellor, the Nazis wanted to show the Jews that there was no room for them anymore. In March of that year, the Nazis announced a national boycott that was enforced throughout the country on 1 April. Following this, antisemitic terror took on increasingly violent forms.

         
            
[image: ]Edith Frank, May 1935.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Otto Frank, May 1936.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Margot and Anne in Aachen, October 1933.

            

         

         Jewish shops, businesses and doctors were boycotted throughout Germany. With its Jewish community of approximately 31,000 people (roughly 6 per cent of the city’s inhabitants), the consequences were enormous in Frankfurt.3 On 13 March 1933, the Sturmabteilung (SA) – the paramilitary 15thugs of the National Socialists – stormed the town hall, raised swastika flags and replaced the liberal Oberbürgermeister Ludwig Landmann with the National Socialist lawyer Friedrich Krebs. That afternoon, the SA blocked the entrances of the shops and department stores of Jewish owners in different places in the city and intimidated the shoppers and customers. In the following days, the threats increased, and on 1 April 1933, there was a national boycott of Jewish businesses that was 16often enforced with a great deal of violence and intimidation. By 21 March, during a large demonstration by the NSDAP, the new police commissioner in Frankfurt indicated that the boycott of Jewish business was particularly necessary in his 17city: “Frankfurt must become German. You Jews don’t have to be afraid. We’ll follow the law. We’ll obey the law so much that you’ll feel quite uncomfortable about it.”4

         
            
[image: ]Nazis hanging the swastika flag at the town hall in Frankfurt am Main, 13 March 1933.

            

         

         It was thinly veiled threats such as these that convinced Otto and Edith Frank that there was no longer any future for them in Germany. Financial problems also played a role in the decision. Otto Frank’s family banking business was declining quickly, along with his other business activities. In the spring of 1933, the family finally decided to move to the Netherlands, where Otto Frank wanted to establish a Dutch branch of the Opekta business, helped by his brother-in-law Erich Elias. Opekta dealt in pectin, a gelling agent for making jam.

         
            
[image: ]Advertisements for Opekta.

            

         

         In mid-August 1933, Otto left for Amsterdam to start his new company and prepare for the arrival of his wife and children, who had been staying with Edith’s mother in Aachen for a few months.5 In December that year the family moved into a large family home on the Merwedeplein in the new Rivierenbuurt district in Amsterdam. Otto Frank initially rented a number of rooms in the Candida premises on the Nieuwezijds 18Voorburgwal for his company, before relocating to the Singel from 1934. In 1938 he also bought the Pectacon company, a business dealing in spices and conserving agents, from its founder Johannes Kleiman, who continued as one of Otto’s closest colleagues. From December 1940 he established both businesses at the Prinsengracht 263, a seventeenth-century building with a front office and an annex, a sufficient number of offices, warehouses and storage room for the two companies. There was also a mill for the spices.

         
            
[image: ]A postcard of the Merwedeplein in Amsterdam dating from the 1930s. The Frank family lived at number 37.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]The Frank family on the Merwedeplein, May 1941. This is the last known photograph of the whole family.

            

         

         19The Frank family built a new life in Amsterdam. The girls went to school, where they quickly settled in and soon managed to master the Dutch language, and Otto and Edith also made many new friends and acquaintances. These were predominantly Jews living in the area who had also fled from Germany, but there were also Dutch neighbors, business connections and colleagues from Otto Frank’s company, Opekta-Pectacon. Otto Frank had a particularly close relationship with his colleagues Victor Kugler, Johannes Kleiman, his secretaries Miep Santrouschitz (who subsequently married Jan Gies) and Bep Voskuijl, and Bep’s father Johannes. These were the people who were responsible for looking after the group of eight people who went into hiding in the Annex from the summer of 1942 to August 1944. They brought food, new clothes, company and news from the outside world to the isolated life of the Frank family and the others in hiding.

         
            
[image: ]Otto and the helpers, October 1945. From left to right: Miep Gies, Johannes Kleiman, Otto Frank, Victor Kugler and Bep Voskuijl.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Jan Gies, early 1940s.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Johannes Voskuijl, December 1940.

            

         

         After the Frank family came to the Netherlands in 1933, they continued to closely follow the developments in Germany. They heard the reports from family and friends about the continuing violence raging there and the increasingly aggressive persecution of Jews in their home country, but they also saw what was happening with their own eyes. Up to 1938 – the year 20in which anti-Jewish violence increased radically – Otto and Edith regularly visited their family in Germany, with Anne and Margot staying with their grandmother in Aachen every year, usually around Christmas.6 In this predominantly Catholic city close to the Dutch border, the NSDAP had a clearly discernible influence on the daily life of the small Jewish community. Edith’s mother Rosa and her two brothers, Walter and Julius, who together ran a successful metal recycling company, were regularly confronted with the new regime.7 21

         
            
[image: ]Edith and her brother, Walter, 1920s.22

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Rosa Holländer, Edith’s mother, at the end of the 1930s.

            

         

         In June 1933, the Gestapo arrested a good friend of Edith’s older brother Julius, the lawyer Karl Löwenstein.8 Löwenstein was the president of the board of the synagogue on which Julius Holländer also had a seat. Together with his brother, and without any provocation, Löwenstein was taken into Schutzhaft (preventive custody) for several weeks.9 Walter and Julius Holländer’s metal recycling company also ran into increasingly serious financial problems as a result of the anti-Jewish measures that had been introduced.10 It also became increasingly difficult for Walter, Julius and their mother Rosa Holländer-Stern to visit the synagogue for the Sabbath service in the Neue Synagoge in Aachen, which they regularly attended each week, with SA officers often stood outside the entrance in order to prevent people from entering. Additionally, Jews were increasingly expelled from public life.23

         
            
[image: ]The synagogue of Aachen was set on fire and destroyed, 10 November 1938.

            

         

         24After the massive eruption of anti-Jewish violence on 9 and 10 November 1938, Anne and Margot’s annual visits to Aachen came to an end. That night came to be known as the Kristallnacht or the Reichskristallnacht. The origins of this term are not completely clear. As far as we know, it was first used in 1939 by a Nazi official and was meant to be a cynical reference to the broken glass of all the shop windows that had been smashed. Although it never became an official term of propaganda in Nazi Germany, its use remained controversial, particularly in the German literature, which has recently opted instead for terms such as the “November Pogrom” or the “Night of the Pogrom”. (This is partly because any reference to broken glass does not do justice to the large-scale violence that took place on that night.)11

         
            
[image: ]A shop with a smashed window in Berlin, 10 November 1938.

            

         

         25In a nationally coordinated campaign of terror, groups of National Socialists set fire to synagogues and destroyed Jewish shops throughout the German Reich, which by now also included Austria. They kicked in the doors of Jewish homes and abused the people living there, trashing their possessions. About 30,000 Jewish men were arrested and temporarily incarcerated in the concentration camps of Buchenwald, Sachsenhausen and Dachau, camps which had been set up by the Nazis in 1933 to imprison their political opponents.

         Walter and Julius Holländer were arrested in November 1938. Julius was soon released because he had been wounded during the First World War and had a special status as a veteran, but Walter was imprisoned in the Sachsenhausen concentration camp for three weeks and was only released when he was admitted to a Dutch refugee camp with Otto Frank’s help. Whilst there, he waited for his application for a visa to the United States to be processed, and both brothers eventually managed to escape to the United States via the Netherlands. Rosa Holländer-Stern, Anne’s grandmother, also left Aachen and moved in with the Frank family on the Merwedeplein. The campaign of terror during the night of 9–10 November 1938 was the writing on the wall: a clear sign that Jews no longer had any legal rights in Nazi Germany.12

         A year and a half later, on 10 May 1940, it became clear that it was no longer safe in the Netherlands either. The German army had forced the Netherlands to surrender in only five days. From the late summer of 1940, the occupying regime introduced increasingly far-reaching antisemitic measures under the leadership of the Reich Commissioner, Arthur Seyss-Inquart, an Austrian lawyer and Nazi politician. It was one of the first things Anne described in her diary, which she had started in June 1942: 26

         
            
               
[image: ]Dr. Arthur Seyss-Inquart. Seyss-Inquart was an Austrian official, appointed by Hitler as Reich Commissioner in the Netherlands.

               

            

            Now that the Germans are in charge here, things are getting really bad for us. First, there was the distribution of food and everything had to be bought with coupons, and in the two years that they’ve been here, there’ve been all sorts of Jewish laws. […] Jews have to wear a Star of David; Jews have to hand over their bicycles, Jews are not allowed on the trams; Jews are not allowed in cars, not even in a private car; Jews can only do their shopping between 3 and 5 o’clock, except in Jewish shops which have to state that they are Jewish premises; Jews can only go to a Jewish hairdresser, Jews are not allowed outside from 8 in the evening to 6 o’clock in the morning, Jews are not allowed to go to theatres, cinemas and other places of entertainment; Jews are not allowed to go to a swimming pool or a tennis court, hockey pitch or other sports venues; Jews are not allowed to row or take part in any other sports; Jews can no longer sit in their gardens after 8 o’clock in the evening or visit their friends; Jews may not go to the houses of Christians; Jews must go to Jewish schools and so on. That’s how our lives were 27and we couldn’t do this and we couldn’t do that. Jacque [one of Anne’s friends] always said to me: “I don’t dare do anything anymore because I’m afraid that it won’t be allowed.”13

         

         
            
[image: ]These signs appeared in the streets from September 1941.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]“Forbidden for Jews”. The beach in Zandvoort, spring 1941.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Open-air swimming pool in Krimpen aan de Lek with the sign “Forbidden for Jews”.]28

            

         

         
            
[image: ]A notice stating “Forbidden for Jews” at the City cinema in Amsterdam, 2 January 1941.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]On 3 May 1942, Jews over the age of six were obliged to wear a Star of David that was clearly visible on their clothes.

            

         

         In this way, the German occupation completely overturned the lives of the Frank family that they had taken so much effort to build up. In addition to the measures listed by Anne, there were other consequences. First, the financial appropriation: the Opekta and Pectacon companies had to be “Aryanized”, and it was only with a clever financial arrangement that Otto Frank managed to have his companies taken over by employees who were also friends, namely Johannes Kleiman, Victor Kugler and Jan Gies, the husband of his secretary Miep. In this way, he 29succeeded in preventing a manager appointed by the Germans from taking over the company.

         Meanwhile, Otto Frank made two further attempts to emigrate. By 1937 the Frank family had been making serious plans to establish a company in England. When this failed, Otto Frank submitted an application to emigrate to the United States, probably in 1938 or 1939.14 During the bombing of Rotterdam on 14 May 1940, the American consulate there was hit and the records of applications for visas to the United States were completely destroyed. When the consulate reopened a few weeks later, everyone who had applied and was on the waiting list had to hand in their receipts, so that a new waiting list could be created. Although none of Otto Frank’s documentation showing that he submitted this proof has survived, his file does show that his application for a visa continued after 1940. Emigrating to the United States had now become extremely difficult, but with the help of his American friend Nathan Straus and Edith’s two brothers, who had left for Boston in the United States in 1938, he tried again. On 14 April 1941 he wrote to his friend Nathan Straus in New York: “I can only hope we can emigrate and as far as I can see, the USA is the only country we can go to.”15

         On 28 May 1941, Nathan Straus and his wife contacted the Migration Department of the National Refugee Service (NRS) and it started a new application, File A-23007, in the name of Otto Frank, the following day. Together with the Holländer brothers and the Boston Committee for Refugees, which had also been contacted, Straus and his wife wrote a letter of recommendation and provided a guarantee to support the application for a visa for Otto Frank and his family.16 30

         
            
[image: ]Letter from the Boston Committee for Refugees dated 17 November 1941 about the Frank family’s attempts to emigrate.

            

         

         31All hope of emigrating to the United States came to a definite end by the summer of 1941: in June, the American consulates had closed and all the pending applications for emigration now had to be resubmitted to the Jewish Council. Once again, Otto Frank appealed to Straus and his brothers-in-law for help, this time with an application for a visa for Cuba, for which he also needed a transit visa for the neutral country of Spain. Because of the complicated procedure, the great financial risk and the small chance of success, Otto Frank asked for a Cuban visa only for himself, just to see whether it would be possible to obtain one. Over the course of October and November 1941, it became clear that despite all his efforts, his attempts to emigrate would not be successful because no further visas were being granted for travel. From 7 December 1941, the United States was at war with Germany, and four days later the application procedure for Otto Frank’s Cuban visa finally came to an end. According to a brief note in his immigration file from 19 December 1941, “Application for Cuban visas for Otto Frank has been cancelled. […] In view of present international situation.”17

         Meanwhile, the persecution of the Jews was increasing in the Netherlands, although now it was no longer limited to appropriation and theft, but changed to genocide. The first group of Jews were summonsed on 5 July 1942 to register for “work expansion under police supervision”. Margot Frank was one of the people in this first group.18 This was the moment they had feared the most. Although no one knew exactly what was meant by “work expansion”, the phrase terrified the Franks, and the day after they received the call to register, they went into hiding in the Annex of the offices on the Prinsengracht. 32

         
            
[image: ]The “summons” received by several Jews in June 1942. It stated exactly what you could take, such as work clothes and food for three days.

            

         

         33In the previous months, Otto Frank had made careful preparations for this operation. He approached his colleagues, Victor Kugler, Johannes Kleiman, Bep Voskuijl and Miep Gies, and asked them whether they would help him if it became necessary to go into hiding.19 He also made significant modifications to the building. He had an extra staircase built from the landing in front of the private office on the first floor to the corridor leading to the entrance of the Annex. In August 1942, this entrance was concealed behind a rotating bookcase. It was not clear whether the new staircase was built deliberately for the purpose of going into hiding or for more mundane business reasons, but it did prove to be of great importance. Initially, there was a staircase to the second floor that could only be reached by a separate outside door. However, with the new staircase, there was to be a direct connection between the offices on the first floor and the entrance to the Annex on the second floor. The helpers could get into the Annex using this new staircase without being seen by the staff in the warehouse and without having to walk outside the office entrance to the other front door. During the same period, the kitchen that had initially been on the landing by the bookcase was moved to the Annex. As for the staircase, it is uncertain whether moving the kitchen was a deliberate preparatory step for going into hiding, but it did prove to be an important change which made the whole arrangement possible.20 34

         
            
[image: ]The stairs for the helpers from the office floor to the space with the bookcase, 1954.

            

         

         In the weeks leading up to the move to Prinsengracht, Otto and Edith took clothes and supplies to the premises as unobtrusively as possible, and Johannes Kleiman and his brother took bedding, blankets and towels.21

         AUGUSTE, HERMANN AND PETER VAN PELS

         In addition to their own family, Otto and Edith also involved the family of the other Jewish colleague at Opekta-Pectacon in the plan. Hermann van Pels joined the Franks in the Annex, together with his wife Auguste and his son Peter. On 8 July 1942, Anne described what her parents had told her about the plans for going into hiding, just before their sudden departure:

         
            Mother and father told me a lot. We were going to father’s office and above it a floor had been cleared for us. Van Pels would come as well, so there would be seven of us and the Van Pels cat was also coming, so that would be a distraction. We arrived at the office without a problem and went straight upstairs where there was a toilet and a small bathroom, with a new washbasin next to a small room with two single beds, the room for Margot and me. There were three built-in wardrobes and it bordered on a room for mother and father where there were also two single beds and two small tables, as well as a smoking table, a bookcase and a cupboard containing 150 tins of vegetables and all sorts of other foodstuffs. Then there was a small corridor and another two doors, one to the 35corridor to go down to dad’s office and one back to our bathroom. There was a very steep staircase upstairs with a large kitchen and living room for the Van Pels and a small room for Peter with an attic and loft above it.22

         

         Hermann van Pels had a Dutch father and therefore had Dutch nationality, but had grown up in Germany and had lived there all his life. He worked for his father’s company in Osnabrück, which dealt in herbs and spices for the meat processing industry. In 1925 he married Auguste Röttgen.

         
            
[image: ]Auguste and Hermann van Pels, July 1941.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Peter van Pels, 1942.

            

         

         Auguste came from a village called Buer, situated near Recklinghausen and Gelsenkirchen, and moved to Essen with her parents and two older sisters when she was six years old. Her family had a company in the center of the city that 36made clothes.23 Although Anne Frank described Auguste as a rather small-minded and intellectually limited woman, she was actually better educated than Anne’s own mother. Like Edith, Auguste had been to a girls’ school, but then went on to study macro-economics at the University of Cologne for one semester.24

         
            
[image: ]Class photograph of the Israelitische Elementarschule in Osnabrück. Peter van Pels is shown second from the left in the third row in the class of his teacher Abraham Trapp, 1934.

            

         

         After they married, Auguste and Hermann lived in Osnabrück, where their son Peter was born in 1926.25 In contrast with the Franks, the Van Pels family did not leave Germany immediately after Hitler came into power, but tried hard to continue their lives there as best they could. That was not easy. Between 1933 and their departure in the summer of 1937, it became increasingly unsafe for the small group of approximately 400 Jews in Osnabrück. They had to cope with a very aggressive boycott of Jewish businesses, extremely hostile 37attacks in the local press and constant eruptions of violence. Although the Van Pels family were not physically attacked or personally arrested as far as is known, the threat was enormous. Peter attended the small Jewish school in Osnabrück and saw the number of pupils steadily declining during the 1930s. There was constant intimidation by the Hitlerjugend (Hitler Youth) and fighting on the street. One of Peter’s school friends remembers that fights with boys from the Hitlerjugend were frequent.26

         In 1937, Hermann and Auguste felt they could no longer stay in Osnabrück, and because Hermann had Dutch nationality, it was fairly easy for them to move to Amsterdam.27 In the Netherlands, Hermann van Pels first established his own company with his brother-in-law, but he soon left, and in 1939 entered the employment of Opekta, Otto Frank’s business dealing in spices. He moved into the Annex with his family a week after the Franks and lived on the floor above them, together with Auguste and Peter.

         FRITZ PFEFFER

         The last person to join the group in hiding in the Annex was Fritz Pfeffer, a dentist. On 21 September 1942, when Anne Frank had already been in hiding for six weeks, she wrote in her diary: “They’re talking about Mr. Pfeffer coming here as well, so that we can help him too.”28 It is worth noting that Pfeffer was still hesitating about going into hiding. When he actually did – probably on 17 November – he asked Miep Gies, who had proposed the idea to him, to put it off for a week because he wanted to continue working and was waiting for the salary due to him from the dentist in whose practice he had been working illegally. However, on behalf of the others, Miep Gies put pressure on him to decide quickly – any further delays could have put the whole operation in danger.2938

         
            
[image: ]Fritz Pfeffer with his son Werner, in about 1937. Werner was successfully sent to Great Britain on a Kindertransport (children’s transport). He survived the war and moved to the United States, where he changed his name to Peter Pepper.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Charlotte Kaletta, 1930s.

            

         

         39Fritz Pfeffer had got to know Otto Frank in 1940 through his landlord in Amsterdam, a former acquaintance of Otto’s from Frankfurt.30 Pfeffer had only been living in the Netherlands for a short while, waiting the longest out of the whole group to flee Germany. He had grown up in Giessen and studied medicine and dentistry in Würzburg and Berlin. From 1913 he worked as a dentist in Berlin, where he gained his doctorate in 1920, interrupting his career only to serve in the German army, where, like Otto Frank, he eventually attained the rank of an officer.31

         His first marriage was to Vera Bynthiner, with whom he had a son, Werner. The marriage broke down and ended in divorce in 1933. Soon afterwards, Fritz had a relationship with Charlotte Kaletta, who was not Jewish. Although they never officially married, Fritz and Charlotte considered themselves to be a married couple, and Fritz would introduce Charlotte to everyone as “Mrs. Pfeffer”. Nevertheless, the Nuremberg race laws of 1935 meant that they were not allowed to marry. Even when they went to live in the Netherlands from 1938, a multilateral treaty prevented them from getting married there.32

         Initially, Fritz Pfeffer tried to continue working as a dentist in Berlin, despite the increasing exclusion and discrimination against Jews. It was only after the terror of the Kristallnacht (9–10 November) that he decided to escape. During that night and the following days, about 12,000 Jewish men were arrested in Berlin and taken to Sachsenhausen and Buchenwald.33 Fritz, however, managed to avoid being arrested. Although he did not leave any personal records behind, and it is not known whether he was personally harassed or mistreated, it’s clear that he must have experienced the terror of that night at very close quarters. 40There had been a synagogue of the Religionsverein Westen on the Passauer Strasse, only 200 meters from his home, since 1905, but it was completely destroyed by a mob during Kristallnacht.34 A little further from Pfeffer’s home, on the other side of the Kurfürstendamm, Joseph Goebbels personally ordered stormtroopers from the SA to burn down the famous liberal synagogue on the Fasanenstrasse on the same night.35

         
            
[image: ]Synagogue in the Passauer Strasse in Berlin, near Fritz Pfeffer’s house, in the 1930s.

            

         

         For Fritz Pfeffer, his son Werner and his fiancée Charlotte, this outburst of violence served as a warning to leave the country as soon as possible. With the help of his non-Jewish 41housekeeper, Else Messmer-Hoeft, Pfeffer first arranged for Werner to escape to England. Werner traveled with the so-called Kindertransport, an initiative of British religious and government organizations that sought to take in German Jewish children in England. He traveled by boat from Bremerhaven to Harwich and was eventually taken to Minehead, a coastal town in southwest England.36 Fritz Pfeffer himself traveled to the Netherlands at the beginning of December 1938, once again helped by his housekeeper and Charlotte Kaletta, who arrived in the Netherlands a few weeks later.37

         
            
[image: ]An English policeman talks to five Jewish girls from Nazi Germany. They arrived by boat in Harwich, England, 12 December 1938.

            

         

         42It isn’t possible to ascertain the effect these events – the flight of his son, and then his own sudden departure with his beloved Charlotte – had on Fritz Pfeffer on the basis of the sources. However, Charlotte did say something about the response to their stories in the Netherlands when she talked to Ernst Schnabel, the German journalist who would go on to write a biography of Anne Frank, and who interviewed about forty witnesses for it in the 1950s. The response was characterized above all by incredulity: “The Dutch just couldn’t imagine that the Germans were like that. They simply didn’t believe the stories the German migrants told. Even the Dutch Jews didn’t believe those stories.”38 In Amsterdam, Charlotte and Fritz lived together until, with a heavy heart, he joined the others in hiding in the Annex in November 1942. From that point on, he was separated from her and could only hear about her occasionally through Miep Gies, who was given parcels of foodstuffs for him.

         GOING INTO HIDING AND ARREST

         The group of eight in hiding lived in the Annex for about two years, in constant fear of being discovered. During that time, Anne recorded their daily life with great perceptiveness of the group’s interpersonal relationships and with enormous stylistic skill. Her diary provides an intimate insight into the thoughts and emotions of an adolescent girl struggling with herself and with the constant tensions and constraints of life in the Annex. She shows how the two families and Fritz Pfeffer were oppressed by the isolation of living in hiding, and how this sometimes led to tensions in their relationships. She describes the fear, the irritation and the quarrels, but also the sense of solidarity and resilience of the seven people with whom she had to share the 43cramped quarters. A youthful romance blossomed between Anne Frank and Peter van Pels for a short time, though this subsequently cooled off for Anne. She and Fritz Pfeffer were both frustrated at having to share a very small room and regularly fought about using the small writing table.

         
            
[image: ]The back of the house on Prinsengracht 263. The group in hiding lived on the second and third floor. The top window is the attic of the Annex.

            

         

         On 16 March 1944, Anne wrote in her diary:

         
            Now I know why I’m so much more restless than Peter. He has his own room where he works, dreams, thinks and sleeps. I’m being pushed from one corner to another. I’m never alone in my shared room and I long for that so much. That’s why I escape to the attic. There, with you, I can be myself for a little while. But I don’t want to make a 44fuss about my desires; on the contrary, I want to be brave! So fortunately they don’t notice any of my inner feelings downstairs, except for the fact that I’m becoming cooler and more contemptuous towards Mother by the day, I have fewer cuddles with Father and I don’t say much to Margot anymore, but remain a closed book. More than anything else I must maintain my outward appearance of certainty and no one can know that there’s still a war raging inside me, a war between my desires and my reason. Up to now the latter has been victorious, but won’t the former be the strongest in the end? Sometimes I’m afraid and often I long for this to happen.39

         

         
            
[image: ]The bookcase concealing the door into the Annex, 1954.

            

         

         These are the sorts of intimate self-reflections that make her diary so intriguing. Through it we can follow Anne’s struggle with her own identity, her lack of privacy, her longing for freedom and her constant fear of discovery. “It oppresses me more than I can say that we can never go outside, and I’m so afraid that we’ll be discovered and shot. Obviously, that’s not 45a very nice prospect,” she wrote at the beginning of December 1942.40

         Almost two years later, on 4 August 1944, this prospect became a reality. The Sicherheitspolizei turned up at the premises of Prinsengracht 263 between half past ten and eleven o’clock in the morning. Miep Gies was working on the first floor when the door suddenly opened. The officers walked into the office of Victor Kugler, who by that time had become the director. They questioned him and took him along to search the building. During this inspection, they entered the area with the rotating bookcase that blocked the entrance to the Annex. They discovered the secret entrance and surprised the group in hiding.

         
            
[image: ]The Austrian office SS-Hauptscharführer Karl Joseph Silberbauer. He was in charge on 4 August 1944 when the eight people in hiding and the helpers Kleiman and Kugler were arrested.]

            

         

         Otto Frank later remembered that at the time of the arrest he was on the top floor of the Annex, where he was helping Peter with his schoolwork in his room. As he was pointing out a mistake in his dictation, he heard someone running up the stairs: “Suddenly someone came running up the stairs, a door opened and a man stood in front of us holding a gun in his hand. Everyone had been gathered together downstairs. My wife, 46the children and the Van Pels family were standing there with their hands up.”41 Shortly afterwards, Fritz Pfeffer was brought into the room. The Austrian officer SS-Hauptscharführer Karl Joseph Silberbauer, who was in charge, took their valuables and shook out and emptied Otto’s briefcase, in which Anne also kept the pages of her diary. These papers fell onto the wooden floor and were later discovered by Miep Gies and Bep Voskuijl. All those who had been in hiding, as well as the two helpers, Victor Kugler and Johannes Kleiman, were arrested. They were all taken to the building of the Zentralstelle für jüdische Auswanderung in Amsterdam on the Adama van Scheltemaplein, where they were locked up in a single large cell, to be interrogated one by one, later on.42

         
            
[image: ]The Zentralstelle für jüdische Auswanderung at Adama van Scheltemaplein 1 in Amsterdam.

            

         

         The arrest was an important moment in the story of Anne Frank and the seven others who had been in hiding with her. 47How Silberbauer had discovered them, whether they were betrayed, and if so by whom, are questions that still give rise to a lot of speculation. For example, the biographies of Anne Frank by Carol Ann Lee and Melissa Müller produce different theories about who might have betrayed them, while the Dutch Institute for War Documentation (NIOD Institute for War, Holocaust and Genocide Studies) also published a report in which the various scenarios were considered.43 In 2016, Gertjan Broek published a research report on behalf of the Anne Frank House in which a new scenario was set out. The arrest might not have been the result of betrayal, but could have resulted from a police enquiry that was actually focusing on the distribution of counterfeit rationing coupons, and this theory continues to be a subject of research and speculation today.44 In January 2022, The Betrayal of Anne Frank – a cold case investigation by Canadian author Rosemary Sullivan was published. Herein she records the results of an investigation into the arrest of the people in hiding at 263 Prinsengracht by an international coldcase team led by retired special agent and FBI detective Vince Pankoke. The team claimed, based on an anonymous accusation and some circumstantial evidence, that it could prove the betrayal of the Frank family by Jewish attorney Arnold van den Bergh, a former member of the Jewish Council, with ‘an 85% certainty’. In order to protect his own family, Arnold van den Bergh, allegedly passed on lists with addresses of hiding places, amongst which the address of the Annex, supposedly in his possession to the occupying forces.

         The book and the claims made therein were mainly critically received and, shortly after publication, its theory convincingly refuted by several historians. The theory not only lacks tangible evidence against van den Bergh, there is also no proof 48that supports the assumption that the Jewish Council compiled lists with addresses of hiding places, let alone that the address of 263 Prinsengracht would have been on them. In addition, the researchers incorrectly assume that the attorney was still living at his home address when the police raided the Annex, while in reality he himself was in hiding elsewhere.

         The Coldcase investigation sparked a fierce controversy over the investigators’ methods and ethical considerations, as well as the manner in which the media initially unquestioningly adopted the conclusion. Particularly in the Netherlands the book was strongly scrutinized resulting in its withdrawal from the shops in March 2022 by the Dutch publisher. The discussion, here only briefly touched upon, clearly shows that the arrest on 4 August 1944 still remains, after all these years, a subject of research and speculation.45

         THE SEARCH

         The arrest of the group in hiding was also an important turning point from another point of view. On that day, 4 August 1944, the lively and extremely personal story told in Anne’s diary came to an end, and the long, very sparsely documented trip began that took her and the others through German-occupied Europe. From that moment, their lives are shrouded in uncertainty: eight people in a sea of millions of deportees and victims of the Holocaust.46 What we do know about their fate is based on scraps of information and the testimony of surviving witnesses.

         The first person to collect these scraps was Otto Frank himself, the only one to survive and return from the camps. After the war, he tried to find out as much as possible about the fate of his wife and his two daughters. In addition, because 49of the subsequent fame of Anne Frank, several other witnesses have stepped forward over the course of time. For example, Hanneli Goslar and Nanette Blitz, who had been in Anne’s class at school, talked about meeting her in the camp in Bergen-Belsen. The sisters Rebecca (“Lientje”) and Janny Brilleslijper, and Annelore and Ellen Daniel, have also provided important witness statements about Anne and Margot’s last moments.47 Most of these witness statements and the record of Otto’s search were recorded by authors such as Ernst Schnabel, Melissa Müller and Carol Ann Lee in their biographies of Anne and Otto Frank, and by the documentary filmmaker Willy Lindwer, who produced the groundbreaking film The Last Seven Months of Anne Frank (1988).48

         These earlier chroniclers of Anne Frank’s life story collected testimonies and reported the stories of the most important witnesses of the last months of Edith, Anne and Margot Frank. However, what is missing is a systematic and comprehensive historical study of the experiences and events in the lives of Anne Frank and her seven fellow victims in the camps. This book, which is based on the research report written by Erika Prins in 2016 for the Anne Frank House, aims to provide a more detailed reconstruction of what happened to the group of eight after they had been arrested than what has been provided in earlier documentaries and books.49 By collecting together all the available archive materials – however fragmented they may be – supplemented with witness statements and “indirect evidence”, an attempt has been made to describe the experiences of the group in the camps as closely as possible. What happened when they were deported? How and when were they separated? How and when did they end up in the different camps, and under what circumstances? What did they experience there and how did seven of them die? 50

         In addition, this book would like to show how the story of the main characters can be understood in the broader historical context of genocide and persecution by the Nazi regime. As Nikolaus Wachsmann emphasized in his comprehensive work on the concentration camp system, KL: A History of the Nazi Concentration Camps, the camps are often considered by the public to be synonymous with mass murder using gas. In reality, the camps had several overlapping purposes and functions: they were used to instill terror, as prisons, for the production of weapons, and as a reservoir for slave labor and to carry out medical experiments on humans. In addition, the concentration camp system and the conditions in the different camps were constantly developing. When a prisoner arrived in a particular place, it could make a big difference.50 As such, it’s important to examine the individual cases of Otto, Edith, Margot and Anne Frank, Hermann, Auguste and Peter van Pels, and Fritz Pfeffer and to interpret them against the background of the deportations, the characters of the different camps where they were sent and the prevailing circumstances there.

         This search fulfills two functions. First, it is about reconstructing the eight individual life stories as accurately as possible. Secondly, the search offers the possibility of reflecting on a number of important developments in the persecution and systematic murder of European Jews. The fate of the group of eight was part of the extermination, slave labor (often resulting in death), and large-scale evacuation and clearing transports which can only be properly understood if we have the most accurate possible picture of the general circumstances in the camps at the time that these eight people arrived there.51 What was the prevailing regimen at the camp at the moment they arrived? Who was in charge? And what were the most 51important developments in the organization and the living conditions resulting in starvation, sickness and murder?

         AN INCOMPLETE PUZZLE

         Many questions about conditions in the concentration camps can be answered on the basis of existing historical publications.52 However, these history books say little about the individual fates of the group of eight. For this purpose, use was made of administrative information such as transport lists and registers, as well as personal sources such as contemporary personal documents, and postwar reports and interviews. There was a search in the archives of the NIOD, the Dutch Red Cross (NRK), the Arolsen Archives (International Center on Nazi Persecution, formerly the International Tracing Service), and the collections of various memorial centers for information about the time spent in the camps, and the experiences and the circumstances related to the death or survival of these eight people.53

         There are various gaps and limitations in these archive materials. In the first place, most of the camp records were destroyed. When Germany had almost lost the war, an order came from Berlin to destroy the administrative records in the various camps. To a great extent, these attempts to erase the traces were successful.54 For this reason, the original German camp and prison records from the time of the occupation have survived in only a very fragmentary way in most cases, and were sometimes destroyed completely. However, organizations such as the Red Cross and the Arolsen Archives made all sorts of attempts after the war to reconstruct the information about deportations and camp organization as well as possible.

         As regards the eight members of the group, we have some transport lists, the Jewish Council card index (also used and 52supplemented for the postwar tracing of missing persons) and cards in the archives of the population administration in Westerbork. We also have the registration of Auguste van Pels in Raguhn, the book of the dead of Neuengamme containing the name of Fritz Pfeffer, the registration of Peter van Pels in the camp in Mauthausen, and the book of the dead with his name and the list of the dead, both drawn up shortly after the camp was liberated. Finally, Otto Frank took a Raucherkarte with him from Auschwitz. This was a card with which “prisoner B914” (Otto Frank) could get tobacco in the prison canteen.55

         However, while administrative sources can tell us a lot about where and when things happened, they provide little insight into experiences. For this we are dependent on witnesses and personal documents such as letters, notes, memoirs and interviews.56 Arnon Grunberg, who compiled and introduced a book of literary testimonies about Auschwitz in 2020, and gave the memorial lecture on 4 May of the same year, formulated the importance of commemoration as follows, and also states one of the objectives of this book: “Commemoration is […] a way of speaking on behalf of the dead, and it is only possible to speak on behalf of the dead by giving eyewitnesses the chance to bear witness.”57

         To gain an insight into what the group of eight saw and experienced in the camps, we are therefore dependent on eyewitnesses. Again, there are gaps and limitations. Seven of the eight did not survive the camps, and there were no personal documents left behind after they left the Annex. The testimony of other people who have direct stories to tell about the experiences of the group after their arrest and during their time in the camps have only survived to a limited extent. Furthermore, there are hardly any sources from this period itself.58 However, 53there are various brochures and personal documents which appeared just after the war. One of the most important of these is the booklet Aan de gaskamer ontsnapt! (“Escaping the Gas Chambers!”) that Rosa de Winter-Levy published about her experiences in Auschwitz in August 1945. De Winter-Levy was on the same train from Westerbork to Auschwitz as the group of eight, befriended Edith Frank and her daughters in Auschwitz, and wrote about them in detail in this booklet.59

         
            
[image: ]The booklet Aan de gaskamer ontsnapt! by Rosa de Winter-Levy was published in 1945, shortly after the end of the war. It mentions the death of Edith Frank in Auschwitz.54

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Rosa de Winter-Levy with Otto and Fritzi Frank, Switzerland, 1950.

            

         

         The most direct postwar testimonies come from Otto Frank himself, the only one of the eight who returned from the camp. He recorded his experiences up to his return in Amsterdam on 3 June 1945, in short sentences in a small red notebook which he managed to obtain just after the liberation. During his journey back, he also wrote a number of letters to his family in Basel and London.60 55

         
            
[image: ]Otto Frank’s notebook, which he was given shortly after the liberation of Auschwitz.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]A bag made of camp clothes in which Otto Frank kept his possessions, including the red notebook, during his journey back to the Netherlands.

            

         

         
            
[image: ]Het Achterhuis was published on 25 June 1947. Helmut Salden designed the cover, featuring the sun disappearing behind black clouds.

            

         

         After this, he did not talk in public directly about the events and his own experiences from the moment of the arrest in 1944 up to his liberation from Auschwitz. The later statements and interviews with Otto Frank, as well as his correspondence, nevertheless contain many interesting details. For example, Otto Frank wrote a short text entitled “Bitte schreiben Sie” (“Please 56Write”) in the 1960s, in which he wrote eleven pages of answers to questions sent to him from readers of The Secret Annex.61

         Yet Otto Frank’s role goes beyond that of being the most important witness: he was also the person who attempted to find out about the fates of the others who had been in hiding with him, chiefly his wife and children. He not only recorded his own memories but also went in search of other witnesses who could tell him something about his family. Immediately on his return to Amsterdam, he did everything he could to find out what had happened to his two daughters. In this way, he came into contact with various witnesses who could tell him about the deaths of Margot and Anne in Bergen-Belsen.62

         
            
[image: ]Hanneli Goslar with her sister Gabi, 1941.

            

         

         When Otto Frank heard from Hanneli Goslar that Nanette Blitz had seen Anne and Margot in Bergen-Belsen, he wrote her a short letter asking whether she could tell him more about 57his daughters. On 31 October 1945, whilst she was staying in the Provincial Hospital in Santpoort, Nanette wrote him a short account of what she knew. She also told him what she had heard from Margot Drach-Rosenthal, who was in the same hospital.

         
            You asked me whether I could tell you any more about Anne and Margot. Perhaps you remember Margot Drach-Rosenthal from Westerbork, who spent quite a bit of time with Anne? She’s in the bed next to me and told me this: they went to Birkenau together with your wife and children and stayed there together until November. Then Margot and Anne went to Bergen-Belsen, where they arrived on 3 November. I met them there. (Another girl who’s in this hospital too was in the bunk above them.) I wasn’t in their barracks but I often visited them. Meanwhile, Margot (known as Monika) Rosenthal arrived in Bergen-Belsen in January and told them that she had spoken to your wife in Birkenau, which really cheered them up because they’d had very little hope when the selection took place because it had separated them from your wife. In January Margot and Anne went to the Schonungsblock, where I saw them. Then there was a big move and I didn’t speak to them again, though I know from the girl here that someone spoke to them in February.63

         

         This businesslike letter tries to describe the course of events during the period following the separation of Otto from his wife and children as accurately as possible. As an early source, the letter contains valuable information about the chronology, but at the same time it says very little about the experiences which the Frank sisters had in the camp, apart from the comment 58that they “cheered up” when they heard news about their mother.

         As discussed above, Otto Frank’s search for witnesses who had information about his wife and daughters was continued later and in more detail by journalists and documentary filmmakers. The interviews they conducted are also an important source for this book, as is the Anne Frank House’s extensive collection of interviews with witnesses. It started by taking witness statements in the 1990s and carrying out a large oral history project in 2005 in which almost a hundred family members and acquaintances of the Frank family and the others who were in hiding with them were interviewed. These also include several people who were in the concentration camps with them.64

         These interviews and witness statements provide a wealth of information, but they are not without problems. People’s memories are both fallible and subjective. Memory is a process of selection, ordering and recalling a chaotic series of events to produce a coherent story.65 The traumatic character of the experiences of these witnesses in the camps also meant that painful memories – including memories that they were ashamed of or about which there are taboos – could be suppressed and removed in order to be less painful.66

         However, as Primo Levi, an Italian Jew and one of the most important witnesses of the Holocaust, emphasizes, there is another fundamental problem: because the survivors are such a small and non-representative minority, they can never provide a representative picture of the experiences of those who died of hunger, disease and misery, or those who were murdered in the gas chambers. At the same time, and despite these limitations, the witness statements of the survivors are also our only way into the experiences of those who died.67 59

         The fact that the story told in Anne Frank’s diary has become so famous that it affects postwar witness statements in different ways is of a completely separate order. Witnesses’ own memories may be influenced by the many different books written and films made about Anne Frank later on.68 With regard to a number of statements about meeting the Frank family in the camp, it is difficult to establish the accuracy of the memories at the level of details, dates and chronology. It is therefore necessary to take into account the limitations of individual memories. Wherever possible, these have been compared against other sources.

         However, it is also important to reflect on the specific dynamics which apply to witnesses who are interviewed if they are not the main subject of the interview themselves. Furthermore, a small number of the interviewees express mixed feelings about the fact that it is not their own experiences that they are first asked about, but those of Anne Frank. Sometimes they feel uncomfortable about the fact that they can’t remember much about Anne and her family. At other times, they reveal their irritation about the fact that Anne Frank’s story has become so famous, and is repeated so often, while there are millions of other stories which do not attract any attention. For example, Bloeme Emden, who knew Anne and Margot at the Jewish Lyceum and then met them both again in Westerbork and Auschwitz, expressed her reservations about the “excessive” attention that has always been paid to Anne Frank which, in her opinion, sometimes resulted in a “personality cult”: “In itself it’s very interesting to get to know the feelings of a Jewish child who went into hiding […]. But there are so many of these sorts of testimonies […] and we all have more or less the same history.” During her interview, Emden reminded the interviewer of the discrepancy between what she was being 60asked and what she was able to tell her: “You never stop asking about the Frank family and unfortunately I can’t tell you very much about that.”69

         
            
[image: ]Bloeme Emden, in about 1942.

            

         

         This tension often emerges in interviews. Nevertheless, even those who reveal their mixed feelings all endorse the symbolic and moral significance of the diary and Anne Frank’s life story. Most of the witnesses also emphasize that they consider Anne Frank and her diary to be a good way of educating younger generations about the Holocaust. Freda Wineman-Silberberg, who often visited schools as a victim of the Holocaust to talk about the persecution of the Jews, formulated this as follows:

         
            I found in the work that we do as survivors, going to the schools, the fact that these children have read Anne Frank’s diary, helps us a lot. […] Every story is unique, but it gives us a chance to tell our story. […] So, it’s important for us if they have read Anne Frank. And if they have digested the story, you know, if they have 61learned something from it. Then when we come in, they also listen to our story, you know. That’s a different story, but it’s a story about our Holocaust.70

         

         It is important to consider both the limitations of human memory and the specific dynamics related to the memories of Anne Frank, but it does not detract from the historical and moral value of the testimonies. They are essential sources, providing an insight into experiences and events, both for this specific book and for the written history of the Holocaust.

         In his essay The Ethics of Memory, the philosopher Avishai Margalit states that witnesses of genocidal violence not only have a historical function but also a moral one. In his opinion, the moral witness is someone who not only observed the suffering and crimes, but was also directly affected themselves. The moral witness plays a crucial role in exposing the terror inflicted on him or her by speaking from personal experience: “The moral witness plays a special role in uncovering the evil he or she encounters. Evil regimes try hard to cover up the enormity of their crimes, and the moral witness tries to expose it.”71 It is only from the perspective of individual experience and memory that it’s possible to do justice to the moral dimension of what happened in the camps. In this way, the testimonies provide a picture of how the witnesses see themselves and how they struggle with the traumatic memories of hunger, pain, mistreatment and the fear of death.72 It is only through these individual and subjective statements that we can form a picture of the actual experiences that the group of eight from the Annex suffered.

         As such, for this book we not only looked for specific information about these eight people, but also for testimonies that 62could give an insight into the experiences of people who were in the same place at the same time. Some of the witnesses did not have any direct memories of Anne and the others, but mention important details of the circumstances and the way in which they experienced them.73 This book therefore opted to recount the words of those who were as close as possible to the eight people from the Annex. These included survivors who had ended up in the camps in the German Empire from Westerbork in the Netherlands, just as they had – people who had been in the same part of the camp at the same time, and can therefore tell us more about what happened there.

         This book is an incomplete jigsaw puzzle with pieces of different shapes and sizes. It is partly based on earlier research and well-known sources, but also on new discoveries in different archives. This makes it possible to gain a better insight into the fate and experiences of Anne Frank and the others after they were arrested in August 1944. First of all, it describes their shared route from the prison in Amsterdam to the transit camp in Westerbork and on to Auschwitz-Birkenau, where the men and women were separated. Then it describes the experiences of the eight individuals through the various camps of Bergen-Belsen, Mauthausen, Neuengamme and Raguhn. Finally, it follows Otto Frank, the only survivor, during his trip back to Amsterdam: the moment that the search for his loved ones began.
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wollen dekens
stel beddengoed (overtrek met laken)
eetnap
drinkbeker

lepel en

pullover

- am S NN =SNNN = -

en eveneens marschproviand voor 3 dagen en de voor die tijd geldige distributiekaarten.
Niet medegenomen mogen worden:

Waardepapieren, deviezen, spaarbankboekjes enz., waardevoorwerpen allerlei soort
(goud, zilver, platina) - met uitzondering van de trouwringen - levend huisraad.

Wanneer U aan deze oproeping geen gevolg geeft, wordt U met maatregelen
van de Sicherheitspolizei gestraft.
Dit schrijven geldt als reisvergunning en geeft U tegelijkertijd het recht de genoemde trein
kosteloos te benutten.

In opdracht
get. Waérlein
4% - Hauptsturmfiihrer
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BOSTON COMMITTEE FOR REFUGEES

COOPERATING WITH NATIONAL REFUGEE SERVICE, INC.

24 PROVINCE STREET, BOSTON, MASS.
TELEPHONE, CAPITOL 8425

November
17th
1941

Miss Augusta Mayerson, Acting Director
Migration Depertment

National kefugee Service

165 West 46th Street RE:

FRANK, Otto and Edith
New York, N. Y.

Amsterdam, Holland
Caso # A=23007
Dear Miss Mayerson:

¥r. Julius Hollander was in to see us today with reference to
your letter of November 12, 1941. He wished us to send you this
supplementary information which we believe will have great bearing
on the arrangements which are to be undertaken by the Strauss'.

Mr. Hollander pointed out that there are five persons involved in

this immigretion problem, rather than the original four. Apparently
Mrs. Hosa Hollander, the mother of iirs. Frank, 74 years of age, and Y
who has been living with the Franks since April 1939, was never men-

tioned in the arrangements for the immigration of the entire family
group.

Mr. Hollander also wanted us to point out to you that instead of two
minor children of 10 years of age being involved, actually the ages
of Margot and Anne Frank are, respectively, 15 and 12.

Inasmuch as the aforementioned faots will necessitate a change in

the financial plans by the Strauss', Mr. Hollander wants us to call
these things to your attention.

In order to meet this changed situation, Mr. Hollander authorized us
to say that he and his brother will pay ¥2,500.00 for the immigration

of the entire family group. This information we know changes the
contents of our letter of Ooctober 21, 1941. i /7/
Mr. Hollander, or his brother Walter, are quite anxious to talk over /,C
the entire Frank situation with you. Eoth men are employed at

unusuel hours during the week, and it appears that the only time

available for a conference with you would be on a Saturday morning.

Could you, by chance, inform us in a day or so whether Mr. Walter ‘/ /
or lir. Julius Hollander can see you at your office Saturday, November /
22, 1941, at a convenient hour?

Please accept our thanks for your willingness to cooperate with this
family group, and count on our continued cooperation in their behalf.

g Sincerely yours, 2% o Zi . it
SERVING BOSTON AND GREATER NEW ENGLAND AREAS EX Mﬁ

-~
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