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Forced Relocation of Jews by the Vichy government:  the example of Lacaune.

Among the numerous discriminatory measures applied to Jews during the Second World War, the concentration camps in southwestern France—among them Brens and Saint Sulpice in the department of the Tarn—are now fairly well known. On the contrary, the forced relocation of Jews has so far been studied by only a few researchers
. The conclusions drawn from this limited body of work would seem to indicate that the centres of forced relocation were organised by the Vichy government specifically to isolate an “undesirable” population as part of an overall plan the logic of which is not yet sufficiently understood.


On January 13, 1942, the prefect of the Tarn wrote to the mayor of Lacaune:


“I am honoured to inform you that the prefect of the Toulouse region has designated the spa town of Lacaune as a regional centre to receive individuals whose intrigues, attitude, nationality or religious persuasion constitute factors of discontent or unrest within the population.”

The small town of Lacaune was thus given the role of taking in Jews judged “undesirable” by the Vichy regime. Between 1942 and 1944, nearly 650 people—men, women and children—were forcibly relocated there
.


The objective of the present case study is to understand better this measure of forced relocation:  what methods and means were implemented by Vichy to carry out its plan of social exclusion? How did Jews and non-Jews live alongside one another in the centres of forced relocation? Finally, what were the reactions of people in both communities to the roundups which began in the summer of 1942?

I° Forced relocation as part of the arsenal of antisemitic legislation of the Vichy government.

· Coherence and limits of a plan of systematic exclusion.

The battery of laws implemented by Vichy to exclude French or foreign Jews from the civil society will not be recalled here. The aims of internment and forced relocation seem simple enough to establish; a true “internal exile”
 or foreign Jews who had sought refuge in France during the 1930s. Up until the summer of 1942, these measures constituted the acme of the antisemitic policy of the Vichy government. But what overall coherence did they represent in the exclusionary process? Work done by various university researchers allows us to draw up an initial assessment and to open up avenues to explore.

First of all, the law passed on October 4, 1940
, announced that henceforth the fate of foreign Jews depended on the goodwill of the [departmental] prefects. The latter could decide to intern them or forcibly relocate them with no justification proffered. The only crime of these individuals was to be Jewish.


While this law provided no criteria on which to choose between internment or relocation of foreign Jews, a circular of November 3, 1941, entitled Grouping measures to be taken concerning French and foreign nationals
, stipulated that:

“These measures are applicable to foreigners and French citizens of certain financial means whose intrigues, attitude, nationality or religious persuasion constitute factors of discontent or unrest within the population and carry a risk of disturbing law and order”

A distinction thus exists between foreign Jews “of certain financial means” and the others:  the former could be forcibly relocated since they were able to cover their own subsistence, whereas the latter were interned.

Forced relocation could thus be considered a lesser evil, but those affected by relocation could nonetheless not be considered privileged compared to those interned: they were similarly deprived of their freedom of movement, being restricted to the limits of the town of forced residence.

This criteria of choice leaving much to chance raises certain questions:  what level of financial means was necessary to be forcibly relocated. How were certain interned persons able to later be assigned to forced relocation? And why were certain foreign Jews able to remain free, avoiding forced relocation?

Our response, in fact, is that it was primarily an issue of cost: forced relocation was a means  for the Vichy government to remove Jews from society by avoiding the more expensive solution of internment
. A sociological study of those interned and those forcibly relocated with the dates when the respective decisions were made—if such a study were possible—would, in our opinion, show that the criteria of “choice” were indeed often random, and that the circumstances of the moment played an important role in such decisions. 


As for forced relocation itself, the November 3, 1941, circular established a gradation among national, regional and departmental centres.

· The national centres were meant to receive foreigners and French nationals “endowed with financial resources who seem to be particularly undesirable, either suspected of illicit dealings or displaying an attitude drawing criticism”.
· In the regional context—the case of Lacaune—, “these measures apply to foreigners or to French nationals of certain financial means whose intrigues, attitude, nationality or religious persuasion constitute factors of discontent or unrest within the population and carry a risk of disturbing law and order.”
· Finally, on a departmental level, “these measures apply to foreign and French refugees whose removal seems necessary, for urgent reasons of local necessity, even if their behaviour does not draw criticism”.
Thus, from presumed guilty to perfectly innocent, every foreign Jew risked ending up one day or another in a centre of forced relocation. It remains to be seen whether these administrative distinctions actually resulted in a particular sociological reality. No research has yet explored the question.


Further exploring the overall coherence of the plan of exclusion, it is noteworthy that studies of both Lacaune and Aulus-les-Bains show that, at least in these two cases, relocation was a question of collective measures; the persons forcibly relocated came from specific localities and arrived en masse at their new place of residence. In Lacaune, the relocated persons came primarily from:

· Luchon:  two hundred and nine persons totalling 32.5% of the Jews relocated to Lacaune. Luchon, another spa town in the department of the Haute-Garonne, was also a relocation centre. Why were people transferred from one centre to another? Again, the response at this point seems to have been cost-driven, as 201 of the relocated Jews from Luchon arrived in Lacaune in March and April, 1942, just before the opening of the season for taking the waters.

· Toulouse and its region (184 persons):  little information is available. There was most likely an explicit will to purge this regional prefecture.

· Pau (140 persons): in this case we can also only suppose that it was most probably a question of distancing Jews from the border with Spain.

The choice by the Vichy authorities of the specific place to relocate these foreign Jews was part of the exclusionary plan, as the example of Lacaune will show.

· Why Lacaune?

What were the common features shared by the different localities designated by Vichy as centres of forces relocation? Generally speaking, they were characterised as being small tourist resorts, heads of administrative districts, or “cantons”, with a gendarmerie squad
.

In these respects, the small city of Lacaune
, located at the intersection of the Tarn, the Aveyron and the Hérault departments, at an altitude of 850 metres, must have seemed ideal to the Vichy regime. Two key criteria explain the choice by the regional prefecture as a forced relocation centre:

· its geographical isolation,

· its housing capacity thanks to its being a thermal spa.

· the geographic factor:  isolation

As we have pointed out, one of the objectives in forced relocation was removing “undesirables” from the “healthy” part of the population. Consequently, rural towns, far away from much of anything, were most often chosen
.

Lacaune was a perfect “candidate”, being quite removed from all the large urban centres of the region. Castres, the sub-prefecture of the Tarn department, is more than 45 kms away; Albi, the prefecture, is more than 70...

This isolation was reinforced by the lack of a satisfactory road system, rendering any kind of travel long and tiring. Finally, the rigorous winter weather in this mid-range mountain town added to the phenomenon of geographical distancing.

· the material factor:  significant housing capacity

The large number of housing possibilities in Lacaune had an economic basis:  the town’s classification in 1913 as a hydromineral and climactic spa. The waters from the Bel Air spring were used by a preventive health facility accommodating around 300 children. And, aside from hotels, Lacaune also had numerous apartments and boarding houses.

In correspondence dating from January, 1942, the prefect of the Tarn estimated that:

“Current housing possibilities enable Lacaune to receive a maximum of 400 to 500 persons. Increasing the population of the town in this manner, however, can only take place gradually, following decisions made by Monsieur the Regional Prefect”
.

From that point on, Jews and residents of Lacaune had to learn to live together. 

II° Relations between Jews and non-Jews in Lacaune.

The title of recollections of a relocated woman, Berthe Burko Falcmann, in the Cahiers de Rieu Montagné—“Quelques souvenirs du temps des Juifs
 [Selected Memories of ‘the time of the Jews’]—is revealing. The account shows the way the period of forced relocation tended to be perceived by the relocated persons themselves, but particularly by the population of Lacaune:  an extraordinary event perturbing the life of the community, which had barely changed despite the war. Finding themselves in an unprecedented situation, the inhabitants of Lacaune and the relocated Jews faced the challenge of inventing a new kind of everyday life.


The examples of both Lacaune and Aulus show that the local authorities as well as the resident population first received the new arrivals quite coolly. It must be remembered, though, that there never had been a Jewish community in Lacaune, old or more recent, before the arrival of the relocated persons. The inhabitants of Lacaune belonged to that category of people “who knew nearly nothing about the Jews”
.

The mayor of Lacaune was the first to be informed of the impending arrival. Although he did not openly contest the decision, his response to the letter of January 13 from the prefecture reflects his irritation and his fears:

You cannot be unaware that the arrival of well-to-do people with no occupation other than strolling about carries the risk of disturbing the local economy, particularly as regards the supply of fresh food for the population. By that I mean that these undesirable persons will not hesitate to scour the countryside, buying all sorts of foodstuffs (eggs, chickens...) at any price and thus giving rise to malaise among the local residents”  
.

This reaction was soon to be echoed by the population, as recounted by the postal censorship authorities in Albi:  “In the town of Lacaune (Tarn), the arrival of more than 400 foreign Jews forcibly relocated has been described as a catastrophe. Stores have been emptied out and the black market organised; ‘the Jews will buy anything at any price’”

The black market was a recurrent accusation, from one centre of forced relocation to another. The arrival en masse, and often not understood
, of these foreigners was felt to be a veritable invasion. All the more so since the Jews were in most cases condemned to forced idleness, having been obliged  by Vichy to leave their jobs and their places of work. For the residents of Lacaune, accustomed to hard agricultural work, such an unusual sight was shocking and gave rise to associations of ideas:  the Jews do not work for a living, so perhaps they have come as tourists
, which means that they have money and will thus engage in black market activities, destroying the local economy.


It was in this tense climate that the mayor promulgated on July 22, 1942, the “general policy for the Israelites”
, a series of12 laws aimed against the relocated persons. If some of them dealt simply with information or surveillance, others clearly reflected the numerous a priori and a definite will to intimidate and ostracise the new arrivals who, as elsewhere, were undesirable.

The feeling underlying such laws was that the Jews were a potentially corruptive influence; they were being warned that all of their “manoeuvres” were doomed to fail. They were also reminded that they were “subject to the same laws [as the local population] governing food supply, and particularly as regards purchases directly from farmers of rationed foodstuffs”. Articles 2 and 11, in particular, instituted real segregation:

· article 2 announced that one day only would be reserved for them at the public baths,

· in article 11, “The mayor recommend[ed] that woman and girls dress respectfully and that all persons behave with propriety in dealings with the local population.” 
So the persons forcibly relocated were expected to keep as far as possible from the local residents. This intention was soon to be thwarted in the face of everyday reality:  the inhabitants of Lacaune and the Jews began to learn to know and to appreciate each other.


Indeed, the Jews and the local residents often came into close contact since, in many cases, they shared the same dwelling. Bit by bit, this proximity began to create bonds. Many stories were told to us, showing that relations ran the gamut from simple good neighbourliness (exchanging services, lending household utensils) to a profound and mutual friendship.

Take, for example, the Lacaune family who became friends with a family of German Jews. The husband and wife spoke only German. Their daughter, who had been studying in Toulouse, translated. In recalling their memories of the 1914-1918 war, the two fathers realised that they had been wounded during the same battle on opposite sides of the front. This discovery, far from hindering further relations, reinforced their complicity.

Young women and men mingled with each other, and if this was allowed by their parents, there was no question of such relations developing further. Regardless of the denomination—Catholic, Protestant or Jewish—all three communities implicitly agreed on this point. To our knowledge, only one mixed marriage took place.

Thus, the Lacaune residents and the Jews who had been forcibly relocated in the town lived for the most part in harmony:  All of the testimonies we have heard strongly support this.

All the more so since in those times of economic hardship, the presence of Jews was very quickly seen to be an advantage. On the one hand, most of the relocated persons rented lodgings from individuals, which meant an opportunity to earn extra money. On the other hand, the arrival in the town of people with varied skills—particularly a large number of craftsmen (bootmakers, tailors...)—spurred the local economy. A barter system rapidly developed, which did not fail to shock police security officials. According to a report September 16, 1942, it was underscored that the residents of Lacaune and the Jews entertained “the best relations, in some cases surely not without ulterior motives, since black market activity is not widespread; the barter system has become a real trading network”
.

Many of our interviewees spoke of this barter system which indeed seemed to meet everyone’s needs. Built on simple rules—a scale of set values—a par of shoes or an article of clothing, for example, could be exchanged for different farm products.


Thus, bit by bit, and despite rather cold feelings on the part of both town officials and local residents, everyday life fell into place for the relocated persons. The latter quickly adapted and relations with the former became more relaxed. 

Berthe Burko Falcmann, a child during the Second World War, has mixed memories of the period and the place:

“Lacaune-les-Bains, in my memory, could have been like long summer holidays in the country if it had not been filigreed with everyday anguish, the superimposed horrors of the times that I was, in fact, spared”
.

Indeed, from August 26, 1942, the fear of roundups became constant. 

III° Persecution and resistance.

Wednesday August 26, 1942, when residents of the village were still asleep, the Groupes Mobiles de Réserve (G.M.R)
 arrived in Lacaune. With the help of the gendarmes and lists bearing the names and addresses of the relocated Jews, their mission was to carry out a “grouping together operation”, the bureaucratic euphemism for a roundup.

It was uncommonly violent:  after gathering the Jews together on the square, the G.M.R. forced them to climb into trucks, separating families; men on one side, women on the other. And most horribly, certain children were arrested with their mothers while others—the youngest—were left in Lacaune.

The separations were heartrending:  Eva left, and the little ones were standing at the gate in front of the city hall. She asked the captain of the gendarmerie if she could kiss them; she was allowed to do so. She was screaming, and everyone began to cry (...)”

The G.M.R. did not hesitate to use force. According to Mr. Pierre Maurel, eye witness of the roundup, a six-year-old girl was violently pushed into a car and the door shut on her arm
. The distress of the Jews was such that some of them attempted suicide.

In the days that followed, the G.M.R. apparently returned to Lacaune several times looking for those who had managed to flee and for children who had been left behind.

In all, 90 Jews, including 22 children, were rounded up on August 26 and over the next few days. Taken to the camp in Saint Sulpice (in the Tarn), then to Drancy, they were finally deported to the Auschwitz extermination camp in convoys n° 30 and 31 in  September, 1942
. 

There were no survivors.


At the sight of such violence, the residents of Lacaune responded by writing frenetically, needing to bear witness and to share with many others the horror of what had happened. Over the next few days, the postal censorship authorities in Albi intercepted many letters recounting in great detail the manner in which the roundup took place. The indignation and the revolt of the population were evident in the face of such persecution, as in the letter intercepted August 31, 1942.

“(...) In this small town of Lacaune, we have been witness to the most abominable crime, a real Saint-Bartholomew’s [massacre] (...) We are living in a time of total barbarity and I never imagined living through scenes of such despair/

These Jewish refugees were people like you and me, often from the same milieu, but especially of the same heart (...) It is truly the triumph of Satan over the Earth and I am so shaken up that I absolutely have to write to you to share my impressions. You understand better than others the kind of disgust that one feels at German methods applied by our own people!

Lacaune is under a veil of mourning (...) We may well be entering into a period of terrible violence, with this as a forewarning of the German defeat. If the Germans feel lost, they will go from abomination to abomination (...)”

The roundup thus touched off a veritable shock wave among the population, and many Lacaune residents decided to help the hounded Jews. Indeed, if it is difficult to determine a precise figure, it seems that around 100 persons fled the relocation centre on August 26 and over the next few days. The Jews “disappeared” into the welcoming countryside. Some Lacaune residents took great risks. Mr. and Mrs. Bonnafous, with the help of the pastor, Mr. Vincent, managed to shield the Wachskerz family from the roundup. Nadine, their daughter, told us the story:

“In agreement with our pastor, Mr. Vincent, the two parents and their two children were hidden in the steeple of the [Protestant] Temple, next to our house. They had just gone into hiding when, in the early hours of the morning, [the authorities] came to get them. The evidence of still-warm beds showed that the family had only recently been there. My parents, accused of hiding them and of being accomplices, were threatened with being taken away themselves with the rest of our family, in place of the sought-after Jews. The deadline was set at noon. My parents did not admit to anything; they were not taken; the Wachskerz family was saved.

My parents fed them and took care of them, passing everything they needed through a small window in the Temple overlooking the back of our courtyard, so as not to draw the attention of the neighbours. This arrangement lasted for about two weeks, the time needed to prepare for their leaving Lacaune.

The end of the story was supplied by Mr. Heinz Wachskerz:  in connivance with the stationmaster, Mr. Lefebvre, he and his family were taken at night to the small train station in Lacaune. They were camouflaged in two empty wine barrels to travel from Lacaune to Castres by the petit train.


Thus, certain hunted Jews successfully managed to flee far away from Lacaune after the roundup. Most of them seem to have found help in the surroundings, hiding on farms or elsewhere. They were able to have the protection of evermore dissidents among the local mountain people; many Jews owed their survival to an outstretched hand.

In parallel to this “passive” resistance, the Jews themselves became active. As mentioned above, on the occasion of the August 26 roundup, certain children were not taken away. The Vichy police came back several days later to get them. But this short lapse of time was enough to save many of them from deportation, thanks to the intervention of the Oeuvre de Secours aux Enfants (O.S.E., Children’s aid organisation) and the Eclaireurs Israélites (E.I., Jewish scouts). If we were not able to gather much information on the work of the O.S.E. in Lacaune, a great deal was available concerning the E.I.

In the summer of 1942, the E.I. held a holiday camp (camp “Star”) in Renne, not far from Vabre, and once the roundups took place, immediate action was called for. On the one hand, numerous children under the responsibility of the scout leaders could not go back to their parents without the risk of being rounded up themselves. On the other hand, it was necessary to take care of those Jews from Lacaune who had not been taken on August 26. To do so, the Protestant Eclaireurs Unionistes (E.U.) and the E.I. joined efforts. Three young women came to the fore:  Hélène Rulland—“Cham”, the E.U. leader—, Zulma Gaffié, née Armengaud—“Mette”, a primary school teacher in Saint-Pierre de Combejac—, and Nicole Klein—“Roseau” [reed]”.

Mette Armengaud explains the rescue in the collection of testimonies De la Chouette au Merle blanc [From Owl to White blackbird]
:

“Cham told me:  ‘We’re leaving tonight for Lacaune with Nicole. Horrible things have happened up there. Several roundups were carried out, but there are some little girls who have been locked up for three days in cupboards or hiding places. We have to go up there and bring them back on foot, by night.

Once in Lacaune, we must go to the first floor of a house in the ‘place de la Vierge’ square. People will be there to give us our orders.’”

Five or six young girls were handed over to Cham, Roiseau and Mette who waited until midnight to leave the village and lead their protégées to Renne. 

According to Mette Armengaud, similar evacuations of this kind took place, coordinated each time by herself and Nicole Klein, but it was not possible for us to draw up total figures. The rescued girls lived for a while at the Union scout camp in Renne until refuge could be found for them “in individuals’ homes, in convents, in schools”
.

For the Jews who had not left Lacaune and for those arriving in September 1942
, everyday life was henceforth full of anguish, with roundups constantly rumoured. Far from remaining passive, the Jews organised themselves so as not to be taken by surprise a second time. A system of night watches was set up, and at the least sign of suspicious activity, an alert was given. According to Mr. Fogelman’s testimony:  “We knew that when we saw the lights go on at the gendarmerie, something was brewing. So we alerted all our fellow Jews and then, in so far as possible, everyone went into hiding”. Alerts, whether justified or not, were thus followed up on the part of the relocated persons by an immediate move to hide.

The Lacaune residents were fully aware of this, and helped guarantee the success of the night watches in a modest way:  “Civil defence measures required that street lights be painted blue
. But they were still bright enough to be able to too easily spot the Jews on their night watch. A large part of the population was ready to help them, which meant that light bulbs only lasted for two or three days...”

Discreet and ever present resistance was thus set up, with the night watches providing a minimum of security for the relocated persons. But it was precarious indeed, for on February 20, 1943, a new roundup fell upon the Jews of Lacaune. Unlike for the earlier one of August 26, 1942, little information is available. At the time, no mention of the event was made by the postal censorship authorities. Was this a sign of resignation on the part of the population? Fear of German reprisals, now that they were present in the region? We cannot determine the precise reasons for this silence.

Twenty-nine men were arrested in Lacaune that day, including Szaja Fijalkow. His son, Jacques, told us the story:

“It was the militia who came. As soon as they arrived, my parents arranged things with the V. family, owners of the Epargne [grocery store]. They had everything planned and they hid him in the basement, behind the bundles of firewood. They closed the door to the basement and piled up crates, bottles... in front. The militia men arrived; they knew who they were looking for; they had my father’s name. They made them open the doors, move the wood piles... They found him. My mother slapped a militia man in the face, telling him that he was a bastard, that he was worse than the Nazis”
.
Less than a month after the creation of the militia, did it function as auxiliary police for the government in the February 20 roundup? Militia, G.M.R. or others, this was the second time that Vichy had sent its men.

The men rounded up that day were first taken to the Gurs camp (in the department of the Basses-Pyrénées), and were then transferred to Drancy where, in convoys n° 50 (March 4) and 51 (March 6), they were deported to Maidanek extermination camp. 

There were no survivors.


From that point on, although we have not been able to determine how many people this involved, more and more of the Lacaune Jews entered into armed resistance in Jewish or other Maquis
.

The first Jewish Maquis was that of the E.I. In December, 1943, based at la Malquière, a small farm between Vabre and Lacaune. Later on, it became too large a group and split into two (La Roque, March 1944, and Lacado, April 1944). Both groups were under the leadership of Commander Robert Gamzon and were integrated in the spring of 1944 to the Corps France de Libération du Tarn (C.F.L.)
Maurice Fridlender joined the C.F.L., sector 10, in late 1943-early 1944. According to him, several young Jews of Lacaune did the same.

The Jewish Army (l’Armée Juive, A.J.) also established itself in the Tarn. The Maquis in Rec, in Biques, then later in Lespinasière—mostly comprised of non Jews avoiding forced labour (S.T.O., Service du Travail Obligatoire)—, included many young Jews from the A.J. who were there to complete their military training. Among them, their eminent leader:  Raoul Léons, formerly relocated to Lacaune
.

Incorporated into the Corps Franc de la Montagne Noire (C.F.M.N.), this Maquis marked its specificity by choosing a distinctive sign:  blue and white colours, resulting in its being nicknamed the “blue and white platoon”.

Jacques Fogelman also joined the C.F.M.N. Maquis in 1943. Working first in intelligence, he soon took up armed combat, declaring:  “It’s rage which made me join up”.

Conclusion.


After the Liberation, most of the Jews left Lacaune quite quickly. A few of them, however, decided otherwise. Berthe Burko Falcmann writes about this:  “I don’t know why mother and I stayed for another year. Most likely my mother was afraid to go back to Paris where she would have to face reality and unhappiness. In Lacaune, paradoxically, she felt protected, as if in parentheses. The war was not over as long as we were in Lacaune, my father might yet return...”
.

May 8, 1945, the few remaining persons who had been forcibly relocated barely participated in the celebrations, with hope once and for all dashed of ever again seeing the loved ones who had been torn from them. Madame Bat, whose husband and daughter had been taken in the August 26 roundup said to Berthe’s mother:  “Why should we rejoice at the end of the war? It’s good that the war is over, there will be no more dead. But why should we rejoice?”  

To our knowledge, only Madame Fijalkow and her son actually settled in Lacaune after the Liberation; all the other formerly relocated persons left the town for good.

The episode of “the time of the Jews” had drawn to a close, and the life of the town took on its normal course.


But the memory of these events has long haunted the townspeople, as well as the Jews, many of whom return to Lacaune retracing this painful past. The monument erected on April 17, 1999, to the memory of the victims of the two roundups offers a place of meditation. While a sign of the strength of memory, the history of this episode, and more generally that of forced relocation of Jews during the Second World War, still remains to be written on a wider scale.
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� A. M. L. Reference???


� A.D.T., 506 W36, lettre de l’inspecteur de police des renseignements généraux à Monsieur le commissaire principal, chef du service des renseignements généraux [Letter from the chief of police security to the head commissioner of police security], September 16, 1942.


� Témoignage dans [Account in] les Cahiers de Rieu Montagné, op. cit., p 18.


� The G.M.R., Vichy police, were considered to be elite troops and were often used in operations against the Jews. cf. Les Juifs à Toulouse et en Midi toulousain, p 40.


� A.D.T., Cont. 17, dossier:  interception 1942, date des interceptions:  August 28, 1942.


� Account by Mr. Maurel at the colloquium Acteurs et Historiens : le Tarn dans la IIe guerre mondiale [Actors and Historians:  the Tarn in the Second World War].


� Convoy n° 30:  September 9, 1942; convoy n° 31, September 11, 1942. Two Jews arrested in Lacaune were deported in convoys n° 33 (September 16, 1942, to Auschwitz) and n° 50 (March 4, 1943 to Maidanek).


� A.D.T., Cont. 17, dossier:  interception 1942.


� Messages personnels des maquis de Vabre FFI-Tarn-CFL 10, De la Chouette au Merle blanc : le chargeur n’a que vingt balles. Récits de résistance de la montagne du Tarn [From Owl to White blackbird:  the magazine has only 20 bullets. Accounts of the Resistance in the Tarn mountains], Imprimerie : Société Montag-Lavaur (81), 1994, 224 p, p 26.


� Entretien avec [Interview with] Mme Klein.


� In September, 1942, 160 Jews were forcibly relocated to Lacaune, most of whom came from Pau.


� This was done to guard against possible air raids.


� Testimony of Mr. Pierre Maurel.


� Interview with Mr. Jacques Fijalkow. It was his mother who described the scene to him.


� On the subject of Jewish resistance in the Tarn, see Valérie Ermosilla, La Résistance juive dans le Tarn –1939-1944- Réalités et représentations [Jewish Resistance in the Tarn—1939-1944 - Reality and representations], Master’s thesis, Université de Toulouse-Le Mirail, 1987, 180p.


� He fled the centre on December 26, 1942, A.M.L., Assignés - Etat civil (Relocated persons – Vital statistics].


�Quelques souvenirs du temps des Juifs [Selected Memories of ‘the time of the Jews’], op. cit. p. 23.


� Idem, p 24.





