
Analysis of 1942 Königsberg Criminal & 

Security Reports (File 8D) 

Document Structure and Format 

The document is a compilation of confidential police bulletins (titled Meldeblatt) issued by 

the Nazi security authorities in East Prussia and adjacent occupied districts. Each bulletin is 

headed “Vertraulich! MELDEBLATT des Kommandeurs der Sicherheitspolizei und des SD 

für den Bezirk Bialystok”, followed by the date and issue number. The header includes the 

office address in Białystok (Erich-Koch-Straße 15) and a reference to the Security Police and 

SD commander, indicating that these reports were circulated under his authority. The 

bulletins are numbered sequentially by year (e.g. Nr. 33/42 for the 33rd issue of 1942) and 

were printed at the Kripo (Criminal Police) headquarters in Königsberg, then distributed to 

local police leaders (Gendarmerie chiefs and county administrators) in areas like Bialystok, 

Bielsk, Grajewo, Grodno, Łomża, Sokolka, Wolkowysk, etc.. This distribution list shows the 

wide regional scope and the integration of the annexed/occupied districts (Zichenau and 

Białystok) into the East Prussian policing network. 

Each issue is organized into lettered sections (A, B, C, …) covering different categories of 

information. For example: A. Allgemeine Bekanntmachungen (General Announcements) 

for administrative notices; B. Wichtige Straftaten (Important Criminal Acts) detailing 

significant crimes or incidents; C. Festnahmen allgemeiner Art mit Beschreibungen 

(Arrests of a general nature with descriptions) listing persons to be arrested along with 

physical descriptions; D. Schutz- und Vorbeugungshaft (Preventive detention for security, 

i.e. protective custody); E. Aufenthaltsermittlungen (Residence investigations, e.g. locating 

missing persons); F. Fahndungen in Fürsorgeangelegenheiten (Warrants in welfare 

matters); G. Vermisste und unbekannte Tote (Missing persons and unidentified dead 

bodies); H. Ausweisungen (Expulsions); J. Erledigungen (Resolutions or case closures); 

and K. Verschiedenes (Miscellaneous). If a particular section had no entries for that period, 

the bulletin simply notes “./.” (no report) for that section. Notably, the sequence skips the 

letter I and uses J for the next category – a common practice to avoid confusion between “I” 

and the number 1. Within each section, individual reports or notices are numbered. In many 

issues, the numbering runs continuously across sections: for instance, if section B (crimes) 

has items 1–8, section C (arrests) might start at item 9, and so on. This suggests each issue 

was viewed as a single running list of items subdivided by topic. 

 
Figure: A typical page from the confidential “Meldeblatt” showing section C (Festnahmen) 

with numbered entries. The bulletins are typed in German with underlined section headings 

(A, B, C, etc.) and each entry provides a brief description of the crime/incident or person, 

often including dates, locations, and file numbers. 

The format is highly standardized and typed, resembling an internal newsletter or circular. 

Entries are concise, often just a few lines each, and heavily abbreviated. Police file references 

are included for cross-record keeping (e.g. “K.Nr. 3473/42 G.” for a Kriminalpolizei case 

file). Many pages contain tabular data or lists – for example, serial listings of stolen 

bicycles or property with columns for make, number, date, and responsible police office. In 



addition to the regular sections, the document sometimes incorporates special appendices or 

orders. A notable example is a Sonderbeilage (special supplement) from the Reich Main 

Security Office (RSHA) included with Meldeblatt Nr. 33/42, which outlines policy toward 

“Gypsies” (Sinti and Roma). Such supplements are labeled separately but were attached to 

the bulletin for dissemination. The presence of “Abschrift” (copy) and RSHA file numbers on 

these indicates they were official directives copied into the bulletin for local implementation. 

The visual layout of the reports is consistent: section headings are centered or marked by 

letters, entries are in a block paragraph format, and important notes (like “Achtung!” or “Wo 

gestohlen?”) may be in italics or quotes in the typescript. Most content is typewritten, but 

some pages may bear stamps or handwritten annotations (for example, signature blocks or 

marginal notes), reflecting their origin as copied reports in an archival file. Overall, the 

document has the appearance of an internal police gazette, systematically presenting 

information needed for coordination among criminal police, gendarmerie, and security police 

units. 

Types of Crimes and Incidents Reported 

The bulletins cover a wide spectrum of crimes and security incidents in the region. A large 

portion of the reports detail property crimes and thefts, reflecting the law-and-order 

concerns as well as the wartime context of scarcity. For instance, one report describes a 

“großer Einbruchdiebstahl in einen Fleischerladen” (major burglary of a butcher shop) in 

Białystok one night in March 1943, in which various cured meats and “60 kg Räucherspeck” 

(60 kg of smoked bacon) were stolen. Another notes a break-in at an optician’s shop where a 

“große Anzahl Brillengläser sowie Brillen- und Maskenfassungen” (large number of eyeglass 

lenses and frames) were taken. Such thefts of food, commodities, and industrial goods occur 

frequently in the reports. A case from late May 1943 mentions thieves using a copied key to 

steal 40 kg of crystal sugar and some butter from a mineral water factory’s storeroom, 

indicating the high value of sugar and foodstuffs under rationing. Livestock theft is another 

recurrent theme – for example, a bulletin from November 1942 reports that 32 chickens, 4 

geese, and 4 ducks were stolen in one night from villagers in Kreis Samland (East Prussia) by 

unknown perpetrators, likely from neighboring localities. In some cases, whole cows or pigs 

were stolen or recovered; one entry describes a red-speckled cow and a blind young bull 

found at a Polish farmer’s home in Białystok, suspected to be stolen property. The emphasis 

on such cases shows how petty crime and black-market related thefts were a major 

preoccupation of the police during this period. 

Another significant category is theft of bicycles and vehicles. Bicycles were crucial for daily 

transport in wartime, and the reports meticulously list stolen and found bicycles. The 

Meldeblätter include tables of “gestohlene Fahrräder” with details like brand (e.g. 

“Herrenrad Marke Bauer”), serial number, date and place of theft, and the police office 

handling the case. There are also “Wo gestohlen?” queries where recovered bicycles (or other 

items) are announced so that any office that had a matching theft report can claim the case. 

For example, one bulletin asks which jurisdiction had reported a missing dark-brown suitcase 

containing 5 kg of drinking chocolate and pudding mix, after such a suitcase was found 

abandoned near Johannisburg station. This practice of sharing intelligence on found goods 

highlights the cooperative, networked nature of policing – neighboring police districts cross-

referenced thefts and recoveries through the bulletin. 



Beyond property crime, the reports also detail more violent or political incidents, often 

labeled under the term “Banden” or “Banditen” – referring to partisans or armed resistance 

groups. These “bandit” reports increase in frequency in late 1942 and 1943, reflecting the 

growing partisan activity in occupied Belarus and Poland. For example, an entry from 

October 1942 in the Grodno/Łomża region recounts that “am 28.10.42, gegen 18 Uhr, 

drangen Banditen, von denen einer mit einem abgeschnittenen Karabiner bewaffnet war, in 

die Wohnung des Polen Jan Dombrowski ... ein” (on 28 Oct 1942 around 6 p.m., bandits – 

one armed with a sawed-off carbine – forced their way into the Pole Jan Dombrowski’s 

apartment) and under threats stole various items. Another report describes how armed bandits 

raided a homestead in Choroszcz (near Białystok), even holding the children at gunpoint with 

a pistol while looting clothing and linens. Firefights between police units and partisans are 

noted as well. In one case “bei einem Feuergefecht mit Banditen am 6.2.1943” a gendarmerie 

post’s service horse and sleigh were taken by the retreating band (the report notes “Die 

Banditen waren russische Staatsangehörige”, i.e. the bandits were Soviet nationals). Another 

entry reports that a forester was “durch einen Schuß ermordet” in the woods by a known 

bandit leader, who is named and listed as fugitive, with a warning “Vorsicht bei Festnahme – 

Schußwaffe!” (caution during arrest – [he may have] a firearm). These accounts show the 

blurring of crime and insurgency: guerrilla fighters are presented as criminal bandits 

committing robbery and murder, and their suppression falls within the remit of the security 

police and gendarmerie. 

The reports also cover politically defined offenses and administrative violations. There are 

entries concerning looting (e.g. a Polish man wanted for “Plünderung” of abandoned 

property), illegal possession of radios or espionage (one item mentions arresting a farmer 

for being an unlicensed “Funker,” i.e. radio operator, suggesting clandestine 

communications), and desertion or absence from assigned work. For example, a Polish 

auxiliary policeman (Schutzmann) is listed as wanted for “unerlaubtes Verlassen der 

Dienststelle” (unauthorized absence from his post) – essentially deserting his duty. Another 

frequent concern is enforcement of wartime regulations, such as illegal slaughtering of 

livestock (Schwarzschlachtung). In one case, the bulletin orders the arrest of a Pole, 

Alexander Parezich, born 1921, explicitly “wegen Schwarzschlachtung”. This indicates he 

was butchering animals outside the official rationed economy – a crime in the context of tight 

food controls. Currency and ration fraud, theft of ration cards, and similar economic crimes 

also appear (one case references a woman who stole a clothing ration card and 

10 Reichsmarks from a widow, and then committed other thefts across the province). 

In summary, the types of incidents range from common property crimes (burglary, theft, 

fraud) and black-market offenses, to violent crimes (assaults, murders), and importantly to 

security threats like partisan activity and politically related offenses. The inclusion of both 

ordinary criminality and security matters in one reporting stream illustrates how the Nazi 

police saw all these issues as part of maintaining control on the home front and occupied 

territories. The reports give a granular sense of daily challenges: on one hand, dealing with 

thieves stealing chickens or bicycles; on the other, battling armed resistance and enforcing 

occupation policies. 

Key Individuals and Groups Mentioned 

Many specific individuals are named in the reports, usually as suspects, arrestees, victims, 

or officials, and they are almost invariably identified with an ethnic or national label and 

birth details. For example, typical arrest entries begin with the person’s name, year of birth, 



origin, and ethnicity: “Pole, Bolesław Klukowski, 45 Jahre alt, geboren in Gusi, Kreis 

Białystok, zuletzt wohnhaft in Goniądz, wegen Plünderung…” (Pole, B.K., 45 years old, born 

in Gusi in Białystok county, last residing in Goniądz, wanted for looting…). Similarly, “Pole, 

Wladimir Kardatz, geb. 1910 … Schneider … Kommunist und seit Juni 1942 flüchtig” (Pole, 

W.K., b.1910, a tailor, noted as a Communist and fugitive since June 1942) is listed with his 

distinguishing features (hunched back, large flat feet). This pattern – explicitly tagging 

someone as “Pole” – underlines the regime’s practice of ethnic classification. Polish civilians 

form the largest group of people mentioned, often as perpetrators of theft or as suspects in 

anti-German subversion. In contrast, when ethnic Germans (Reich or local) are involved, they 

are usually officials or victims (e.g. a German widow who had ration cards stolen, or German 

farmers complaining of thefts). The bulletins thereby create an implicit picture of ethnic Poles 

as the main source of crime or disorder, aligning with Nazi stereotypes of “criminal” subject 

populations. 

“Banditen” (bandits) are a key group referenced, though usually not named individually 

unless identified after the fact. Often the reports speak of “unbekannte Banditen” (unknown 

bandits) who carried out an attack. In cases where a partisan leader or member is identified, 

the person may be named with ethnic or political labels. For instance, one follow-up report 

identifies the murderer of a gendarme as “der Pole Stefan Kubat (auch Zubacz) … ein 

gefährlicher Ein- und Ausbrecher, Bandenführer” (the Pole Stefan Kubat, aka Zubacz, a 

dangerous burglar and gang leader). Here we see a partisan leader described in criminal terms 

(“burglar” and “gang leader”) and by ethnicity. Another entry notes a “Russe Jan Lisewitsch, 

32 Jahre alt… gehörte einer bewaffneten Bande an” (Russian Jan Lisewicz, 32, belonged to 

an armed band) that robbed a Polish household. Russian in this context likely means a 

Belarusian or Soviet partisan. By naming him “Russian,” the report emphasizes an outside or 

enemy nationality, casting the banditry as part of the broader war with the USSR. The term 

“bandit” itself is ideological, lumping common criminals and resistance fighters together as 

lawless elements; nonetheless, these bulletins sometimes blur the line by treating anti-Nazi 

partisans as just another category of criminals to be hunted. 

The police and security forces appear as both authors and actors in the reports. Specific 

units mentioned include the Kriminalpolizei Leitstelle Königsberg (criminal police 

headquarters) and its outposts (Kriminaldienststelle Bialystok), the Gendarmerie posts in 

various towns, and Stapo (Gestapo) Außendienststellen in places like Grodno and Łomża. 

These agencies are not described in detail (since the document is internal and assumes the 

reader’s familiarity), but they are the ones conducting investigations, arrests, and 

engagements with bandits. The gendarmerie, for example, is frequently cited in rural 

incidents (recovering stolen horses, firefights, etc.), and gendarmerie commanders 

(Gendarmerie-Kreisführer) receive copies of the bulletin to stay informed. We occasionally 

see individual German officials named, especially in administrative notes – e.g. Gendarm 

Oberwachtmeister Gustav Ceranna who lost his police ID card – but by and large, German 

personnel are referenced by rank and office rather than as “suspects.” One exception is when 

a German is a victim of crime: for example, a brief note might mention Witwe Auguste 

Hildebrandt aus Heilsberg (a widow in Heilsberg) from whom valuables were stolen. The 

contrast in how individuals are identified – Germans by name or title without ethnic tag, 

versus Poles explicitly as “Pole, [Name]” – is telling of the perspective of the document. 

Some minority groups are explicitly singled out. Jews make only rare appearances by 1942–

43 (since most had been ghettoized or deported by then), but the bulletin does mention, for 

instance, searching for “einen flüchtigen Juden mit dem Spitznamen ‘Mischa’” (a fugitive 



Jew nicknamed “Mischa” from Trośnica) with a physical description. This suggests the 

police were on alert for Jews in hiding or escapees, treating them as criminals to be caught. 

Roma/Sinti (“Gypsies”) are discussed at length in the special RSHA directive attached to one 

issue – it lists names of Zigeuner clan leaders and outlines how “pure-blood” Sinti and certain 

“Gypsy Mischlinge” (mixed-race) are to be treated (more on this under political functions). 

While this is a policy document, its inclusion means local police were directly instructed 

about handling the Gypsy population, a group the Nazis considered as both criminal and 

racial undesirables. 

It’s also noteworthy how local collaborators or personnel appear. The reference to a Polish 

Schutzmann (auxiliary policeman) deserting shows that some Poles were employed in lower-

level police roles. Their presence indicates the German reliance on local help, but their 

mention (especially when they abscond or misbehave) highlights issues of trust and control 

within the occupation regime. Additionally, victims of crime who were Poles are occasionally 

named with their address (e.g. “der polnischen Arbeiterin Stanisława Brzezinska, Ostenburg, 

Deutschestr. 52…” in a burglary report). This shows that not only perpetrators but also 

victims could be from any group, though the reports often focus on solving the crime rather 

than sympathizing with the victim. 

In summary, key actors in these reports include: 

• Suspected criminals – overwhelmingly local Polish men (and a few women) identified 

by name, age, ethnicity, often accused of theft, looting, or partisan activity. 

• “Bandits” (partisans) – sometimes unnamed gangs, other times specific leaders 

identified as communist or Soviet agents, portrayed as dangerous outlaws. 

• Targeted minorities – Jews in hiding and Roma/Sinti, who are mentioned within a 

criminal/surveillance context rather than as a community (e.g. a Jew on the run, 

Gypsies to be corralled under police oversight). 

• German officials and police units – appearing as the reporting entities or victims of 

partisan attacks, and as the administrative recipients of these reports. 

• Local auxiliary figures – such as Polish police or informants, whose inclusion (mostly 

when they become fugitives or suspects) hints at the complex role of collaborators. 

Geographic Coverage and Representation 

The reports span a broad geographic area in Northeast Europe, reflecting the Nazi 

administrative units in 1942. Königsberg (Pr.), the capital of East Prussia, is the home base 

of the Kriminalpolizei Leitstelle compiling these reports. Many entries pertain to locations 

within East Prussia proper: for instance, towns like Königsberg city, Allenstein (Olsztyn), 

Ortelsburg (Szczytno), Lötzen (Giżycko), Heilsberg, and rural counties like Samland are 

mentioned especially in relation to everyday crimes (thefts, missing bicycles, etc.). The 

Ortspolizeibehörde Königsberg is noted in contexts of found property, indicating the city 

police dealing with unclaimed items. These references show that the core German territory of 

East Prussia was included in the same reporting system as the occupied areas. 

In addition, the document explicitly includes the District of Białystok (Bezirk Bialystok) and 

the Regierungsbezirk Zichenau (the southern part of East Prussia’s annexed Polish 

territories, around Ciechanów). Białystok was not formally annexed into the Reich but 

administered by Gauleiter Erich Koch, and the bulletins treat it as part of the security police’s 



domain. The header of the Meldeblatt is issued for “Bezirk Bialystok,” and indeed many 

crime reports come from that area. Białystok city is frequently referenced (e.g. street 

addresses in Białystok where crimes occurred, like Suraz Street or Sedanstraße in our 

examples), as are towns in the district such as Grajewo, Bielsk (Bielsk Podlaski), and 

Sokolka. The distribution list in the introductory letter explicitly enumerates counties in 

Bezirk Bialystok (Grodno, Wolkowysk, etc.) and how many copies each should get, 

underscoring that region’s coverage. 

Zichenau (Ciechanów), which was incorporated into East Prussia as a new 

Regierungsbezirk, is slightly less prominent in the narratives but appears in administrative 

notes. For example, the case of the lost gendarmerie ID card mentions “Reg.-Bez. Zichenau, 

Kreis Mielau” (Regierungsbezirk Zichenau, Mielau County), and the officer’s address 

(Janowicz-Koźelny) is in that area. The bulletin likely circulated information relevant to 

Zichenau as well, meaning crimes or security matters in that district would be reported. We 

see Polish place names like Scharfenwiese (probably Ostrów Mazowiecka area) and Czarnia 

in one arrest note, which correspond to the Zichenau region, indicating that Polish 

communities there were also under this police jurisdiction. Additionally, Łomża (Lomsha) 

and Grodno – while geographically adjacent to Białystok – were technically outside East 

Prussia but included in the Bialystok district security apparatus; they are mentioned as 

locations of Stapo outposts and also as sites of bandit activity. 

The way geography is represented often reflects administrative divisions and occupation 

structure. Each incident report typically specifies the town or county and sometimes the 

German administrative unit (e.g. Kreis or Amtskommissar area). For instance, “Tripartsch 

(Tripucisz), Kr. Białystok” in a horse theft, or “Amtsbezirk Choroszcz, Kreis Bialystok” in a 

bandit attack. East Prussian locations are given by their German names, whereas occupied 

Polish localities are also usually given in German transliteration or naming (e.g. Lomsha for 

Łomża). This indicates the process of Germanization of place names in official records. Some 

towns are noted with the prefix “polnischen Landwirt in…” (Polish farmer in…) which tacitly 

contrasts with surrounding German settlements or simply stresses the ethnicity in that locale. 

Crucially, the melding of data from all these areas in one report demonstrates that the Nazi 

security police saw East Prussia and the occupied Polish regions as one contiguous 

security zone. The Kommandeur der Sipo and SD for Białystok was coordinating with the 

Königsberg Kripo; indeed, bulletins for Białystok were printed in Königsberg and distributed 

outward. For the reader of the report, it jumps seamlessly from a chicken theft in rural East 

Prussia to a partisan raid in Białystok district, then to a stolen bicycle in Zichenau. This 

integrated perspective would help police track movements across borders – for example, if a 

bicycle is stolen in Wehlau (East Prussia) but turns up in Ortelsburg, or if bandits attack in 

one county and flee to another. The bulletins explicitly invite cross-region collaboration (e.g. 

asking “Wo ist… gemeldet?” – where has this item or person been reported? – when 

something is found in one place). 

One interesting geographic aspect is the urban vs. rural divide. Königsberg city and other 

East Prussian towns see more of the classic urban crimes (burglary of shops, pickpockets 

perhaps), whereas the Bialystok district entries often involve rural scenarios – farms, forests, 

villages – and partisan warfare. The bulletins thereby capture the different challenges: 

maintaining order in German cities (with refugees, shortages, and opportunistic crime) versus 

fighting an insurgency and controlling a restive population in the countryside of occupied 

Poland. The presence of addresses like “Deutschestr. 52, Ostenburg” for a crime victim also 



highlights how Germans had taken over towns (Ostenburg is the German name for a town in 

occupied territory, possibly Ostrów Mazowiecka), planting German street names and 

administrative structures that the police reports utilize. 

In summary, the geographic coverage is comprehensive for that administrative region: it 

includes East Prussian locales (both urban centers and rural counties), the Białystok 

District (roughly today’s northeastern Poland and western Belarus), and the Zichenau 

region (north-central Poland). The document treats these as parts of a single security 

landscape, reflecting the Nazi practice of extending their policing system over occupied lands 

as if they were extensions of the Reich. Each locality is represented by incidents that paint a 

mosaic of the security situation across this wide area – from petty crime in the heartland to 

guerrilla conflict on the frontier. 

Administrative and Political Functions of the Reports 

These criminal and security reports served multiple administrative and political purposes 

for the Nazi occupation regime. At their core, they were a tool of surveillance and 

coordination. By compiling local incident reports into a central bulletin, the security forces 

ensured that information flowed between different police units – Kripo, Gestapo, 

Gendarmerie – and across regions. This enabled what we might call an early form of 

intelligence sharing: a crime or suspect that appeared in one locale could be linked to another 

case elsewhere by readers of the bulletin. For example, publishing lists of stolen items or 

wanted persons prompted other districts to assist in the search, as seen when all police 

stations are urged to actively help find a certain fugitive and a physical description is 

provided. The bulletins explicitly call on “sämtliche Polizeidienststellen… zur eifrigsten 

Mithilfe aufgefordert” (all police stations are urged to cooperate zealously) in manhunts. In 

this way, the document functioned as an internal wanted gazette and crime bulletin, 

enhancing the administrative efficiency of repression and law enforcement. 

The reports also have a clear role in population control and enforcement of Nazi policies. 

The inclusion of categories like Schutzhaft (preventive custody) and Ausweisungen 

(deportations/expulsions) implies that the bulletin tracked measures against individuals 

deemed security or political risks. Although in the issues we examined these sections often 

had no entries (signified by "./."), the very framework shows that the police were prepared to 

log who was being sent to concentration camps or forced out of the region. When such 

actions occurred, they would be noted. The bulletins also note the loss and invalidation of 

identity documents (e.g. a gendarme’s service pass that was lost is declared void), which ties 

into controlling movement and identification papers for the populace. In a wartime police 

state, keeping tabs on IDs, work permits, and travel passes was crucial – these reports 

disseminate that kind of administrative info (such as listing stolen or lost personal documents, 

or counterfeit papers to watch for) so that anyone using them can be caught. For instance, one 

entry lists several personal identity cards (Kennkarten) by number that went missing and 

were “declared invalid”, effectively warning officers to arrest anyone found using those 

papers. 

A particularly stark example of the document’s political function is the RSHA special 

directive on Gypsies appended to issue 33/42. This Sonderbeilage reveals how the criminal 

police were used to implement racial policy. The directive, from Reichsführer-SS Himmler 

via the RSHA, outlines that “the pure-blooded Sinti Gypsies are to be allowed a certain 

degree of movement freedom in a designated area to live according to their customs, 



provided they behave impeccably”. It also discusses reassigning “Gypsy Mischlinge” to 

tribes and explicitly states that other Gypsies (like Roma) are not affected by this leniency. 

This is an ideological and administrative guideline aimed at segregating and managing the 

Roma/Sinti population – effectively a plan to create controlled Gypsy camps or zones under 

police watch. By attaching it to the Meldeblatt, the authorities ensured that all Kripo and Sipo 

units in the region received these racial policy instructions. This exemplifies surveillance 

and social engineering: the police are tasked not just with solving crimes but with 

categorizing people by race and enforcing regulations on those categories (movement 

restrictions, etc.). The fact that names of appointed Gypsy spokesmen and regions are listed 

(e.g. Bernhard Klein for Königsberg/Danzig/Poznań, etc.) indicates the bureaucracy of Nazi 

racial policy intersecting with everyday policing. 

Furthermore, the reports support Nazi population management through the criminalization 

of behaviors considered problematic by the regime. For example, “unerlaubtes Verlassen 

der Dienststelle” by a Polish policeman isn’t just employee misconduct; it is treated as a 

criminal offense – essentially desertion – because in Nazi terms, it could imply collusion with 

resistance or dereliction in duty to the occupiers. Similarly, “Communist and fugitive” 

labels on a wanted man signal that political opposition is equated with criminality. The 

bulletins make it clear that being a suspected communist, or a Jew in hiding, or even a 

vagrant former forced laborer (as in the case of a Soviet worker who after serving a sentence 

did not return to his assigned farm job) is grounds for arrest. In Nazi-occupied areas, police 

surveillance extended deeply into the populace’s political loyalties and racial identities – 

the Meldeblatt is a record of that, logging cases of “communists,” “plunderers,” “gypsies,” 

and so forth alongside thieves and murderers. 

These reports also illustrate the militarization of policing and the overlap with counter-

insurgency warfare. The presence of terms like “Feuergefecht mit Banditen” (firefight with 

bandits) and descriptions of gendarmerie units conducting armed Einsatz operations against 

partisan bands show that the security police functioned almost as paramilitary forces in 

occupied zones. The bulletins likely circulated tactical information: for instance, warning that 

a particular bandit leader is at large and “use caution, armed”, or reporting on confiscated 

weapons. By sharing these details, the document helped coordinate anti-partisan measures 

across districts. The Jagdkommandos (hunter units) of police and Wehrmacht are not 

mentioned by name here, but references to gendarmerie patrols and encounters with armed 

groups serve a similar purpose – informing all security organs of the current threats. This can 

be seen as part of the wider political goal of suppressing resistance: the police reports 

effectively treat partisan activity as a form of banditry to be quashed, thereby reinforcing the 

Nazi narrative that any resistors were mere criminals. 

Another administrative function is to convey higher-level orders and policy changes down 

to the local level. We’ve seen this with the Gypsy directive. There’s also evidence in the text 

of notes like “Achtung! Bezieher des Meldeblattes…” where the compiler issues instructions 

to the readers (e.g. requesting Landräte to redistribute bulletins to local police offices). In one 

issue, an order mentions an attached “Sonderausgabe betr. Kriegsfahndung und verstärkter 

Personenüberwachung” – a special issue regarding war-time manhunts and intensified 

surveillance of persons. This suggests that as the war situation grew more dire, the RSHA or 

main office sent out decrees to tighten controls (perhaps tracking down draft-dodgers, 

deserters, or enemy agents), and these were disseminated via the Meldeblatt system. The 

presence of such content indicates the bulletin’s role as a conduit for policy enforcement – 



it is not purely a passive record of crime, but an active instrument telling local police what to 

focus on (e.g. “pay close attention to this decree” on intensified surveillance). 

Politically, the tone and content of the reports serve to legitimate Nazi authority by 

emphasizing the prevalence of crime and subversion that only strict policing can combat. By 

constantly highlighting Polish criminality, bandit dangers, and the need for vigilance, the 

bulletin implicitly justifies the occupation’s repressive measures. It sends the message within 

the force that their work is crucial to maintaining order and the German mission. The 

ideological language – calling partisans bandits, describing suspects as having “Gypsy-like” 

appearance, or explicitly tagging Jews and communists – reinforces a worldview where the 

Nazi police are guardians against a host of internal enemies. The inclusion of racial policy 

(Gypsies) is also politically significant: it shows the police implementing racial hierarchy 

even in seemingly mundane matters of local law enforcement. In effect, the document is 

where Nazi ideology meets everyday governance: it translates broad racial and security 

policies into concrete actions like arrest this man, seize that property, distribute this bulletin. 

In summary, the administrative and political functions of the document are manifold: it is an 

information-sharing system for police operations, a surveillance ledger of the populace 

(especially “undesirables”), a means to enforce wartime laws and Nazi racial decrees, 

and a tool to align all security units with the regime’s priorities (be it fighting partisans or 

controlling minorities). Through these reports, we see how the Nazi state maintained tight 

control: by cataloguing every stolen chicken and every suspicious person, circulating those 

details widely, and issuing orders to proactively hunt down anything or anyone deemed a 

threat to the Nazi order. 

Language, Tone, and Terminology 

The language of the reports is predominantly bureaucratic and terse, characteristic of police 

communication, yet it’s imbued with the terminology of the Nazi regime. Entries are written 

in an impersonal, reportorial tone, often in passive voice or nominal style. For example, a 

theft is described as “wurden … gestohlen” (were stolen) with minimal embellishment, and 

an arrest order might start with “ist festzunehmen” (is to be arrested) followed by the reason. 

The tone conveys factual reporting: dates, quantities, physical descriptions, case numbers. 

Despite this dry approach, the choice of terms and descriptors often reflects Nazi ideology 

and attitudes. 

One notable aspect is the consistent identification of individuals by ethnicity/nationality in 

a way that most modern police reports would not. The word “Pole” appears constantly – 

“Pole, [Name], … geboren… wohnhaft…” – underlining that, in the eyes of the occupiers, a 

Polish suspect’s ethnicity is one of his defining characteristics. Likewise, “Russian” is used 

for some suspects or “bandits” from the east, and “Ukrainian” or others might appear if 

relevant (though not in our excerpts). When a suspect is described physically, any hint of 

racial characteristic is highlighted: the case of Bolesław Klukowski notes “große Ähnlichkeit 

mit Zigeuner” (great resemblance to a Gypsy) in his features. This remark is striking – it 

reveals a prejudicial profiling where looking like a “Gypsy” is noteworthy (and perhaps 

implicitly suspicious). Similarly, in the description of a fugitive Jew “Mischa,” the report 

emphasizes his visible traits: “große rote Flecken auf beiden Wangen” (large red spots on 

both cheeks) and his attire (black cap and jacket). The clinical listing of such details is 

standard police practice, but mentioning the Jewish identity at all (when it’s “alleged” he is a 

Jew) is part of the regime’s obsession with racial categorization in even routine notices. 



The terminology for criminals and enemies is telling. Partisans are never called insurgents 

or guerrillas; they are “Banditen.” This term was deliberately used by Nazi authorities to 

delegitimize resistance fighters. In the reports, Bandit is often coupled with adjectives like 

“armed” or just presented as a given description of those groups. We also see 

“Bandenangehörige” (band members) and the plural “die Banditen” in narrative accounts. 

Another term, “Plünderer” (looter), is used for those accused of exploiting chaotic situations 

(often a dog-whistle for supposed Polish opportunism in wartime). Political prisoners are 

referenced via euphemism: instead of saying someone is being sent to a camp, the term 

“Schutzhaft” (protective custody) is listed in section headers. “Protective custody” in Nazi 

jargon meant indefinite imprisonment without trial, usually in a concentration camp, 

supposedly to protect the public from the individual (or sometimes to “protect” the individual 

from lynching, in a twisted rationalization). Its inclusion as a category shows how the 

language sanitizes what are in effect extrajudicial political detentions. 

The reports occasionally use administrative jargon and abbreviations that are very specific 

to the Nazi system. For instance, “K.Leitstelle” for Kriminalpolizei Leitstelle, “KdS” 

(Kommandeur der Sicherheitspolizei), “Stapostelle” for Gestapo office, or “OPB” 

(Ortspolizeibehörde, local city police) appear in the text. Case file numbers and abbreviations 

like “Ka.” (probably short for “Kriminalamt” or a case suffix) and “G.” (perhaps for criminal 

case vs. Gestapo case) are scattered throughout. The language assumes the reader’s 

familiarity with these acronyms, as it was an internal document. It gives the modern reader a 

dense, almost code-filled impression, but for contemporary officers it was a shared technical 

lexicon. 

Another element of tone is the matter-of-fact listing of brutal or repressive acts without 

emotion, which itself reflects an ingrained propagandistic dehumanization. For example, 

when describing the Himmler directive about Gypsies, the language is formal and pseudo-

legal, talking about “reinrassigen Sinti-Zigeunern” (pure-blood Sinti Gypsies) and 

administrative measures in a dry manner. Beneath this bureaucracy-speak is a deeply 

ideological content: notions of racial purity, controlled freedom, and segregating “Gypsy 

half-breeds.” Phrases like “wenn sie… keinen Einspruch erhebt” (if [the clan] raises no 

objection) and “die restlichen Zigeunermischlinge… werden nicht berührt” (the remaining 

Gypsy Mischlinge are not affected) are dispassionate, yet they outline discriminatory policy. 

The use of euphemisms is also part of the tone – for example, saying a Gypsy will be 

“allowed a certain freedom of movement” actually implies they were previously completely 

restricted or interned, a fact not directly stated. Similarly, when the reports say a wanted 

person “gehörte einer bewaffneten Bande an” (belonged to an armed band) that invaded a 

home, it obscures that this was likely part of a larger resistance effort, framing it purely as a 

criminal gang action. 

We should note the consistency of the tone: whether talking about a stolen bicycle or a 

murdered forester, the language remains formal, without overt lament or outrage. There is no 

difference in emotional register; all is reported as business. This bureaucratic detachment is 

itself a hallmark of how the Nazi administration discussed events – even violent death is just 

“durch einen Schuss ermordet” (murdered by a shot) with no further comment. It conveys an 

impression of an authority that is methodical and unfeeling, focused only on facts and orders. 

Finally, one can see a propagandistic undercurrent in how information is selected and 

presented. The fact that minority or political offenses are included alongside ordinary crimes 

implies a message: that communists, Jews, Gypsies, and Polish bandits are as much a danger 



to public safety as arsonists or thieves – indeed, they are listed as criminals. The language 

reinforces this by not differentiating political repression from crime fighting. In Nazi 

ideological terms, all these elements were “criminal” threats to the Volksgemeinschaft 

(national community). Even internally, the police adopted that framing. For instance, calling 

someone an “internationaler Betrüger” or noting someone’s origin as “ehem. Polen” 

(former Poland) in criminal profiles ties nationality to criminality. The frequent mention of 

physical traits (scars, gold teeth, etc.) and measurements (height, eye color) also reflects the 

quasi-scientific approach to criminal identification that was common at the time (Bertillon-

style descriptions), but it takes on a darker resonance given Nazi racial science – cataloging 

people in almost anthropometric detail. 

In conclusion, the language of the document is formal and information-dense, but it carries 

clear ideological tones. It uses the lexicon of Nazi policing – “bandits,” “protective custody,” 

ethnic labels – which reveals how the regime’s worldview was embedded in routine security 

communications. The tone is authoritative and neutral on the surface, yet by its very 

neutrality about repressive acts, it normalizes them. The terminology both serves practical 

needs (identifying suspects) and furthers propaganda (emphasizing ethnic/political categories 

and the criminality of the regime’s opponents). Thus, the style of the reports provides insight 

into how Nazi bureaucratic language functioned: efficient, coded, and infused with 

ideology. 

Recurring Themes and Patterns 

Reading across these reports, several themes and patterns become evident, reflecting both 

the local situation in 1942–43 and broader Nazi policies: 

• Wartime Shortages and Crime: A persistent pattern is the prevalence of thefts 

involving food, clothing, and other rationed goods. The frequency of burglaries 

targeting meat, sugar, livestock, bicycles, and clothing coupons suggests that the 

pressures of wartime scarcity were leading to criminality (or at least, increased 

reporting of it). This pattern highlights a society under strain: people might be stealing 

to survive or profit on the black market. The police, in turn, devote considerable effort 

to cataloguing and recovering such items, indicating the regime’s concern with 

protecting resources and maintaining order on the home front. For example, multiple 

reports of stolen livestock and agricultural producepoint to a pattern of rural theft that 

likely ties into black-market slaughter and trading (as explicitly confirmed by the 

arrest warrant for illegal slaughtering). The recurrence of bicycle theft cases is almost 

emblematic – bicycles were vital for daily life and military couriers, so their theft was 

common and taken seriously enough to document minutely. This theme underscores 

how everyday life in wartime Germany/occupied Poland was heavily policed, and the 

criminality that arose from deprivation was a major focus. 

• Anti-Partisan and Repressive Violence: Another dominant theme is the ongoing 

low-level conflict between Nazi forces and local partisans, glossed as “banditry.” The 

repeated accounts of armed bandits raiding homes, firefights, and manhunts for bandit 

leaders reveal an enduring pattern of resistance and repression. Particularly in the 

Białystok and neighboring districts, almost every issue of the report likely had at least 

one “bandit” incident, showing that security was never fully achieved there. The tone 

of these is repetitive: bandits appear out of the woods, rob or kill, and disappear; the 

police respond by issuing descriptions and orders to capture them. The very repetition 

of warnings like “X bandit is flüchtig (at large), caution armed” and lists of band 



suspectsindicates a protracted struggle. Over time, one might notice escalation: 

perhaps early on it’s mostly theft and sabotage, later it includes bolder attacks on 

officials (e.g. the murder of a forest ranger or a gendarme). This pattern mirrors the 

historical arc of growing partisan activity in 1943 as the war turned. Additionally, the 

theme of collective punishment or intimidation surfaces in some narratives: one 

report (from Choroszcz) notes bandits threatening to burn down a farm if the family 

doesn’t leave within 12 hours, which implies the bandits were punishing someone 

(maybe an informer or a collaborator). In response, the Nazi police often punished 

villages collectively for bandit support, though such reprisals might not be detailed in 

the bulletin. Instead, the bulletin’s recurring theme is vigilance: constantly urging 

patrols and informing all stations of the latest partisan threats. 

• Ethnic and Racial Targeting: A subtle yet strong pattern is the way certain groups 

are persistently marked. Poles in these reports recurrently appear as perpetrators of 

crime or as the subjects of police measures. This is partly demographics (they were 

the majority in occupied areas) but also reflects a bias: any Polish activity that looked 

suspicious could be criminalized. The bulletins create a sense that trouble mostly 

comes from the Polish population (with “Pole [Name]” peppering the pages). 

Meanwhile, Jews appear rarely – which is itself a telling absence, as by 1942 many 

Jewish communities had been destroyed or isolated. When Jews do appear, it’s in the 

context of being fugitives or in disguise, reinforcing the Nazi narrative that any Jew 

outside ghetto/camp is by definition an illegal presence to be dealt with. The anti-

Gypsy policy discussed is another recurring concern, at least at the policy level. Even 

if not in every issue, the very inclusion of a detailed Roma/Sinti regulation shows that 

race was an ongoing theme; the Kripo’s Zigeunerzentrale (Gypsy Affairs Central 

Office) was actively tracking these communities, and local police had to consistently 

enforce those rules. This pattern of racial targeting is historically significant – it 

shows the bureaucracy of genocide and social control in action. Over time, one might 

see fewer mentions of Jews (for tragic reasons of “success” of genocide) and possibly 

more of forced laborers or POW escapees. The pattern thereby shifts who is targeted, 

but the underlying theme is constant: identifying and neutralizing “undesirable” 

populations is part of routine police work. 

• Bureaucratic Thoroughness and Record-Linking: The reports exhibit a pattern of 

meticulous cross-referencing that speaks to the bureaucracy’s thoroughness. In section 

J (Erledigungen) of almost every issue, there are notes closing out earlier cases: e.g. 

“Das im Meldeblatt Nr. 29/42 gemeldete Herrenfahrrad … ist wiedergefunden.” (The 

gents’ bicycle reported stolen in issue 29/42 has been recovered). This pattern of 

follow-up shows an internal feedback loop: the police didn’t just issue reports; they 

later updated them when something was resolved. It demonstrates a systematic 

approach where every item (like a stolen bike) had a paper trail that needed 

completion. Another example is how descriptions in one part (like “Wo gestohlen?” 

queries) are answered in later reports if a match is found. The administrative culture 

was to leave as few loose ends as possible, at least on paper. We also see standardized 

forms for personal data (the find results show what looks like criminal index cards 

with fields for birthdate, photo, etc., probably attached at the end of the file). This 

indicates the pattern of data collection – the Meldeblatt might regularly include an 

appendix of wanted criminals or identification cards. Over 1942–44, these bulletins 

thus built up a comprehensive picture of criminal and security concerns, reinforcing 

patterns (like repeatedly listing the same habitual criminals or noting trends such as a 

spike in bicycle thefts). 



• Evolution of Focus: While our task is mostly within 1942, it’s worth noting that as 

the war progressed into 1943–44, the bulletins likely show a shift in emphasis. The 

early part of 1942 (not in the snippet but presumably) may have been heavier on 

conventional crimes and round-ups of remaining Jews (since Białystok Ghetto still 

existed until 1943) and political dissidents. Late 1942 introduces more bandit warfare 

content. By 1943–44, the pattern might tilt even more towards security incidents, 

deserters, and espionage (for example, references to Kriegsfahndung – war searches – 

and internal treason would become prominent as Germany faced threats from within). 

The find snippet suggests by 1944 there were notices about ID cards valid until late 

1944, and likely content about Allied airmen or propaganda (though we didn’t 

directly see that, some regional police reports did include such things). Thus a pattern 

emerges of the police bulletin becoming more of a counter-insurgency bulletin as 

time goes on, mirroring the collapse of order on the home front. 

Across all these patterns, one overarching theme is the totalitarian reach of the Nazi police 

system. The reports reflect a society where virtually everything is monitored – from a 

missing cow to a circulating rumor (some Kripo reports elsewhere included 

“Stimmungsberichte” – mood reports, though not noted here explicitly). While our document 

is specifically criminal/security incidents, the sheer breadth (covering theft, sabotage, 

political dissent, racial policy enforcement, etc.) shows how holistic the Nazi concept of 

Sicherheit (security) was. Crime, politics, and race were all intertwined aspects of security 

governance. This is perhaps the most important recurring theme: the fusion of traditional 

criminal police work with the goals of an occupying security apparatus. Every issue of 

the Meldeblatt reinforces that fusion by seamlessly jumping from pickpocketing to partisan 

hunting. 

Historical and Political Significance 

Historically, this document is significant because it provides a detailed, ground-level view 

of how Nazi rule was enforced on a daily basis in an annexed/occupied region. It is 

essentially a primary source illustrating the mechanics of Nazi policing. Several implications 

and insights can be drawn: 

1. Integration of Occupied Territories into the Nazi Police State: The inclusion of 

Białystok and Zichenau districts in reports coordinated by Königsberg shows how the Nazis 

extended their security infrastructure beyond Germany’s pre-war borders. The local Polish 

population was policed as if they were within the Reich, using the same methods and 

bureaucracy. This speaks to the de facto annexation and Germanization: by 1942, places like 

Białystok – though not formally annexed – were under Erich Koch’s administration and their 

issues appear alongside East Prussian ones. Politically, this reveals Hitler’s strategy of 

Lebensraum in action – these areas were being managed as part of an expanded German 

realm, at least from a security standpoint. 

2. The Blurring of Crime and Political Dissent: The reports vividly demonstrate how, 

under Nazi rule, the distinction between ordinary criminal justice and political repression 

disappeared. A thief stealing chickens and a partisan ambushing a patrol are treated within 

the same framework of “security reports.” By criminalizing political resistance as banditry, 

the regime sought to deny legitimacy to opponents. This has the effect of normalizing state 

violence against partisans – they are not combatants but criminals. Historically, this justified 

brutal anti-partisan campaigns under the guise of law enforcement. Moreover, even apolitical 



crimes by Poles were often seen through an ethno-political lens (the subtext being that a 

Polish person committing a crime fit Nazi racial stereotypes of “subhuman” behavior). The 

significance here is understanding that Nazi policing was an instrument of occupation and 

oppression: these bulletins are as much about controlling a conquered population as about 

keeping the peace. They offer evidence of how occupation authorities viewed and treated 

locals – largely with suspicion and as sources of disorder to be managed or eliminated. 

3. Evidence of Racial Policy Implementation: The document directly encapsulates parts of 

the racial policy – notably in the Gypsy regulations and the way Jews are handled. The 

RSHA order about Sinti and Roma in October 1942 is historically significant because it 

shows an interim stage of Nazi policy (Himmler briefly considered gathering “pure” Sinti 

into controlled caravans instead of immediate deportation, before ultimately most were sent 

to Auschwitz in 1943–44). The bulletin preserved this order, thus becoming a vector for its 

implementation. This highlights how the Kriminalpolizei (criminal police) played a role in 

what we now recognize as the Porrajmos (the Roma genocide) – initially by registries and 

restrictions rather than outright extermination, but a prelude to it. Politically, it also shows the 

chain of command: orders from Berlin (RSHA and ultimately Himmler) were disseminated 

down to every police precinct through documents like these. For researchers, such reports are 

concrete proof of how centrally planned genocidal or discriminatory policies were 

communicated to local enforcers. They bridge the gap between high-level directives and on-

the-ground actions. 

4. Insight into Social Conditions and Resistance: The content of the reports inadvertently 

provides a snapshot of life under occupation – and by extension, points to causes of 

discontent. The volume of property crimes suggests severe economic hardship and perhaps 

local resentment (for instance, some thefts from German facilities might have been acts of 

resistance or survival). The persistence of partisan attacks indicates that Nazi control was 

never absolute and that a portion of the population actively or passively resisted, giving aid to 

“bandits” or even participating. Historically, by 1942 the German front was deep in Soviet 

territory, yet behind their lines in places like Białystok region, resistance simmered. These 

reports corroborate that narrative: even as German newspapers boasted of order, the police 

bulletins paint a different picture of ongoing guerrilla warfare and insecurity. This is 

politically significant because it underlines the failure of Nazi policies to win hearts and 

minds – the occupiers faced continuous security problems largely of their own making 

(through brutality and exploitation). It also foreshadows how these areas would become 

ungovernable as the war turned. 

5. The Totalitarian Administration in Microcosm: Perhaps the greatest significance is how 

these reports exemplify the Nazi totalitarian approach. Every facet – crime, ethnicity, 

economics, security – is catalogued and controlled via paperwork. The Meldeblatt system 

shows the Weberian bureaucracy employed for totalitarian ends. There is a paper trail for 

every cow stolen, every partisan wanted, every identification card lost. Politically, this 

indicates the regime’s obsession with documentation and order even amid chaos. Historically, 

such documentation has become crucial evidence: for instance, if one is tracing the fate of a 

particular person or the extent of anti-partisan operations, these reports are invaluable. They 

might not be intended as propaganda for the public, but internally they propagate a mindset – 

that the police are successfully managing these issues, that with enough diligence each case 

will be “erledigt” (resolved). Of course, reality was often different, but the consistent 

reporting suggests an attempt to show progress and control (solved cases, recovered goods, 

captured suspects). 



6. Silences and Omissions: It’s also significant what the reports do not openly mention. The 

Holocaust, for example, is not explicitly detailed in these pages. By 1942, mass executions of 

Jews were occurring in places like Bronna Góra (near Białystok) and Treblinka (to which 

Zichenau’s Jews were sent), but one would not know it from reading the Meldeblätter. This 

omission is politically telling – the genocide was a state secret carried out by special units 

(Einsatzgruppen, etc.), and not part of the public or even routine police record. The criminal 

police bulletin sticks to crimes and “security” as defined by the regime. This segregation of 

genocide from everyday crime reports highlights how the Nazis compartmentalized their 

atrocities. Yet, we see indirect traces: e.g., mentions of fugitive Jews imply there had been an 

attempt to kill/deport them from which some escaped. The heavy focus on petty crime by 

Poles, while Jews are almost entirely absent by late 1942, is itself evidence of the Jews’ 

disappearance (they’re not around to be perpetrators or victims of ordinary crime). Thus, the 

document is significant for historians as both a source of information and a reflection of the 

bureaucratic mentality that enabled larger crimes to be administratively “invisible” while 

obsessing over minor ones. 

In conclusion, the historical importance of this file lies in its rich detail of occupation life 

and its function as a cog in the Nazi security machine. It illustrates how occupation 

authorities tried to project order and handle resistance through exhaustive reporting and 

coordination. Politically, it demonstrates the implementation of Nazi ideology on the ground 

– from racial classification to brutal suppression – all under the guise of maintaining law and 

order. Each brief entry in the Meldeblatt connects to larger narratives: a stolen sack of sugar 

hints at hunger on the home front; a “bandit” raid connects to the wider partisan war; an 

arrest of a “communist Pole” ties into the decimation of Polish elites and anti-Nazi activists; a 

notice about Gypsies ties into racial persecution. Therefore, analyzing this document allows 

us to piece together the complex interplay of crime, politics, and ideology in Nazi-ruled 

Eastern Europe, making it a valuable record of World War II history at the local level. 

Sources: The analysis above is based on the translated and interpreted content of the archival 

document “Criminal & Security Reports from Königsberg Criminal Police incl. Białystok & 

Zichenau, 1942 (File 8D)”, with representative excerpts cited directly from the text to 

support each point. Key excerpts include the distribution and structure of the Meldeblatt, 

examples of crime reports, arrest notices, anti-partisan incidents, administrative orders (lost 

ID, special directives), and the RSHA Gypsy policy supplement, among others, as detailed in 

the footnotes. These illustrate the document’s content and have been discussed in context 

above. 

 


