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Introduction

The memory of Polish-Jewish relations in eastern Poland during the years 1939—
1941 became a subject of intense public debate in Poland in 2000, following the
publication of the Polish version of Jan Gross’s book Neighbors about the pogrom
in the town of Jedwabne on 10 July 1941.! This controversy is the point of departure
for the present volume. The causes for Polish hostility toward the Jews after 1939
and the identification of the Jews with the oppressive communist regime have
become the core of a public debate in Poland. Gross’s historical inquiry became the
catalyst for a contemporary political conflict. But this conflict holds possibilities for
conflict resolution and reconciliation as well. The dispute revolved around relative
national victimization, suffering and betrayal. Such debates clearly are not unique to
Polish-Jewish relations. Pride and shame in national identity are manifested in
multiple ways in the writing of popular and scholarly history and are subjects of
political conflicts around the globe. The present depends on the past in a way that
makes the writing of history explicitly political. Yet professional standards of writing
history, the adherence to empirical verification, the ability to arbitrate or at least
mediate and recontextualize conflicting data while constructing a coherent narrative,
all remain of utmost important for scholarship. Further, the ability of history to
maintain a significant public role depends on its power of rhetorical persuasion,
which in turn relies on the ability of the public to believe in its veracity.

This rhetorical persuasion depends on both national memory and history, which
are related to each other in complex ways.? On the one hand, it seems that collective

1 Jan Tomasz Gross, Sasiedzi. Historia zagtady zydowskiego miasteczka, Sejny 2000. The next year
the book appeared in an English edition, and on the basis of the English edition, translations were
then made into other languages, Jan T. Gross, Neighbors. The Destruction of the Jewish Community
in Jedwabne, Poland, Princeton, NJ 2001. Articles from the discussion are published in Antony
Polonsky/Joanna B. Michlic (eds.), The Neighbors Respond. The Controversy over the Jedwabne
Massacre in Poland, Princeton, NJ 2004; “Thou shalt not kill.” Poles on Jedwabne, Warszawa 2001
(Special edition of Wigz); Ruth Henning (ed.), Die “Jedwabne-Debatte” in polnischen Zeitungen und
Zeitschriften, Potsdam 2001 (Transodra. Deutsch-polnisches Informationsbulletin; 23).

2 The problem of collective memory in social and political life and its appearance in different kind of
representations of the past has a vast literature. For the relationship between memory and history
writing see Kerwin Lee Klein, On the Emergence of Memory in Historical Discourse, in: Repre-
sentations 69 (2000), 127-150. See also Jeffrey K. Olick (ed.), States of Memory. Continuities,



memory and history have been growing consistently closer over the last generation.
If earlier one could distinguish between the two, and memory was viewed as the
alter-ego of documented history, more recently the two have become intertwined.
This is largely the result of an increased openness to oral history and to interdisci-
plinarity, with history now making use of the methods of cultural anthropology and
ethnography, as well as of other disciplines ranging from psychology to literary
criticism and the social sciences. Thus, the inclusion of experiences of “ordinary”
people has contributed to the construction of a richer field of history, one that over-
laps significantly with memory.

Concurrently, the historical profession increasingly has examined critically
its own role in constructing national identity by “writing the nation” and, thus, in
participating in the creation of national memory.’ Historians often have both
followed and paved the way for the kind of national radicalization that resulted in the
catastrophic developments of the twentieth century, as they legitimized territorial or
other nationalist claims with arguments about the past. While historians clearly were
not the sole responsible agents for national radicalization and the rise in tensions
between nations and states and among ethnicities, many historians did see their
mission as serving the nation in its struggles with other nations, and thus often con-
tributed to national “master narratives.” These grand narratives of the nation’s
history provided the framework for specialized historical research and were closely
related to collective memory. In addition, postmodern and postcolonial critiques
drew attention to collective memory as decisive in the construction of historical and
political identity. As a result, the extensive new historical writing enhanced self-
awareness among historians about the sophisticated relationship between history,
nationality, and collective memories.*

Conflicts and Transformations in National Retrospection, Durham, NC/London 2003. A most incisive
and inspiring treatment of the relationship between collective memory and history writing still seems
to be Pierre Nora’s introduction to his Realms of Memory, Pierre Nora, History and Memory, in:
idem (ed.), Realms of Memory. Rethinking the French Past, vol. I: Conflicts and Division, New York
1996, 1-20.

3 See, for example, Stefan Berger (ed.), Writing the Nation. A Global Perspective, Basingstoke 2007;
Christoph Conrad/Sebastian Conrad (eds.), Die Nation schreiben. Geschichtswissenschaft im inter-
nationalen Vergleich, Gottingen 2002.

4 Eric Hobsbawm/Terence Ranger (eds.), The Invention of Tradition, Cambridge/New York 1983;
Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities. Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism,
London 1983; Partha Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial Histories,
Princeton, NJ 1994; Charles S. Maier, The Unmasterable Past: History, Holocaust, and German
National Identity, Cambridge, MA 1988; Peter Novick, That Noble Dream: the ‘Objectivity Ques-
tion’ and the American Historical Profession, Cambridge, MA 1988.



It is apparent that memories of past conflict between peoples whose histories and
memories overlap and whose identities are intertwined often reignite contemporary
political conflict. At times, such conflicts may lead to horrific wars and genocides,
as was the case in the former Yugoslavia, where the historical memory of ethnic
violence contributed, albeit not exclusively, to the wars in the 1990s, and, similarly,
in Rwanda, where the supposedly Tutsi colonial domination over the Hutu insti-
gated much hatred that led to the genocide. Clearly, in both cases economic and
other political factors played a role, but xenophobia found expression through the
manipulation of historical myths, as well as through the deployment of historical
memory of past violence to inflame political hatred.

The most volatile aspects of the relation between Japan and China today are
related to the memory of World War II and Japan’s occupation of China. Turkey’s
unwillingness to recognize the Armenian genocide is at the heart of its contemporary
identity struggles and at the core of much of its diplomatic activity, and an impor-
tant problem for Turkey’s accession to the European Union. Similar animosities
rooted in the past exist worldwide.

History and historical inquiry are important elements in contemporary conflicts
and can be tools of conflict resolution. As such they belong to a politics of redress,
of justice for human rights abuses, and of socio-political reconciliation.” Redress
explicitly engages the victimization of groups qua groups, and addresses structural
dislocation and suffering as opposed to individual victims and individual repair. The
increased institutionalization of redress in established democracies demonstrates the
growing recognition that addressing historical injustice is at the heart of building
political systems and societies based on equity for all stakeholders, including
formerly marginalized and victimized groups, and indeed democratic forms of
government.

Historical commissions are part of the tool kit for historical reckoning. The effort
to diffuse the political tensions exacerbated by historical controversy has been
the subject of many bilateral historical commissions. Commissions have become a
fixture in Europe, especially concerning post-World War II Germany’s relations with
its neighbors.® In addition, there have been dozens of Holocaust-related com-

5 Redress refers here to both restorative and retributive policies, both voluntary and legally enforced
measures, such as those involving judicial processes. Reparative redress is one way the parties
negotiate repair of past injustice: it typically includes a combination of reparations, restitution of
property and cultural artifacts, and gestures of apology (usually official) and commemoration as a
form of atonement, Elazar Barkan, Historical Reconciliation: Redress, Rights and Politics, in:
Journal of International Affairs 60 (2006) no. 1, 1-15.

6  See, for example, on the Polish-German commission Michael G. Miiller, The Joint Polish-German
Commission on the Revision of School Textbooks and Polish Views of German History, in: German
History 22 (2004), 433-447.



missions in more than fifty countries. The newest type of commissions are the
“Truth Commissions” that have become an element of transitional regimes, the most
famous being the South African “Truth and Reconciliation Commission” (TRC).
Dozens of other analogous commissions have operated over the last generation all
over the globe.” This global trend has manifested itself in the United States in recent
efforts to reconstruct and engage the public with local histories of interethnic
violence, with particular focus on questions of race relations.® All of these in-
vestigations are — explicitly — motivated by politics: they aim at reconciliation and
they attempt to get there by writing a historical narrative that will be embraced by
all sides of the conflict.

Despite the promise of historical commissions as tools both for redress and for
longterm reconciliation, they remained until recently arguably the most obscure of
transitional justice mechanisms, if not infrequently convened than at least little
studied and assessed. An exception, as related above, is the truth or truth-and-
reconciliation commission variant; this variant’s rise in popularity among both
practitioners and scholars, however, has not been matched recently by that of
commissions engaging first and foremost historians and scholars using historical
methodology. In order to fill that gap, the Institute for Historical Justice and Recon-
ciliation (IHJR) was founded in 2003 in Salzburg, and has been actively engaged in
convening commissions on a range of cases.” IHJR, a non-partisan, international and
non-governmental organization, convenes historical research groups as civil society
actors to take up specific contested historical issues that retain significant political
animus among populations on different sides of historical conflicts. IHJR views
historical commissions as powerful potential complements to truth commissions and

7 A good introduction to truth commission is Priscilla Hayner, Unspeakable Truths: Confronting State
Terror and Atrocity, New York City 2000. The United States Institute of Peace keeps a list of com-
missions; http://www.usip.org/library/truth.html; for Holocaust-related commissions, see the U.S.
State Department’s list at http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rt/hlcst/ and that of the Holocaust Memorial
Museum in Washington, http://www.holocausttaskforce.org/teachers/index.php?content= commission/.

8  Most notably are the reconstruction of race riots from in Greenwood and Tulsa, in Oklahoma, and
Rosewood, Florida through more traditional investigations by group of historians, and, in Wilmington
and Greensboro, North Carolina, through public testimony consciously based on the South African
model in search not only of historical truth, but of inter-racial understanding, as well. See on the Tulsa
riots and historical commission Alfred L. Brophy, Reconstructing the Dreamland: The Tulsa Riot of
1921. Race, Reparations, and Reconciliation, Oxford 2002, and http://www.ok-history.mus.ok.us/
trre/trre.htm; on Rosewood, Elazar Barkan, The Guilt of Nations. Restitution and Negotiating
Historical Injustices, New York 2000, 296—299; on Greensboro, see the website of the Greensboro Truth
and Reconciliation Commission http://www.greensborotrc.org/, and also the introduction and list of
resources on the website of the International Center for Transitional Justice, http://www.ictj.org/en/
where/region2/517.html (both sites last accessed October 13, 2007).

9  See the IHJR’s website http://www.historyandreconciliation.org.



other instruments of reckoning and memory; its goal is to involve historians in the
effort to establish mutually acceptable historical narratives that can contribute to the
long, difficult processes of multi-generational post-conflict political and social
reconciliation, in which changing views towards history play a crucial role. This is
done with the full recognition that only with self-reflection and awareness by all
parties involved can both political considerations have an impact; the discourse,
however, has to be historically professional. The commissions are convened out of
the belief that both reconciliation and historical truth are valuable, and that both can
be reached through joint work and professional respect, even in cases where there
are profound and substantial disagreements, and considerable challenges to the
achievement of a truly “shared narrative.”

The present volume derives from a conference held in January 2005 in Leipzig
with the aim of examining the possibilities of bridging conflicting narratives of the
period 1939-1941 in eastern Poland under Soviet occupation. The conference was
part of a cooperative program on Polish-Jewish relations between the Simon Dub-
now Institute and the IHJR." Although we have not established a historical commis-
sion on Polish-Jewish relations in a formal sense, this volume is written in the spirit
of contributing to a “shared narrative” of Polish-Jewish relations.

At an earlier, exploratory meeting of scholars in Leipzig in April 2003, two initial
project components on the history of Polish-Jewish relations were identified and
initiated: one is a project to produce a synthetic history of Polish-Jewish relations in
the twentieth century, and the other component will promote scholarly and public
discussion of interethnic relations in Soviet-occupied territories of Poland from 1939
to 1941. A result of these projects is the following volume."

In contrast to most of the conflicts of memory mentioned above, the dispute on
Polish-Jewish relations between 1939 and 1941 is not a “hot” conflict where new
violence or new clashes are plausible. Nevertheless, it is significant and important
for two reasons. On the one hand, the heated debate that the publication of Jan
Gross’ book ignited in Poland and the wide international attention the book and the
debate received testify to the controversy’s political vitality both domestically and
internationally.”” On the other hand, this debate exemplifies typical features of
contemporary memory conflicts perhaps more clearly than others. Thus, its study
illuminates by analogy a better understanding of other conflicts.

10 The conference was sponsored jointly by the Institute for Historical Justice and Reconciliation
(IHJR), the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs, and the Simon Dubnow Institute.

11 For a report on this meeting, see http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/1013.html.

12 For the repercussions across the Atlantic see Antony Polonsky, The Jedwabne Debate in America, in:
Polin. Studies in Polish Jewry 19 (2007), 393—413.



One of these features is the competition of victimhoods. Attempts to preserve
the memory of victims engender competition for recognition and instigate new
conflicts. Part of this competition is a controversy about to what extent victimized
groups also have had a role in crimes against other groups. Victims are associated in
public image with purity and innocence. Accusing victims of crimes implies (un-
justifiably) that they no longer deserve the status of victims. This tension is at the
heart of inter-ethnic memory in the territories of eastern Poland. On the one hand,
Poles, Ukrainians, Lithuanians and Belarusians, whose cases are discussed in the
current volume, were victims of Soviet and Nazi-German crimes. On the other hand,
there were also crimes committed by members of these nations against Jews in the
shadow of, or as part of the unfolding of, the Holocaust, which was perpetrated by
the Germans. In recent years, in Polish-Jewish relations the Jedwabne pogrom has
become the central symbol for such crimes. It is a fairly common feature of the
historical controversies that historians who have been engaged in doing justice to the
victims of their own national group by preserving the memory of their own group’s
suffering feel threatened by the assertion of the memory of their own group’s crimes.
In the case of eastern Poland in 1939—-1941 this problem is amplified by the fact that
the memory of Soviet and communist crimes had been suppressed throughout the
Soviet period and could be publicly represented only after 1989.

This controversy about relative victimization belongs to a class of conflicts in
Europe over historical identities that have arisen more vocally than before since the
end of the Cold War. Manifestations include, for example, the dispute between
Russia and the Baltic States about whether the Red Army’s incursion into their lands
in the last phase of World War II meant liberation or a new occupation; this dispute
became especially acrimonious in relation to the commemoration festivities in
Moscow on the sixtieth anniversary of the end of the war on 9 May 2005. Another
example is the Polish-German dispute over the proposed establishment of a museum-
like Center against Expulsions in Berlin and the commemoration of the removal of
the Germans from the new Polish territories after the war.” These debates raise the
question of “innocence” and “guilt” of victims as the moral core of numerous armed
conflicts, and shape the moral economy of how the public views them. Such disputes

13 On the Baltic-Russian controversy see Igor J. Polianski, Die kleineren Ubel im groBen Krieg. Der 60.
Jahrestag des Sieges: Das Fest des historischen Friedens und der Krieg der Geschichtsbilder zwi-
schen Baltikum und Russland, in: zeitgeschichte-online (http://www.zeitgeschichte-online.de/md=
Russische-Erinnerung-Beitraege, last accessed October 11, 2007). The Polish-German dispute is well
summarized in Pawel Lutomski, The Debate about a Center against Expulsions: An Unexpected
Crisis in German-Polish Relations?, in: German Studies Review 27 (2004), 449—468; see also Kai
Struve, ,,Vertreibung® und ,,Aussiedlung in: Marek Czaplifiski/Hans-Joachim Hahn/Tobias Weger
(eds.), Schlesische Erinnerungsorte. Gedédchtnis und Identitét einer mitteleuropdischen Region,
Gorlitz 2005, 281-305.



over violence in civil wars, during population expulsions, “ethnic cleansings”, and
genocide are seen most recently in the question over whether the conflict in Darfur is
a civil war or genocide." Thus, the discussion of the papers in this volume has im-
plications not only for the history of the region itself, but also for discussions of guilt
during political mass violence and gross violations of human rights in a wide variety
of settings.

A second important feature is the international dimension of the competition of
victimhoods. For the nations of Eastern Europe, discussed in this volume, or at least
important segments of their populations as well as their political and intellectual
elites, crimes committed by members of their own groups seem difficult to confront
because of a real or perceived lack of recognition in the international public sphere
of their own suffering due to Nazi-German and Soviet communist crimes. In addition,
they are confronted in the Western world, including among Jews, with stereotypical
views about their own nations as anti-Semitic, nationalist, xenophobic, often fanati-
cally religious, and prone to violence. These general characterizations appear to
many within the region as prejudices that must be refuted. The counter claim is that
these anti-Semitic attitudes were prevalent to varying degrees among the people, but
were not exclusive and co-existed with more positive attitudes and good mutual
relations. Indeed, although the region suffered the most severe Nazi repressive
policies and reprisals in all of occupied Europe, there were numerous instances of
aid extended to Jews by non-Jews."” Within this spectrum of complex attitudes to
Jews, defining the point at which correction of biased views ends, and the denial of
a xenophobic and violent past together with the repetition of anti-Semitic stereotypes
begins, is extremely difficult and lies at the heart of the controversy.

One of the most significant features of the Jedwabne debate is that it was not
primarily a Polish-Jewish controversy, but one within Polish society and mostly
among Polish historians and intellectuals. Here critical and heroic narratives of
national history clashed with one another. Jewish memories and Jewish experiences
were included by the critical narrative of Polish history as a highly significant
perspective, but were mostly rejected or ignored by the traditional heroic narrative.
In the case of the period 1939-1941 the conflict over the traditional heroic narrative
was especially powerful because the memory of Soviet occupation and Polish
suffering in 1939-1941 is constitutive of contemporary Polish national identity, due
to its suppression in the communist period.'® In this regard, the Jedwabne debate was

14 On Darfur and the question of guilt, see a provocative article by Mahmood Mamdani, The Politics of
Naming: Genocide, Civil War, Insurgency, in: London Review of Books, 29 (5) March 8, 2007.

15 This and the related problems of memory are very well discussed in Shimon Redlich’s book on the
eastern Galician town of Brzezany, Shimon Redlich, Together and Apart in Brzezany. Poles, Jews,
and Ukrainians, 1919-1945, Bloomington/Indianapolis 2002.



in a way the result and the culmination of a reintroduction of the history of Polish
Jews into Polish history.

In Poland before World War 11, a large and vibrant Jewish minority played a
central role in the national life. Notwithstanding anti-Semitism, Jewish life in all its
riches flourished, and Poland had the second largest Jewish population in the world,
and the largest percentage of Jews relative to the overall population. This came to an
end with the Holocaust, and although some Jews survived, most left the country over
the next two generations as a result of anti-Semitism as well as the difficulties of life
under communism."” The Jewish question in Poland lay dormant until the end of the
Cold War; even the large presence of Jews in Poland in earlier periods was little-
known among those too young to remember it."

But since the 1990s, philo-Semitism has grown in Poland, even in the absence
of Jews."” The phenomenon was not entirely new: interest in the nation’s Jewish
minorities and in understanding the phenomenon of anti-Semitism had been com-
mon among anti-communist intellectuals and liberal Catholics dating back at least to
the 1970s. Pope John Paul 11, the “Polish Pope” elected in 1978, who reached out to
Jews, legitimized (even if he did not make it popular) philo-semitism within the
Roman Catholic Church. Interest in Judaism and, specifically, the Polish Jewish
heritage became more wide-spread socially and culturally during the 1980s and
especially after 1989. This included increased contacts with Israel and with Jewish
groups abroad, the opening of historical archives, and freedom to write, publish and
travel. The past fifteen years have seen an increase in publications in Poland about
Jews and Judaism and the rise of courses and departments in universities dedicated
to Jewish history and culture, including Yiddish and Hebrew language courses and
courses on the Holocaust. Krakéw’s popular annual Festival of Jewish Culture, the
existence of several dynamic non-profit artistic and culture organizations that work
on Polish-Jewish reconciliation and Jewish cultural themes, the popularity of writers
like Isaac Bashevis Singer and Bruno Schulz, and the establishment of a Museum of
History of Polish Jews in Warsaw are among the many concrete manifestations of

16 See also Kai Struve’s article in the volume.

17 Most Jews left during the first years after the war where they were confronted with hostility from
large segments of the Christian population. The most extreme event was the pogrom in Kielce in July
1946, see now Jan T. Gross, Fear. Anti-Semitism in Poland after Auschwitz. An Essay in Historical
Interpretation, New York 2006. Many more left or were forced to leave during an anti-Semitic
campaign in 1968.

18 See the excellent treatment by Michael Steinlauf, Bondage to the Dead: Poland and the Memory of
the Holocaust, Syracuse, NY 1997.

19 See for a discussion of Poland in context of other European countries Ruth Gruber, Virtually Jewish:
Reinventing Jewish Culture in Europe, Berkeley, CA 2002.



this phenomenon.” There has also been a rebirth, albeit in a small way and mainly in
large cities, of a Jewish community in Poland, with its own school in Warsaw, sum-
mer camps dedicated to learning Jewish ways, and working synagogues.

Finally, joint work and discussion between historians inside and outside of
Poland on topics in Polish-Jewish history began in the 1980s and have continued
since then with growing intensity In particular, the creation in 1986 of the journal
Polin: Studies in Polish Jewry, an annual collection of scholarly articles, has played
an important role in this process.

The increased interest in the history of Polish Jews and relations between
Christian Poles and Jews, however, led inevitably to a focus on the painful aspects
of the relationship as well. This in turn, challenged the predominant Polish self-
image of a nation of heroes and victims. At the center of this were conflicting
memories on Polish-Jewish relations in World War II. Important landmarks were the
“Btoriski debate” of 1988; the “Cichy debate” of 1994 on crimes against Jews during
the most emblematical event in the heroic narrative of Polish history during World
War II, the Warsaw Uprising of 1944; and the international commemoration of the
fiftieth anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz in 1995, when the predominant
perception in the Polish public of Auschwitz as a place where primarily Poles suffered
was undermined.” The last and most important event was the Jedwabne debate of
2000-2002.

It should have come as no surprise that, within certain segments of the Polish
public, anti-Semitic tropes about Jews as enemies of the Polish nation who at-
tempted to destroy Poland in the past and again in the present were activated against
what was perceived as a “Jewish attack” on Poland’s reputation and honor (and as a
tool to extract money from Poland). These tropes refer in particular to the identifi-
cation of Jews with Bolshevism, and to Jewish responsibility for Polish suffering
under communist rule and communist crimes in general and in 1939-1941 in
particular.”

Though anti-Semitic racism as an organized force is a rather marginal phenome-
na, the conservative Catholic nationalist milieu has become increasingly influential
and well-organized politically. The media of Father Tadeusz Rydzyk, especially his

20 The Museum is currently being built. See its website www.jewishmuseum.org.pl.

21 Antony Polonsky (ed.), “My Brother’s Keeper?” Recent Polish Debates on the Holocaust, London
1990; Michat Cichy’s article and other contributions from the controversy in Transodra 6/7 (1994),
61-91. On the commemorations of the fiftieth anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz Steinlauf,
Bondage to the Dead, 135—-144.

22 Antony Polonsky/Joanna B. Michlic, Introduction, in: idem (eds.), Neighbors Respond, 1-43, here,
35-37; see also Joanna Michlic, Coming to Terms with the “Dark Past”: The Polish Debate about the
Jedwabne Massacre, Jerusalem 2002 (Vidal Sassoon Center of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem;
Acta 21).



Radio Maryja, and the political party Liga Polskich Rodzin (League of Polish
Families) play a central role in this process. Here the borderline between conser-
vatism and traditional Catholicism, on the one hand, and xenophobic nationalism
and anti-Semitism, on the other, often becomes blurred.

The Liga Polskich Rodzin in 2005 became a part of the governing coalition, and
the main coalition partner, Prawo i Sprawiedliwos¢ (PiS, Law and Justice), is also
close to this milieu. During the 1990s critical perspectives on Polish history grew in
importance among the Polish public, and memories not only of Jews, but also, for
example, of Germans from the former German territories became integrated to a
greater extent into the Polish historical narrative; in addition, in recent years, since
both the Jedwabne debate and also the Polish-German dispute on the memory of the
removal of the Germans after World War II, there has been an evident search for
a newly legitimate heroic narrative of Polish history. This is supported by the
governing coalition under the leadership of PiS and is put forward with new intellec-
tual capacity and force.” Nevertheless, critical views have not been silenced. This
development mirrors a greater polarization of views about the attitudes of state and
nation towards their own history and the articulation of contradicting views in the
public sphere. However, as the articles of the volume indicate, there is a certain
rapprochement of contradictory views among historians, and possibly in the public
debate, as well, about what a polityka historyczna of the state should be.*

In the following parts of the introduction we discuss the development of historical
research on the period of 1939-1941, the contribution of the articles in the volume
to these controversial issues, and, finally, based on these articles and other new
research in the field, we summarize in the final few pages the arecas of agreement
and remaining contentions in the field.

Since relations between Jews and non-Jews in eastern Poland 1939—-1941 are not
only a Polish-Jewish problem, but are also a highly controversial topic for relations
between Jews and Ukrainians as well as Belarusians, we considered it to be desira-
ble and instructive to include also several essays that deal with these issues as well.
Although Lithuania did not belong to the territory of the Polish Second Republic,
the main focus of this book, the volume contains a study on the roles of the Germans
and of the local Lithuanian nationalists in violence against the Jews in the summer of

23 See Zdzistaw Krasnodebski, Demokracja peryferii [Democracy of the Periphery], Gdarnsk 2005,
229-271; Marek A. Cichocki, Wtadza i pamie¢ [Power and Memory], Krakow 2005; Robert Kostro/
Tomasz Merta (eds.), Pamig¢ i odpowiedzialno§¢ [Memory and Responsibility], Krakéw/Wroctaw
2005.

24 Katrin Steffen, Ambivalenzen des affirmativen Patriotismus. Geschichtspolitik in Polen, in: Ost-
europa 56 (2006) no. 11-12, 219-233, here 227f.



1941 in Kaunas. Lithuania is historically closely associated with the eastern border-
lands of Poland, but all the more important here, the pogroms in Lithuania took place
in very similar — indeed, analogous — circumstances to the pogroms within the
borders of Poland, so that findings for Lithuania in this period also have relevance
for the other, historically related territories. In Lithuania as well that fateful June, a
Soviet occupying regime was replaced by a German occupation.

okok

Before the end of the Cold War, the Polish territories under Soviet occupation during
1939-1941 rarely attracted the attention of historians. Mostly a taboo in communist
Poland, this topic was the subject of only occasional attention by a few Polish exiles
and certain Jewish historians. The initial interest during the 1980s was directed
principally at the history of the respective national communities in this period and
the mechanism of Soviet rule.”

In Poland up until 1989, this interest was mainly a part of underground activity,
or could be pursued only in the shielded space of Catholic churches,* but after 1989,
the previously suppressed interest in the history of this period could be expressed
publicly, and resulted in a large number of publications and new research. This

25 The most important study in this context and probably still the most significant comprehensive work
on Soviet rule in eastern Poland is Jan T. Gross, Revolution from Abroad. The Soviet Conquest of
Poland’s Western Ukraine and Western Belorussia, Princeton/Oxford 1988. Although its approach is
territorial — its central topic concerns the Soviet reconfiguration of society, and thus encompasses in
principle the entire population that was subject to the Soviet regime — Gross focuses largely on the
fate of the Poles. This is manifested in the main sources used, which rely on reports from Poles who
were deported from eastern Poland to the depths of the Soviet Union, and who were then able to leave
the Soviet Union in 1942 with the army of General Anders. The Polish government-in-exile collected
reports from them on the situation in eastern Poland. These were deposited after the war in the
Hoover Institution at Stanford University, and thus constituted the central documentation for this
period accessible outside of Poland and the Soviet Union. Among the studies dealing with Jews in
the years 1939-1941, a major work is Ben-Cion Pinchuk, Shtetl Jews under Soviet Rule. Eastern
Poland on the Eve of the Holocaust, Oxford/Cambridge, MA 1990. A related work is Dov Levin, The
Lesser of Two Evils. Eastern European Jewry Under Soviet Rule, 1939-1941, Philadelphia/Jerusalem
1995 (Hebr. 1989), which expands the discussion beyond eastern Poland to the whole territory between
the Baltic and the Black Sea that was occupied by the Soviet Union in 1939 and 1940. The slowly
growing research interest in this period towards the end 1980s also resulted in two collective volumes,
one edited by Keith Sword (ed.), The Soviet Takeover of the Polish Eastern Provinces, 1939-1941,
Basingstoke/Hampshire/London 1991, and a second by Norman Davies/Antony Polonsky (eds.),
Jews in Eastern Poland and the USSR, 19391946, Basingstoke/Hampshire/London 1991.

26 The Eastern Archive (Archiwum Wschodnie) of the Warsaw Karta Center is today one of the most
important archives on the history of eastern Poland during World War II. It had its origins in the
second half of the 1980s when the underground periodical Karta began together with other oppositio-
nal groups to collect reports about the history of those regions; see the Center’s webpage: www.karta.

org.pl.



renewed interest, however, focused almost exclusively on the history of the Poles in
a narrow sense of the word, i.e. the Soviet aggression against the Polish state and the
resistance and suffering of the ethnic Polish population under Soviet rule.”

Since the war, the central symbol of Polish suffering and Soviet crimes in 1939—
1941 had been Katyn’ (in Polish: Katyn): in the spring of 1940, more than 4,000
Polish officers who had been taken prisoner by the Soviets in 1939 were murdered
by the NKVD at this site in the forest fifteen kilometers northwest of Smolensk.
The mass murder at Katyn’ was the most notorious case in a larger campaign in this
period that resulted in the killing of more than 15,000 officers. During the 1990s,
because of access to newly opened archives, the crime associated with Katyn’ could
be fully researched and documented for the first time.” Previously, the Soviet
version — which claimed that the officers had been killed by the Germans — was
officially mandated in Poland as well. Katyri was perhaps the single most important
oppositional lieu de mémoire in communist Poland. Polish relations with the other
nationalities under Soviet occupation were the subject of a growing literature during
the 1990s as well, but the focus was largely on the Belarusians and Ukrainians, while
the relationship with the Jews was only of marginal interest.”

The prevalent view among Poles was that the Jews had joyously welcomed the
Soviet invasion in September 1939; in addition, Jews supposedly had played an
important role in the local Soviet power apparatus in the subsequent period, and in
this role had contributed significantly to the persecution of the Poles, profited from

27 Some of the more important books include Albin Gtowacki, Sowieci wobec Polakéw na ziemiach
wschodnich II Rzeczpospolitej 1939-1941 [The Soviets and Poles in the Eastern Territories of the
Second Republic, 1939-1941], £.6dZ 1998 (2nd printing); Krzysztof Jasiewicz, Zaglada polskich
Kresoéw. Ziemiaristwo polskie na Kresach Poinocno-Wschodnich Rzeczypospolitej pod okupacja
sowiecka 1939-1941 [The Destruction of the Polish Borderlands. The Polish Gentry in the
Northeastern Borderlands of the Republic under Soviet Occupation 1939-1941], Warszawa 1997,
Czestaw K. Grzelak, Kresy w czerwieni. Agresja Zwiazku Sowieckiego na Polske w 1939 roku [The
Borderlands in Red. The Aggression of the Soviet Union against Poland in 1939], Warszawa 1998.

28 See, for example, Wojciech Materski et al. (eds.), Katyfi. Dokumenty zbrodni [Katyfi. Documents of
a Crime], 3 vols., Warszawa 1995-2001.

29 Marek Wierzbicki, Polacy i Bialorusini w zaborze sowieckim. Stosunki polsko-biatoruskie na
ziemiach pétnocno-wschodnich II Rzeczypospolitej pod okupacja sowiecka 1939-1941 [Poles and
Belarusians in the Soviet Zone of Annexation. Polish-Belarusian Relations in the Northeastern Lands
of the Second Republic under Soviet Occupation 1939-1941], Warszawa 2000; Grzegorz Motyka,
Tak byto w Bieszczadach. Walki polsko-ukraiiskie 1943—1948 [The Way It Was in the Bieszczady
Mountains. The Polish-Ukrainian Armed Conflict, 1943—-1948], Warszawa 1999. This volume
contains an extensive introductory section on the development of Polish-Ukrainian relations from
1939 on. See also Tomasz Strzembosz/Malgorzata Gizejewska (eds.), Spoteczenistwo biatoruskie,
litewskie i polskie na ziemiach potnocno-wschodnich IT Rzeczypospolitej (Bialoru§ Zachodnia i
Litwa Wschodnia) w latach 1939—1941 [Belarusian, Lithuanian, and Polish Society in the North-
eastern Territories of the Second Republic (Western Belarus and Eastern Lithuania), 1939-1941],
Warszawa 1995.



their suffering and thus had committed “treason.” This narrative was already wide-
spread among the Polish population during World War II. Apparently, it also consti-
tuted a central factor in the hostile attitude during the war toward the Jews under
German occupation. After World War 11, it remained alive in Polish memory. These
anti-Semitic tropes (“treason,” “war profiteering”), as well as the question of whether
the picture of the Jews as pro-Soviet, and/or anti-Polish during the Soviet occupation
was actually historically accurate, were hardly ever questioned.* Thus, for example,
Aleksander Smolar accepted this stereotype as a fact in his widely acclaimed essay
Tabu i niewinnos¢, published in 1986, which otherwise dealt quite critically with the
Polish attitude toward the Jews and the dominant view in Poland of the relations
between Jews and Poles.”!

The thesis about the pro-Soviet attitude of the Jews was then questioned by
Pawet Korzec and Jean-Charles Szurek in an article in the journal Polin in 1989, in
which they rejected the concepts “collaboration” or “treason” and tried to sketch a
differentiated picture of the behavior of different groups within the Jewish population.
In addition, they compared the attitudes among Jews to those of Belarusians and
Ukrainians. Most significantly, they began to illuminate the motives underlying
the behavior of those Jews who displayed a positive attitude toward the Soviets: in
contrast to the salient factors shaping popular Polish perceptions, which emphasize
that Jews harbored communist sympathies and anti-Polish feelings, Korzec and
Szurek stressed the Jewish fear of the Germans and of the lawless conditions which
the collapse of the Polish state brought. They also pointed out the attraction of the
civil equality promised by the Soviet Union to all nationalities. For Jews, the latter
was a positive prospect quite different from their widespread experience of
discrimination in the Polish state. In addition, Korzec and Szurek emphasized that
for many individuals, especially refugees from the German-occupied areas, it was
also simply necessary to ensure their livelihood, and for that reason many Jews
accepted work in the Soviet institutions.*

30 Butsee Bernard D. Weinryb, Polish Jews under Soviet Rule, in: Peter Meyer et al. (eds.), The Jews in
the Soviet Satellites, Syracuse, NY 1953, 327-369. Weinryb emphasizes the suffering of the Jews
under Soviet rule. On the longer history of the image of the anti-Polish, pro-Soviet Jew, see Joanna
Beata Michlic, Poland’s Threatening Other. The Image of the Jew from 1880 to the Present, Lincoln,
NE/London 2006.

31 Aleksander Smolar, Tabu i niewinno§¢ [Taboo and Innocence], in: Aneks no. 41-42 (1986), 89133,
here 96—98.

32 Pawel Korzec/Jean-Charles Szurek, Jews and Poles under Soviet Occupation (1939-1941):
Conflicting Interests, in: Polin 4 (1989), 204—-225. Yisrael Gutman and Shmuel Krakowski also dealt
briefly with the Soviet period using similar arguments, see Yisrael Gutman/Shmuel Krakowski,
Unequal Victims. Poles and Jews During World War II, New York 1986, 35-39.



More comprehensive was the approach and scope of Ben-Cion Pinchuk and Dov
Levin.* In contrast to Korzec and Szurek they did not focus on a critical confronta-
tion with the dominant perception of the Jews among Christian segments of the
population, but rather analyzed the situation of the Jews under Soviet rule in these
regions in general. Yet their studies likewise emphasized the aspect of Jewish suf-
fering under the Soviet restructuring of society, the arrests and deportations, and
contrasted it with certain improvements that Soviet rule also brought for the Jews.
They argued that the enthusiasm for the Soviet regime was limited to a small group
among the Jews and that the positive attitude, which initially encompassed larger
circles of the Jewish population, dissipated after a short period of direct experience
with Soviet rule. However, their nuanced text has been exploited by writers like Marek
Jan Chodakiewicz and Bogdan Musial, who selectively use evidence from Pinchuk’s
and Levin’s books about cases of these positive attitudes and the comparatively
privileged position of the Jews in the period of Soviet occupation, while largely
ignoring their overall thesis and comprehensive argument.*

The historical debate intensified in 1993 when Jan Gross strongly criticized as
a stereotype the view that the Jews had welcomed the Soviet occupation, and had
willingly collaborated with the Soviets or had enjoyed a privileged position under
their rule.” In regard to the events that were emblematic in Polish eyes of the Jewish

33 Pinchuk, Shtetl Jews; Levin, The Lesser of Two Evils.

34 See the corresponding sections in Marek Jan Chodakiewicz, Zydzi i Polacy 1918-1955. Wspotistni-
enie — Zaglada — Komunizm [Jews and Poles, 1918-1955. Co-existence — Destruction — Com-
munism], Warszawa 2000, 119-144, and Bogdan Musial, ,,Konterrevolutiondre Elemente sind zu
erschiefien.” Die Brutalisierung des deutsch-sowjetischen Krieges im Sommer 1941, Berlin/Miin-
chen 2001 (first ed. 2000), 57—-81. Both point out that it is necessary to regard the Jewish attitude
toward the Soviets in a differentiated way, and to acknowledge that in various respects Jews also
suffered under the Soviet regime. Yet in their studies, the aspect of Jewish support for the Soviet
regime predominates. Musial even discusses the problem of the stereotypical views in the sources
regarding the behavior of the Jews, though this has no consequences for how he himself uses those
sources, ibid., 77f. For an assessment of the writings of these historians, see also the essays by Joanna
Michlic and Kai Struve in this volume.

35 Jan Gross, The Jewish Community in the Soviet-Annexed Territories on the Eve of the Holocaust. A
Social Scientist’s View, in: Lucjan Dobroszycki/Jeffrey S. Gurock (eds.), The Holocaust in the Soviet
Union. Studies and Sources on the Destruction of the Jews in the Nazi-Occupied Territories of the
USSR, 1941-1945, Armonk, NY 1993, 155-171. A Polish version appeared that same year, Jan T.
Gross, Zydzi polscy pod panowaniem sowieckim w przededniu Holokaustu [The Polish Jews under
Soviet Rule on the Eve of the Holocaust], in: Daniel Grinberg/Pawet Szapiro (eds.), Holocaust z
perspektywy polwiecza. Pigédziesiata rocznica powstania w getcie Warszawskim. Materiaty z
konferencji zorganizowanej przez Zydowski Instytut Historyczny w dniach 2931 marca 1993 [The
Holocaust from the Perspective of Half a Century Afterwards. 50" Anniversary of the Warsaw Ghetto
Uprising. Materials from a Conference Organized by the Jewish Historical Institute on 29-31 March
1993], Warszawa 1993, 207-224. Gross included a revised and expanded version of his 1993 essay in
his book Upiorna dekada, see Jan Tomasz Gross, Upiorna dekada. Trzy eseje o stereotypach na temat



attitude, namely the festive greeting of the Soviet troops by welcoming committees
after their invasion of the Polish territories on 17 September 1939, Gross argues that
this behavior was not limited to Jews. In many localities, Ukrainians, Belarusians
and even Poles had organized and participated in these festivities. In addition, he
also stressed the suffering of the Jews under Soviet rule, noting that many Jews who
initially may have entertained hopes regarding the character of the Soviet regime
were soon disillusioned when they encountered the real Soviet oppression rather
than the promised civic equality. He argues here that, with regard to community life,
it actually may have been the Jews on whom Sovietization had the most negative
impact.* Despite these studies, even during the 1990s the question of the purported
or actual collaboration of Jews with the Soviet occupiers in the years 1939-1941
remained a topic which attracted little scholarly attention.

The dramatic shift occurred following the publication by Jan Tomasz Gross’s
Sgsiedzi (Neighbors), which described in detail the pogrom in the small town of
Jedwabne on 10 July 1941. As Gross presented it, the Christians murdered almost
all of the Jews in town, approximately 1,600, who made up half of the population.
The Germans, who had occupied the area in the first days after the beginning of the
German-Soviet war on 22 June 1941, did not take an active part in this slaughter.
Gross’s book triggered an unprecedented public discussion in Poland. The Polish
public had never experienced such a vehement dispute about a historical topic and it
occupied the interest of broader segments of the population than had all previous
discussions of World War II-era Polish-Jewish relations.

The multifaceted discussion has been studied as a cultural phenomenon on its
own terms.” Two of the topics that were central to the debate — the relation between
the Jews and the Soviet occupiers, and the role of the Germans in the pogroms in the
region — are at the heart of the present volume.

Gross had argued in Neighbors that there was nothing to suggest that relations
between Poles and Jews in Jedwabne were particularly tense at the time of Soviet
occupation, nor was the festive welcome for the Red Army primarily organized
by Jews. Furthermore, there is no evidence, Gross insisted, that there had been a
special collaboration between the Jews and the NKVD in the region.* His local

Zydéw, Polakow, Niemcow i komunistow 1939-1948 [Ghastly Decade: Three Essays on the Re-
lations among Jews, Poles, Germans, and Communists, 1939-1948], Krakow 1998, 61-92.

36 Gross, The Jewish Community, 166. Pinchuk had argued along similar lines earlier, Pinchuk, Shtetl
Jews, 133.

37 See Polonsky/Michlic (eds.), The Neighbors Respond; Karol Sauerland, Polen und Juden zwischen
1939 und 1968. Jedwabne und die Folgen, Berlin 2004, and the excellent description of the course of
discussion in Michlic, Coming to Terms with the “Dark Past”.

38 Gross, Neighbors, 41-53.



study enabled Gross to refute once more the claim that the Jews were uniquely sup-
portive of the Soviets during the occupation, arguing that this claim was a cliché.”

The question of general Jewish collaboration did not play a central role in the
book Sgsiedzi, but as a result of the book it became a central focus of unprecedented
vehement controversy, exposing tensions over the question of guilt in the Polish-
Jewish relationship. If there had been significant Jewish collaboration with the
Soviets, especially with the NKVD, it could be regarded as “extenuating circum-
stances” for the perpetrators of the pogrom. If the Jews were responsible through
their pro-Soviet action for the suffering of Poles, they could not be seen as “innocent
victims.”* However, such perceptions and arguments, as loaded with anti-Semitic
stereotypes as they often may be, have a background in the fact that Poles and Jews
apparently experienced the Soviet occupation quite differently. For Jews, it was the
“lesser of two evils”, as Dov Levin put it in the title of his book,* while for Poles the
Soviet invasion and occupation were as catastrophic and destructive as the German
ones.

In the Jedwabne debate, Gross’s interpretation of the role played by the Jews at
the time of Soviet occupation has been questioned by the prominent historian
Tomasz Strzembosz, among others. He not only emphasizes that it was especially
Jews in Jedwabne and other localities who had welcomed the Soviets with great
celebration, but also points out their central role in the formation of communist
militias and the uprisings in many localities in support of the Red Army invasion on
17 September 1939 against the Polish army.*

Strzembosz dealt with this topic only in short newspaper articles, and it was left
to his student Marek Wierzbicki to publish a more fully elaborated treatise in a
book.” The focus of Wierzbicki’s study — at the time of its publication, the most

39 See also ibid., 154f.

40 In her essay in this book, Joanna Michlic stresses that a part of Polish historiography on Polish-
Jewish relations is marked by the pattern of a “zero-sum game” mentality.

41 Levin, The Lesser of Two Evils.

42 Most extensively in Tomasz Strzembosz, Przemilczana kolaboracja, in: Rzeczpospolita 27-28
January 2001; under the title “Collaboration Passed Over in Silence” also in Polonsky/Michlic (eds.),
The Neighbors Respond, 220-236.

43 Marek Wierzbicki, Polacy i Zydzi w zaborze sowieckim. Stosunki polsko—zydowskie na ziemiach
pdétnocno-wschodnich II RP pod okupacja sowiecka (1939—-1941) [Poles and Jews in the Soviet
Occupied Territory. Polish-Jewish Relations in the North-Eastern Borderlands of the Second
Polish Republic under Soviet Occupation (1939-1941)], Warszawa 2001. For a critique, see Andrzej
Zbikowski’s review of the book in: Pamieé i Sprawiedliwo$é 2 (2002), 304-317, and Marek
Wierzbicki’s reply, ibid. 3 (2003), 333-345. See also Marek Wierzbicki, Stosunki polsko-zydowskie
na Zachodniej Bialorusi w latach 1939-1941 [Polish-Jewish Relations in Western Belarus, 1939—
1941], in: Pawet Machcewicz/Krzysztof Persak (eds.), Wokot Jedwabnego. Tom 1: Studia [Around
Jedwabne. Vol. 1: Studies], Warszawa 2002, 129—158.



extensive treatment of Polish-Jewish relations during this period — centers on the
early months of the Soviet occupation, that is, from the time the Red Army invaded
Poland until December 1939. On the one hand, Wierzbicki tries to take into account
the arguments put forward by Gross and others on the behavior and motives of Jews
faced with Soviet occupation. Nevertheless, he emphasizes the pro-Soviet (and thus
disloyal) attitude of many Jews, detailing the role of the Jews in pro-Soviet uprisings
in September 1939 in eastern Poland, an aspect of collaboration and participation by
Jews in Soviet occupation that had not been treated comprehensively in previous
research. Wierzbicki emphasizes that in most cases these were indeed Soviet-inspired
military activities, while other scholars have put more stress on the element of
spontaneous social unrest or see these uprisings here rather as nonpolitical self-
defense activities of Jews. Wierzbicki regards the actions of the Polish military
against what were, in his view, pro-Soviet uprisings as a legitimate step, whereas in
Jewish memory such actions often appear as pogroms.*

In 2003, Krzysztof Jasiewicz presented new findings on Jews in the northeastern
Polish areas in 1939-1941 in the Soviet ruling elites.* He argued that the Jews gen-
erally did not have a higher percentage within this group than their proportion in the
overall population, and that most of the key higher-level positions were occupied by
vostochniki, the “easterners”, sent in as cadre from the Soviet Union. However, it
should be borne in mind that these findings relate primarily to the time frame
1940/41, while the earlier period of Soviet occupational rule in 1939 is more poorly
documented, and in that period local forces exercised a greater influence. Jasiewicz
believes, too, that the proportion of Jews in the militias that arose in the towns in this
period was relatively high.*

Knowledge about the first months of Soviet occupation is based largely on the
reports collected from members of the Anders Army by the Polish government-
in-exile, on which Wierzbicki’s work also relies heavily.*” However, Jasiewicz, on the
basis of a detailed quantitative evaluation of these reports for some districts, con-
cludes that they cannot necessarily be used as credible source material to substan-
tiate the claim of a large-scale collaboration of Jews with the Soviet occupiers.* In

44 See esp. Wierzbicki, Polacy i Zydzi, 57-71. He had already investigated the uprisings in an earlier
study on Polish—Belarusian relations, idem, Polacy i Biatorusini, 129-211.

45 Krzysztof Jasiewicz, Pierwsi po diable. Elity sowieckie w okupowanej Polsce 1939-1941 (Biatos-
tocczyzna, Nowogrodcezyzna, Polesie, Wileiszczyzna) [The First Ones Behind the Devil. The Soviet
Elite in Occupied Poland 1939-1941 (The Region of Nowogroédek, Polesie, and Wilna)], Warszawa
2001 [2003].

46 Ibid., 160—-165.

47 See also fn. 25.

48 Ibid., 89—-113.



his book, Jasiewicz strongly criticizes the image of Jewish treason and collaboration
in Polish historiography and collective memory.

The second point in Gross’s study that drew critique concerned the role of the
Germans. According to Gross, the Germans had no active role in the murder of the
Jedwabne Jews, although prior to the pogrom several Gestapo officers had held talks
with the mayor. Other statements, however, which Gross does not consider credible,
do speak of a far larger number of Germans who played a more active role in the
killing, or who even forced Poles to take part in the slaughter.”

This latter point was emphasized by Gross’s critics: they argued that there had
been a large number of Germans in Jedwabne who forced Poles to participate in the
massacre. But the critics could not substantiate the claims with convincing evidence.”
They were more justified, however, in arguing that Gross had accorded the German
context too little importance in his narrative. Although at various points in his book
Gross stressed that the precondition for the violence against the Jews had been the
German invasion, and noted that “the overall undisputed bosses over death and life
in Jedwabne were the Germans,”' this element had only a minor place in his
narrative of the events; Gross had also not tried to find relevant German sources.

This lacuna was filled through the investigation begun in the summer of 2000 by
the Instytut Pamieci Narodowej (IPN), which uncovered some striking findings.*
They were published in two extensive volumes in the spring of 2002. The first
volume contains studies by historians, the second a large portion of the available
documentation.” Two longer essays by Edmund Dmitréw and Andrzej Zbikowski in
the first volume deal with the events of the summer of 1941. They concentrate not
only on the localities of Jedwabne and Radziléw, which Gross described in his book,
but also take into account the entire region around the cities of £.omza and Biatystok;
they also look at the German activities in the region and draw more extensively on
German source materials. Edmund Dmitréw’s essay explores the operations of the

49 Gross, Neighbors, 72—-89.

50 Some supposed or actual witnesses who claim to have seen dozens or even hundreds of Gestapo men
did not make these statements in public until debate flared around Gross’s book. See examples in
Tomasz Strzembosz, Zstapienie szatana czy przyjazd gestapo [Appearance of the Devil or Arrival of
the Gestapo], in: Rzeczpospolita, 12 May 2001.

51 Gross, Neighbors, 77.

52 The IPN arose in 1998 from the “Main Commission on the Investigation of Crimes Against the Polish
People.” The latter, in turn, developed from the “Main Commission on the Investigation of the Hitler-
Fascist Crimes in Poland,” which in the early 1990s was expanded to include the task of looking at
communist crimes and, if necessary, to take legal action based on their findings. The tasks of the IPN
encompass historical inquiry, along with legal functions. The IPN is also responsible for preserving
the files of the Security Service of the Polish People’s Republic, see www.ipn.gov.pl .
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[vol. 1: Studies], t. 2: Materiaty [vol. 2: Materials] Warszawa 2002.



German Security Police, while Andrzej Zbikowski presents rich material on a large
number of additional localities in the region.

These essays show that there were violent attacks on Jews by local Christians
in many other places, and make clear that in most localities the Germans played a
greater role than Gross had attributed to them in his description of the pogrom at
Jedwabne. But nowhere does the number of victims seem to have been as great as in
Jedwabne.™ In regard to the events in Jedwabne itself, however, Zbikowski and
Dmitrow arrive at slightly different conclusions. Dmitréow, against the backdrop
of the events in other localities, puts more emphasis on the German influence;
Zbikowski, on the other hand, remains closer to Gross’ account.” In any case, the
study by the IPN yielded no findings to prove that Gross’s presentation of the events
in Jedwabne was incorrect, although it threw into question the number of victims,
which Gross suggested as 1,600 and which he also defended after the presentation of
the IPN findings.*

The general conclusions of the IPN studies underscore the overall trend of vio-
lence against Jews by Poles. They show that the pogroms in Jedwabne and Radzitow
were part of a wave of anti-Jewish violence in the first few weeks of the German-
Soviet war that swept across the entire region between the Baltic and the Black Sea,
which had been occupied by the Soviets in 1939/40 and now fell to the invading
Germans and their allies. But they show also that the pogroms in Jedwabne and in
the neighboring town of Radzitéw were exceptional in the degree of violence by the
local population and the number of Jews who were killed, and that in many other

54 Andrzej Zbikowski, Pogromy i mordy ludnosci zydowskiej w Lomzyriskiem i na BiatostocczyZnie
latem 1941 roku w $wietle relacji ocalatych Zydéw i dokumentéw sagdowych [Pogroms and
Massacres of the Jewish Population in the Summer of 1941 in the £.omza and Biatystok Regions in
Jewish Accounts and Court Documents], in: Machcewicz/Persak (eds.), Wokot Jedwabnego, vol. 1,
159-271; Edmund Dmitréw, Oddzialy operacyjne niemieckiej Policji Bezpieczeristwa i Stuzby
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[Operational Detachments of the German Security Police and Security Service and the Beginning
of the Liquidation of the Jews in the L.omza and Biatystok Regions in Summer 1941], in: ibid.,
vol. 1, 273-351. See now also Andrzej Zbikowski, U Genezy Jedwabnego. Zydzi na kresach
potnocno-wschodnich II Rzeczypospolitej, wrzesieri 1939—lipiec 1941 [Origins of Jedwabne. Jews
in the North-Eastern Territories of the Second Republic, September 1939—July 1941], Warszawa
2006, and his article in this volume.

55 Zbikowski, Pogromy i mordy, 222; Dmitréw, Oddziaty operacyjne, 340—-342. For an important study
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56 For a critical discussion by Gross of the IPN findings about the number of victims, see Jan Gross,
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places pogroms were more clearly directed by Germans or more closely connected
with German killing operations. Thus, the IPN research, more so than Gross’s study,
corresponds with international Holocaust research, which has studied German actions
against the Jews following the beginning of the German-Soviet war in great detail,
because this period has been regarded in recent years increasingly as a transitional
phase, and one of core significance, leading to the systematic murder of the Jews.”

It has long been known in Holocaust research that there had been pogroms in this
region, but the focus of these was thought to be in eastern Galicia and Lithuania and
in those areas which the Romanian army occupied in summer 1941.** Before Gross’s
study, the pogroms in eastern Poland and Lithuania were believed to have been
largely instigated as part of German anti-Jewish policies in areas that were not
majority Polish, and with the assistance of Ukrainian and Lithuanian nationalists,
rather than of Poles.”

In the context of Ukrainian-Jewish and Lithuanian-Jewish relations, the pogroms
had long played a central role in the controversies concerning Ukrainian and
Lithuanian collaboration with the Nazi regime, and the active co-operation of
Ukrainians and Lithuanians in perpetrating the Holocaust.® Lithuania, encouraged

57 Christopher R. Browning (with contributions by Jiirgen Matthdus), The Origins of the Final Solution.
The Evolution of Nazi Jewish Policy, September 1939—March 1942, Lincoln, NE 2004.
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59 See, for example, Raul Hilberg, Die Vernichtung der europdischen Juden. Die Gesamtgeschichte des
Holocaust, Berlin 1982 (Engl. original 1961), 222-224. However, Andrzej Zbikowski pointed out
already in 1992 that there had been pogroms also in the regions with a mostly Polish population, see
Andrzej Zbikowski: Lokalne pogromy Zydéw w czerweu i lipcu 1941 roku na wschodnich rubiezach
I Rzeczypospolitej, in: Biuletyn Zydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego 1992/Nr. 2-3, 3-18 (in an
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Poland, June-July 1941, in: Dobroszycki/Gurock (eds.), The Holocaust in the Soviet Union, 173-179.
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staatlichen Massenverbrechens, Munich 1996, 54—67; Thomas Sandkiihler, ,,Endlésung® in Galizien.
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110-122; Shalom Cholawsky, The Jews of Bielorussia During World War II, Amsterdam 1998,
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by its wish to become a member of the EU, confronted to a certain degree these
difficult aspects of the national past as part of the construction of its post Cold War
national identity. Ukraine has been slower to confront difficult aspects of its past, but
there are some signs that the topic may emerge as part of a new critical discourse.
The heated public discussions in Poland about the Jedwabne pogrom appear to have
had an impact in Ukraine.®

In any event, the widespread interest Gross’s study has attracted and the subse-
quent research it has generated have contributed to a clearer picture of the pogroms
in the summer of 1941 in eastern Poland. It has become increasingly clear that
the pogroms resulted from a complex set of circumstances, including the German
“pacification operations,” which targeted primarily Jews, because Jews were seen as
agents of Bolshevism. Within the local population, the cause was the extreme
nationalism and anti-Semitism that had developed in the region, especially in the
interwar period, as well as the older imagery of Jews in indigenous folk culture, all
of which amplified the violence of the pogroms.*

okok

The volume begins with three essays dealing with historiography and the conten-
tious memories of the period 1939-1941. They treat the previous discussions in
research, shaped by various memory conflicts, to which the historical studies in the
following two sections relate.

Kai Struve analyses controversies that grew out of the narratives of the events of
the summer of 1941 in eastern Poland as paradigmatic for contemporary European
conflicts over memory. He describes the Jedwabne discussion as a further intensifi-
cation of a conflict between critical and heroic narrative of Polish history. Struve
contrasts this Polish controversy with the conflict over the so-called “Wehrmacht
Exhibition” in Germany in the second half of the 1990s. Both controversies focused
on events in eastern Poland in the summer of 1941. He argues that both conflicts are

Litauen, in: Vincas Bartusevi¢ius/Joachim Tauber/Wolfram Wette (eds.), Holocaust in Litauen. Krieg,
Judenmorde und Kollaboration im Jahre 1941, K6ln/Weimar/Wien 2003, 262-276. For detailed
treatment of the Lithuanian-Jewish controversies and the confrontation with these problems by
Lithuanians in exile and inside the country, see also Alfonsas Eidintas, Jews, Lithuanians, and the
Holocaust, Vilnius 2003, 336—447.

61 See Sofiia Hrachova: Vony zhyly sered nas? [Did They Live Among Us?], in: Krytyka 4 (2005),
http://krytyka.kiev.ua/articles/s5_4_2005.html and the discussions on this with essays by Yaroslav
Hrytsak, John-Paul Himka, Marco Carynnyk and others in subsequent issues. See also the paper by
Wilfried Jilge in the present volume.

62 More detailed comments on this in Kai Struve, Ritual und Gewalt — die Pogrome des Sommers 1941,
in: Dan Diner (ed.), Synchrone Welten. Zeitenrdume jlidischer Geschichte, Gottingen 2005, 225-250.



linked to the increasing permeability of the boundaries of national spaces of memory
and that here national conflicts over memory closely connect with competing trans-
national lieux de mémoire, namely, the memory of the Holocaust and the memory of
the Soviet communist crimes, which are of different significance in western and
eastern Europe.

Joanna Michlic investigates recent Polish historiography on Polish-Jewish rela-
tions in the period of the Soviet occupation and concludes that significant aspects of
the debate continue to be shaped by the stereotype of the anti-Polish, pro-Soviet Jew.
Some of these studies tend to reproduce the stereotype that they purport to analyze.
She notes a one-sided approach among these historians, distorted by prejudices that
are manifested by their approach to the source materials.

Wilfried Jilge shifts the focus to Ukraine, where the summer of 1941 presents no
less a problem for the national narrative than it does for the Polish one. This is a
particular fruitful area for future research, since to date it has been subject to little
critical discussion, if any, in Ukraine. The declaration of an independent Ukraine by
representatives of the OUN (Orhanizatsiia Ukrains kykh Natsionalistiv) on 30 June
1941 in Lviv is considered to be one of the major stages on the pathway to Ukrainian
independence; at the same time, in L'viv and other localities, there were bloody
pogroms against Jews in which members of the OUN played a central role. If the
declaration of independence, on the one hand, and the violent excesses and the mass
murder of Jews, on the other hand, were both directly related as accomplishments of
the OUN, that would undermine not only an unambiguously heroic image of the
OUN, but also the heroic narrative of the steps towards Ukrainian independence.

The next section of this volume contains essays dealing with the controversial
relations between Jews and non-Jews under the Soviet occupation. Marek Wierzbicki
explores the phase of the Soviet invasion and looks in particular at the attitude of
the Jewish population and the question of the festive welcoming of the Soviets by
the Jews, and the question (as treated in his book®) of pro-Soviet uprisings, the
participation of Jews and the reaction of the Polish military. Although Wierzbicki
tries to take into account the different arguments about attitudes among the Jewish
population and their motives, he maintains the view that the majority of the Jews
were pro-Soviet.

Rafat Wnuk examines the attitude of the Polish underground, especially the
Zwigzek Walki Zbrojnej (ZWZ), the predecessor of the Armia Krajowa (AK), toward
the Jews, exploring the question of contacts between Polish and Jewish underground
structures. He shows that on the Polish side, a number of persons clearly had anti-

63 See fn. 43 above.



Semitic biases, but that even where this was less the case, the attitudes toward other
nationalities in general were marked by distrust. While there were also contacts and
attempts at cooperation between the Polish and Jewish undergrounds, these were
unable to develop to any greater extent because of the many arrests made by the
NKVD among the underground activists in 1940, which decimated their ranks.

Against the backdrop of the charge against the Jews of collaboration as well as
their privileged position in the period of Soviet rule, the question of the scope of
Soviet repression is central: what was its actual extent and severity, and what national
and social groups did it primarily target? Grzegorz Hryciuk explores these questions
in his essay, criticizing earlier Polish historiography for its acceptance of excessively
high figures for the number of deportees. At the same time, he makes clear that
along with the Poles, the Jews in particular were the victims of Soviet repression.
But among them this was true only for the refugees from the German-occupied
areas, while the local Jews were less subject to deportations than other nationalities.

In his study of western areas of Belarus, Evgenii Rozenblat, in analyzing the rela-
tions between the different nationalities, emphasizes the necessity to examine the
respective regional contexts and differing spheres of contact. In particular, he looks
at the reciprocal relations between the groups, as he distinguishes between the poli-
tical, economic and private spheres. At the same time, Rozenblat demonstrates that
the reconfiguration of social relations under the Soviet occupation led to a change
in the status hierarchies of the various groups, namely, to a relative improvement in
the status of the Jews and a deterioration in that of the Poles. He regards this as a
major factor driving the intensification of anti-Semitism.

Two further studies focus on the change in interethnic relations at local and
regional levels. Alexander Brakel examines the role of the Jews under Soviet oc-
cupation in the region of Baranowicze. Like Krzysztof Jasiewicz in his work on
other regions of western Belarus, he concludes that the Jews did not play a dispro-
portionate role in the new institutions created by the Soviets. Christoph Mick, in his
study of interethnic relations in L'viv, moves the discussion towards issues of re-
presentation. He examines the web of mutual perceptions, exploring how Poles, Jews
and Ukrainians each saw the behavior of their own group and that of the others.
Mick shows that the behavior of the “other” groups was largely interpreted on the
basis of older stereotypes, and that factors contradicting this stereotype were not
assimilated into the evaluation.

The third section deals with the violence in the summer of 1941. Marco Carynnyk's
case study on Dubne, in Volhynia, forms a transitional bridge from the Soviet period
to the early weeks of the German-Soviet war. Carynnyk begins by looking at how the
Polish residents of Dubne saw the arrival of the Red Army on their doorstep in
September 1939 and how in their memories the behavior of their Jewish and Ukrainian
neighbors appears as betrayal. He then describes the situation in the Dubne prison



and the massacre of the prisoners carried out by the Soviets — here as in other
localities, especially in eastern Galicia — before their withdrawal after 22 June 1941.
Carynnyk bases this analysis primarily on Polish and Ukrainian memoires, which he
contrasts with the few available Soviet and German source materials. He shows how
these events were interpreted in these memoires against the backdrop of anti-Semitic
patterns of interpretation, an anti-Jewish animus that then had its influence in turn
on the violence against Jews after the German invasion.

In Dubne, the Germans shot “only” seven alleged Soviet “commissars,” iden-
tified with the help of local informants, of whom probably only one was Jewish.
Dubne Jews together with the “commissars” were forced to bury those murdered by
the Soviets before the “commissars” execution. Whether many of the Jews during
or after the burial were killed, and, if so, how many, is not really clear. But in other
localities in western Ukraine excesses against Jews were far bloodier in the early
days of the German-Soviet war and the local population more actively involved. In
many localities, mass executions by German units were also far more extensive. In
his essay, Dieter Pohl sketches the current state of research on this topic. He argues
that future research will have to combine a fourfold perspective that includes Jewish,
Ukrainian, Polish, and German sources, and reconstructs the emergence of violence
on the micro-level.

Andrzej Zbikowski presents the findings of his research on the pogroms in the
territory of western Belarus. On the one hand, he shows the close nexus between the
German “pacification operations” and the violence by the local population. On the
other, he makes clear that only an approximate reconstruction of the events in many
localities is possible, via the juxtaposition of contrasting voices. However, the over-
whelming testimony that his article presents gains a force that is larger than each
individual case. The pattern may not be conducive to criminal investigation of a
particular act of violence, but, as Zbikowski makes clear through the accumulation
of the evidence, the pattern is obvious, and the hostile attitude of the population is
undeniable.

The section concludes with an essay by Christoph Dieckmann on the pogrom in
Kaunas in late June 1941. Dieckmann emphasizes the importance of the German
influence in intensifying the violence against the Jews. But he also sketches the
genesis of radical Lithuanian nationalism and anti-Semitism, and their role in the
murderous violence against the Jews in the final week of June 1941.

Kesksk

In recent years, the scholarly discussion, as sketched above and as reflected in the
articles in this volume, has made considerable progress and shows an increasing
sophistication of historical analysis based on newly discovered data, as well as a



more intense critical discourse. The Polish-Jewish discussion on relations during
‘World War II has never been a debate with Poles on the one side, Jews on the other
side, and a lack of any Polish voices critical of the Polish attitude during the war. The
critical discussion increased since the end of the 1980s, but it is striking how, with
the Jedwabne debate, this issue became a subject that not only deeply divided Polish
historians, but also the Polish public. As has been already indicated above, similar
issues appear, albeit to a much lesser degree, in Ukrainian-Jewish relations.

In the field of Polish-Jewish relations, the period 1939—-1941, especially the first
months and weeks after the Soviet invasion on 17 September 1939, belongs to those
subjects which continue to be highly controversial. One of the contentious issues is
the attitude of the Jews towards the Soviet invasion. Since it is broadly accepted that
there was a spectrum of attitudes within the Jewish population, it should be clear that
it is historically meaningless to speak about a monolithic Jewish attitude: the
community was sharply divided. Similarly, the motives of those who organized or
participated in welcoming ceremonies for the Red Army — Jews as well as many
Belarusians, Ukrainians and Poles — were diverse and cannot be sufficiently ex-
plained by a single cause, such as a general anti-Polish or a pro-Soviet attitude. The
disagreements seem to be, on the one hand, primarily quantitative in character and,
on the other hand, related to the definition of “pro-Soviet”: for example, among the
Jews, should the many who felt relief because the presence of Soviet forces
apparently eliminated the danger of pogroms be regarded as “pro-Soviet”?

The second and closely related issue is the triangulation of pogroms, pro-Soviet
uprisings and social unrest. In many localities, inter-ethnic violence and Polish
military action in September 1939 can be framed in alternative narrative structures,
and it is clear that there is a need for more research before a definitive interpretation
and an agreed upon narrative both in general and for events in many localities will be
possible.

On the other hand, the role and participation of Jews in the Soviet security
apparatus and the Soviet administration have been the subject of extensive research,
which ought to facilitate greater agreement. There seems to be a consensus that
during this initial phase the local population had a greater role in local militias and
administrations than in later times, when they were replaced in more important
positions by vostochniki. Soviet sources for this early period are scarce, but most of
the relacje — the reports of deportees collected by the Polish government-in-exile —
refer to this phase when they stress the treacherous and hostile behavior of the non-
Polish nationalities. These first weeks and months of Soviet rule therefore remain an
especially controversial period.

Knowledge about Soviet repressions increased exponentially during the 1990s,
after historians obtained access to the relevant Soviet archival material. Most illumi-
nating was the evidence with respect to the overall number of victims, as well as for



the question of which social and national groups were targeted primarily by Soviet
policy and how the policy changed during the course of the twenty-one months of
Soviet occupation. It is quite clear that during the first months, in particular, acts of
repression targeted the Polish population as representatives of the Polish state, as
landlords and as other members of the former elites. The Soviet view of the region
was characterized by the fact that they identified the Poles as the group that was the
enemy of the new order they wanted to introduce, while their initial perception was
that the Belarusians, Jews, and Ukrainians were oppressed nationalities whom
they liberated. Among these liberated nationalities, however, there were members of
political or other groups whom the Soviets targeted as enemies of communism, and
who were subject to arrest or other forms of repression. Many of them fled the Soviet
zone of occupation. Among the Jews, the refugees from the German occupied area
suffered the most from Soviet repressions. Many of them, mostly those who refused
to accept Soviet citizenship, were deported in June 1940, while only a rather small
number of local Jews were deported.

Despite the Soviet regime’s initial distrust of the Poles, this attitude changed to
a certain degree by the middle of 1940. The actual discrimination against Poles
diminished somewhat and Poles in larger numbers than before got access to positions
in the administration and in other institutions. At the same time, the Soviet mistrust
of Ukrainians rose because nationalist attitudes among them appeared stronger than
expected and there was a growing anti-Soviet underground activity, directed from
OUN centers operating in the areas under German occupation. In eastern Galicia
and Volhynia, the new deportation wave in spring 1941 was directed primarily at the
Ukrainians, who constituted a majority among the deported, in contrast to the earlier
waves of deportation.

Jews as a religious or national group were not the target of a special repressive
policy by the Soviet regime in the immediate aftermath of the 1939 Soviet occupation,
but they were hit hard by general features of Soviet policy. In addition to the above
mentioned refugees, Jews who became victims of the Soviet regime tended to be the
more affluent Jews, who suffered from Soviet rule not only because they lost their
property, but also because of the discriminatory measures against the propertied
classes. Even the poorer merchants and artisans, who constituted a large share of the
Jewish population, had to adjust to the changed economic system and find new
employment. For structural reasons, the Jews apparently felt the forced Soviet social
and political transformation more strongly than the mostly peasant Belarusians and
Ukrainians. Many Jewish religious and community institutions were dissolved,
undermining the vibrant traditional forms of Jewish religion and culture still domi-
nant in many communities in eastern Poland.

In recent studies scholars have paid increasing attention to perceptions and inter-
pretations of interethnic relations. How the different groups within the population in



19391941 both viewed at the time and later remembered interethnic relations has
become an important focus of research. Contemporary reports and later memoirs are
more often read more as sources about subjective judgments and the perception of
the “Other” than as sources for reconstructing factual events. However, such a shift
of focus reflects the growing awareness among scholars that perceptions and inter-
pretations of the role and attitude of Jews under Soviet occupation among the
Christian population were more decisive for further relations and for the pogroms in
June and July 1941, in particular, than “actual” events. There can be no doubt that
only a small number of those who were killed or suffered during the pogroms were
actually active supporters of the Soviet regime or collaborators in NKVD crimes.
The revenge taken on the whole Jewish community as a feature of the violence in
many localities can be convincingly explained only through an analysis of percep-
tions and interpretations.

With respect to the violence against Jews in this period, the research of recent
years has made clear that despite the general phenomena, the specificity remains
highly variable. This complex set of events was partly due to German violence and
killing operations, partly to radical nationalism and anti-Semitism in the region
itself, but seems in many places to have had its roots in more traditional stereotypes
of Jews in folk culture, as well as in greed for Jewish property. All these factors
contributed to anti-Jewish violence, but its concrete mixture was different in specific
localities and regions. In general, Jews were identified with communism and held
responsible for the suffering of the local non-Jewish population under Soviet rule.

Despite the considerably increased agreement among scholars on a variety of the
controversial subjects which this book addresses, there are still a number of issues
which remain highly controversial. The articles in the volume reflect the state of
research and, we hope, will contribute to further discussions of the controversial
issues and to future research.

skokok

In a multi-lingual region that has been contested by nations and states, geographical
names and the use of different language forms have often appeared as a contentious
and highly politicized subject. The fact that this is an issue that does not arouse
emotions any more, at least not among historians, may indicate a positive develop-
ment of inter-ethnic relations in recent years. In this volume, we as editors left the
authors a free hand in using those forms and languages they consider to be most
appropriate and paid attention only to uniformity within the individual articles.
Where established English forms exist, these forms are used. The fact that neither
this procedure nor solutions which the translators of the articles suggested caused
any controversy among the authors may be taken as a confirmation of the observation



that language versions of geographical names are no longer perceived within the
context of competing territorial claims.

Many people contributed to the project of which this book as a volume of the
Leipziger Beitrdge zur jiidischen Geschichte und Kultur is a result. We would like to
thank the director of the Simon Dubnow Institute Dan Diner, as well as Susanne
Zepp and Nicolas Berg for their support in the preparation of the book. During the
conference in January 2005 in Leipzig where earlier versions of most of the articles
in the volume were presented. Omer Bartov, Anna Bikont, Martyna Majewska, and
Norman Naimark made valuable contributions as discussants and Timothy Snyder
and Amir Weiner presented additional papers. Bill Templer, in addition to the
translation of some articles from German, contributed to the language editing of
several other articles.



