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Abstract: The article entails a methodological assessmenof the book, Neighborsby Jan TomaszGross,
devotedto the massacreof the Jewsof Jedwabnein 1941. While recognizingand acknowledgingGross'
achievementin disclosingthis crime and the participation of the local Polish population in it, the author
of this article illustrates signi®cantbiaseswhich weigh on the book's theses. Among these tendencies,
most important are a reduction of the role of Germans and inattention to the historical contextin the
explanationof the crime. The result wasincreaseddrama, but a decreasedsocialimpact.
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Amongst the ood of texts published in Poland after the May 2000 appearanceof
JanTomaszGross'Neighbordew are reactionswhich are actual reviewsof the book.1
Dominant are piecesaboutthe murder in Jedwabnewhichthe book disclosesor about
relations between Polish non-Jews(predominantly ethnic Poles, hereafter 2Poles,°
aPolish®) and Polish Jews(hereafter 2Jews,Jewish®) during the SecondWorld War.
This article is a review and its subjectis the book itself. This is not a text about
the pogrom, but about a book about the pogrom. The author of this article is not
a historian, but a sociologistwho, applying the methodologyof his discipline, engages
in the explication of scholarly texts. Only as an exceptionwill the contents of the
book be appraisedin light of other historical factsthan it presents.Instead, | will try
to ascertainwhat the author of the book claims,separatingwhat he stateswith a high
level of certainty from that which is only his opinion; | will contrast his assertions
with the data to which he refers and will considerthe correctnessof his reasoning
and the accuracyof his generalizations. Theseare perhapsrather mundanetasksbut
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absolutelyfundamental. Only after they are completed canone responsiblyimmerse
oneselfin the more universalmessageof the book and its socialimpact.

Critical in an appraisal of Neighborsis the question 2what is this book, what
is its genre?° An academicmonograph should be read differently than a story or
historical essay;eachof these speaksthe truth but within the framework of its own
convention. A story is not necessarilya literary ®ction, but only a certain form of
narration varying from the monograph. So, too, description dominatesin both the
story and the monograph; however, in the former, to a greater degreethan in the
latter, what matters is expressionof the author's attitude and, aboveall, the making
of an impressionon and moving the heartsand minds of the readers. The story adds
its own drama to that embodied in the eventsand the author usesvarious writing
methodsand meansbcompositionaland linguisticbto achievethis effect. The essay,
on the other hand, is situated betweenthe monograph and the story.

Neighborscould be appraisedby various setsof standards. | will judge this book
by the high gaugeof scholarly treatises, not only becauseany other scalewould be
unfair to it. This work containsbold thesesand hypotheseswhich clearly stand out
from backgroundknowledge. The advocatesof Karl Popper's teachingsadmire such
bravery but know, too, that it must be accompaniedby criticism of the hypotheses.
Only those bold postulates which withstand strict testing become important steps
forward in knowledge. With regardsto Neighbors a rigorous critique is also called
for becauseof the moral burden of the author's thesesbthey constitute a serious
accusationagainstthe societyin which the crime took place.

Discovery

On 10July 1941,in the smalltown of Jedwabnenear € omga located in the northeast-
ern part of today'sPolishterritory, thelocal JewsPnearlythe entire communitybwere
murdered in an utterly cruel manner: killed or burned alive in a barn by their Polish
aneighbors® with the participation of Germans. The direct commissionof the crime
by Polesis unquestionablewhile the role of Germansis not well known. All of this
took placewithin two weeksof the Germansattacking the SovietUnion, overtaking
this area,and replacingthe Sovietsasoccupiers(in 1939this region wasbrie y under
the control of the Wehrmachtand then subsequentlytaken over by the USSR on the
basisof the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact). This massacrepreservedin local memorybut
forgotten and/or hidden in of®cialhistoriography, was®nallyuncoveredand recalled
by Jan TomaszGross, once a Warsaw University student and currently a New York
University professor. It is to his great credit that he hasdone so.

Suchincidents as the massacreof the Jewsof Jedwabnewere not noted in the
Polish history of the war and occupations,written from a patriotic point of view and
aiming to strengthen the national ego. Hence Gross' book was a shock to allb
including personsof a more empirical attitude towardsthe history of PolesBbecause
this crime went beyond anything they had ever known before. The tragedy of the
Jewishcommunity of Jedwabnebecamethe subjectof Polish discoursein 2000and
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2001after over half a century of silence. Jan TomaszGross makesof this muting an
accusationagainstPolish historians and Polish societyin general for having hidden
the darker sidesof their history.

Grosslaysthe responsibility for this repressionupon the reduction of the history
of Poland to a history of Poles with the omission of Jews, as well as a feeling of
guilt and a desire to stainproof the Polish self-portrait. Yes, this is true; the of®cial
censorshipduring the communist era and the psychologicallydefensive censorship
of the whole postwar era do not explain everything. One should add a dulling and
numbing of Polish sensitivitytowardsthe suffering of all other nations and a fear that
that of the Jewswould especiallyveil and concealtheir own martyrology. It needs
also be rememberedthat, until 1989in Poland, one could not write about massor
individual murders of Poles executedby Ukrainian nationalists,the SovietUnion, or
Polish communiststhemselves.Against this broader backdrop, the silenceregarding
the crime in Jedwabneis not sovery exceptional.

However, sincethe truth about Jedwabnehasonly now appeared,then perhaps
the more apt question would be not why it was hidden for so long, but why it has
beendisclosedat this moment. Apart from the political and psychologicalthere are
also cognitive blockadesand eventhe author of Neighborshasfallen victim to them.
Thomas Kuhn haswritten that in order for a new discoveryto be made there must
be @recognized both that somethingis and what it is® and &if both observationand
conceptualizationare inseparablylinked in discovery,then discoveryis a processand
musttake time.° 2 Grossstumbledupon SzmulWasersztajn'salarming accountof the
slaughterin Jedwabnein 1996, but, as he writes, four years@elapsed between my
discoveryof Wasersztajn'stestimony in JHI [Jewish Historical Institutes]'s archives
andmygraspof its factuality,® before he could 2fully absorbthe meaning,°and?realize
that what seemsnconceivableis preciselywhat happened©(15/21-22).Hence, before
the author himself could acknowledgethe Jedwabnemurder asa historical fact, he
hadto be ableto recognizethat sucha fact waspossibleat all. He hadto be capableof
acceptingan image of the war in which there wasalsoa placefor suchPolesaswould
murder their Jewishneighbors. This explainswhy a book on Jedwabnecould not be
written until now when the historiographic paradigm of the Holocaust is changing
and there is room within it for sucheventsasthe murder in Jedwabne.

The book also ®tsinto a new envisioning of the Holocaust with respect to
Jewish-German-Blish relations. Even before Neighborswas published, Zdzisgaw
Krasnodebskibwho has been living in Germany as of lateBwrote bitterly, 2From
today's perspective,it would be more logical and easierto understand if the real
perpetrators [of the Holocaust] turned out to be those eastern, uncivilized, poor,
anti-Semitic, Catholic and nationalistic Poles than the western, wealthy, civilized,
liberal, secular,and pro-European Germans. The fact that it wasotherwise seems
to bebespecially for the younger generationbsome dark prank played by history,
someincomprehensiblecoincidence.® The emergenceof this feature in the public

2T. S.Kuhn, The Structureof Scienti®dRevolutions Chicago: University of ChicagoPress1962,p. 55.
3 Z. Krasnodibski, 2Przywracaniepamikci® [Restoring of Memory], Znak 2000no0. 6.
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imagination of the Holocaust could also explain why this book waswritten only now
and not long ago,and whyin America and not in Poland.

Victims and Perpetrators

Jan TomaszGross' book revealsthe chain of eventsof this massacreon the basisof
the testimoniesof its perpetrators and eyewitnessesand the accountsof those who
wereableto savetheir lives. The disclosureand the description of this crime are what
make this book signi®cant.

Two sidestake part in the murderbthe perpetrators and the victims. The victims
of this crime were the Jewishcommunity of the town. Due to the times, the circum-
stancesandthe wayin which the massacrdook place,nobodyknowsand nobodywill
everknow howmanyJewsdied in Jedwabne.lt istakenfor grantedthat JanGrosshas
setthe number of victims at 1600and sucha®gurehasenteredmassmediacirculation.
A precisereading of the book, however,showsthat although the author does,in fact,
acceptthis number he doesnot do so clearly, nor with any justi®cation. The ®gure
of 1,600appearswithout any commentaryin a quotation from Wasersztajn'saccount:
aBefore the war broke out, 1,600Jewslived in Jedwabne,and only sevensurvived,
savedby a Polish woman, Wyrzykowska®(11/16). Yet, numbersranging from 1200
to @over one and a half thousand® victims can be found in the 1949trial documents.
A conviction that there were 1500Jewsto be killed is also assignedby the author to
the murderersthemselveg70/97). Not until the ®nalstatementof the book doesthe
reader ®ndsomethingwhich could be consideredasthe more circuitously expressed,
but personalviewof the author: in polemicizingwith the inscription on the monument
which falsely blamed the Nazis for the torment and death of 1600Jews,Jan Gross
writes that those 1600Jewswere murdered by @society® (115).4 And that is all.

In the book there is a lack of critical re ection upon the number of pogrom
victims; the author takes this for granted. Yet the authors of all these estimates
probably reasonedjust like Wasersztajnwho counted the number of Jewsliving in
Jedwabne?before the war broke out® versusthose who survived. The question is
until which warPD1939 or 1941? And do we count the Jewswho survivedthe entire
SecondWorld War or only those who survivedthe 10 July murder? In Gross' own
words,2about a dozenpeople survivedthe war® (72/104),but the murder itself 2one
to two hundred people® (67/94). This doesconstitute a difference.

How many JedwabneJewsremained in the town until the Germansreappeared
in 1941 will remain unknown becauseno one knows how many escapedfrom the
Germansin 1939 and did not return, how many were lost (for whatever reasons)
underthe Sovietoccupation,and how manyescapedrom the Germansin 1941 not to
mention how many migrated to Jedwabnefrom nearbysettlements. Perhapsa better
basisfor estimating the number of victims would be data from Soviet censusesput
evenif theseexistthe author did not reachfor suchsources.From wartime population

41n the American edition spogecZetwo(society) wasreplacedby 2their neigbors® (sésiedz).
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®guresone could subtractthe number of Jewswho survivedthe pogrom and arrive at
amore accurateapproximation.

In light of the above, the 1500£1600s most likely exaggerated. Nevertheless,
settling the number of victims is meaninglessor a moral appraisalof this crime. The
fact is that nearly the entire Jewishcommunity of Jedwabnewasmurdered. This was
atotal slaughter.

The key persons,the heroesbor asJan TomaszGrosswritesbantiheroes of this
story are not the victims, but rather the perpetrators. The crime in Jedwabnedoes
not movethe public becauseof the number of victims; the scaleof the extermination
of the Jewishnation hasmadethis massacreonly alocal episodein the history of the
Holocaust. It movespeople becauseof the nationality of the malefactorsand because
of its nature.

The Holocaust of the European Jewswasa complicated enterprise in the ®eld
of modern social engineering conducted by the Nazi German state. The massacre
of the JedwabneJewsslips beyond this formula. Grossincludesit in the category
of something @improvised by local caciques® (84). It was a premodern, archaic
acacophonyof violence® (68/94): suchwere the direct motivations of the murderers,
their @primitive, ancient methods and murder weapons,®aswell as an 2absenceof
organization® (85/125).

aSociety,® named as the perpetrator of the crime in the concluding sentenceof
the book, actshere asa collective cognitive shortcut. One asks,thus: what segment
of society,how did thosewho took part in the crime differ from the remainder? The
narration in Neighboremphasizesnassarticipation in the murder bythe inhabitants.
The author builds an impressionin the book that, quite simply, 2he Polish half of
[the] town's population murders its Jewishhalf.? > | feel, however,that he overstates
the range of participation of Jedwabneresidentsin the murder. First of all, there
were various forms and degreesof engagementin the murder: from practically
forced participation in the chasingof the Jewsonto the market square,to the actual
organization of the murder, to free and uncoercedzealousslaughter. Secondly,more
important than masgparticipation in the pogromwasits organization; the verydivision
of labor and growing 2fragmentation of responsibility® undoubtedly facilitated the
murder and permitted its dischargewithout the participation of hundredsof people.
Thirdly, the number of victims should correlate to the number of persecutorsand the
1500+160Mcceptedin Neighborsis surely too high. Nevertheless,the fundamental
factis that asmanyinhabitants from Jedwabneand the surrounding areatook part as
were neededfor the murder and plunder of the Jewishcommunity of the town.

In the ®rst paragraph of his book Jan Gross statesthat the participants in the
Jedwabnemurder were 2ordinary men® (9/15), just as ordinary asthe German po-
licemen of the 1015t reservepolice battalion describedby Christopher Browning in
his well-known book, Ordinary Men.6 Depending on the interpretation, this thesis

5]J.T. Gross,2The Storyof 'Neighbors',° NewSchoolUniversityEastand CentralEuropeProgramBulletin
(New York), May 2001.

6 C. R. Browning, Ordinary Men: ReservePolice Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland, New
York: Harper and Collins 1992.
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is either self-evidentor false. If we were to take all the personswho took part in
any way in the pogrom, then sucha large group would, by nature, differ little from
the entire male population. If, however, we were to consider the most important
categoryof participants in the massmurderbthe ringleadersand murderersbthen
theseemergedthrough self-recruitment or werebroughtin to participate in the crime
dueto their predisposition of which the organizerswerewell aware. Thesehad to be
quite extraordinary men sincethey wantedto murder other people. With the German
policemen, it wasquite the opposite; specialselectiondid not play a signi®cantrole
there and self-selectionplayednone.

Browning's 2ordinary men® were somethingmore unique than a statistical group
of Germans. Thereservepolice weredrafted from the lower classe®f Germansociety
and performed typical physicallabor and trading jobsin civilian life. They were too
old to gointo the army and soendedup in the police reserve;thesewere men leading
a stable home life, husbandsand fathers, and headsof household. Gross justi®es
his thesis about the murderers from Jedwabnebeing 2ordinary men® via the social
pro®le of those arrestedand accusedof havingtaken part in the crime (9/14-15),yet
this datarefersnot to their position in 1941 but rather in 1949.In 1949thesepersons
did in fact conductvariouskinds of simple work, but whatwerethey doing eight years
earlier? All dependsupon their agebthe older oneswerelikely conductingmuchthe
samelives asthen, but of the youngerones? Their agein 1949ranged from 27+64
which is not particularly useful information; still, one of the accountsof the murder
mentionsthat @They werefor the mostpart youngmen¥4° (63/87). Information given
in the book about the families and children of the murderers are too fragmentary to
support an inference that they were adults leading relatively stablelives. Hence, the
hypothesisregarding®ordinary men® is not conclusivelyand convincinglyproven;this
would require more systematicresearch.

Polesand Germans

The speci®cityof the massacrdén Jedwabnéiesin the fact that Jewsdied at the hands
of Poleswith only the passivehdirect participation of Germans. The originality of Jan
Gross'book lies fundamentally in this thesisbin fact, not solelyin the ®rst,but also
in the secondpart of it, in the conjunction of thesetwo aspects.No seriouspersonin
Poland doubtsthat the Polish neighborswerethe direct perpetrators of the crime, and
the accountsof the survivingJewsandthe trial documentsare convincing. Much more
weaklysupportedis the secondhalf of the thesisbthe minimal role of Germansin this
crime. Despite somevery profound gapsin knowledgeon this subject,Grossspeaks
out on this matter with greatresolvebeven, not infrequently, despitethe observations
which he himself presentsand the broader knowledge which he possesses. The
question regarding the role of the Germansis signi®cantin the apportionment of
guilt and responsibility. Above all, it is important for the explanation of how the
crime could havetaken placeand of how it did take place. The murder wasthe result
of cooperation betweenthe occupyingGermansand the resident Poles; both one and
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the other playedtheir part in thisbdifferently, unequally, but also necessarilyin its
execution.

In his conclusionsto the chapteron the preparationsfor the massacre,Jan Gross
writes, 2L ording over the situation in Jedwabnewere, of course,the Germans. And
only they could make a decisionto murder the Jews.They, too, could haveprevented
this crime at any moment¥s But one should alsorememberthat if Jedwabnehad not
been occupied by the Germans %, then the JedwabneJewswould not have been
murdered by their neighbors. And this is not a banal bit of knowledge because,
after all, the tragedy of the JedwabneJewswasonly an episodein a battle for life
and death which Hitler declared on world Jewry. Therefore, in a higher historical-
metaphysicalsense,it is he who should be assignedblame for this crime. But the
direct participation of the Germans on 10 July 1941 was mainly limited to taking
photographsand¥s ®Imingthe courseof events®(56+57).

Careful reading indicates a certain tendency,as| would call this bias, in the au-
thor's narrative. The establishment(under unclearcircumstances)f anew,German-
recognizedlocal administration is describedas2constituting themselves,°while the
membersof this governmentare called 2municipal authorities® and #own council
members®; he speaksof an 2agreement® between the council and the Germans.
Thesewords (51-54/72-75)suggesta situation in which this regime wassomesort of
local governmentwhich wasan equal partner with the occupants.

In what the author writes of the relative role of the local administration and the
Germansthere is an evident lack of information which is very understandable. Yet
also manifest is inconsistencyand vacillation which is lesscomprehensible. Gross
writes that 2the town council and the Germansplanned and agreedto the murder of
the JedwabneJews®(51). However, he notesthat @Where the initiative camefromb
whether it originated with the Germans (as per Wasersztajn'sphrase, suchan order
was issuedby the Germans'), or with the town council members of Jedwabnebis
impossibleto settle once and for all° and then addsthe surprisingcomment that @it
is also an academicquestion® (52/74). In the samespirit of things, he claims that,
aWhat speci®chad beenagreedupon are asecondarymatter® (53/75). Nonetheless,
on the basisof the remarks of an angeredgendarmeGross simply declaresthat ahe
municipal authorities were given a certain amount of time %:to do with the Jewsas
they pleased®(54/75-76).

Despite the triing commentariesby the author, all of this is signi®cantand does
make a difference. Furthermore, in contradiction with Gross' conclusions,one can
seefrom his own description that the direct role of Germansin this crime wasnot at
all limited solely to its observationand documentation. It is a fact that there were
fewbperhaps about a dozenbGermans in Jedwabne but their role wasnot small.

Jan Tomasz Gross writes clearly that when the local, Polish ringleaders were
drafting their Polish neighbors for the task of chasingand patrolling their Jewish
ones on the market square they did this together with Germans and this wasthe
rule. @Thus, in arather typical deposition, CzesgawipirAskitells the court how Jurek
L audaAski,EugeniuszKalinowski, ‘andone German' cameto fetch him, and how he
wentwith them to round up Jewsto the square;Feliks Tarnackiwasvisited by Karolak
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and Wasilewski,who “togetherwith a gestapoman chasedme] to the square'andtold

him to guardthe Jews®(55/76-77).Still, asingleGermaniis, in the author's eyes,only
an @accompanyingperson® for the ringleaders. In fact, armed and uniformed if he
wasa memberof the gendarme,sucha German wasactually a more important ®gure.
It washe who de®ned,authorized, and sanctionedthe situation; for the conscripted,
the German actedthrough coercion, bolstered by the possibility, threat, or actualuse
of force. It would be dif®cult to deemthe German role negligible.

The author of Neighborsdoes not write straightforward what the Germans did
afterwards, when the processionof Jewshad moved from the square towards its
doom, but, in his opinion, their role had ended by this moment and, in any case,
there were none besidethat terrible barn. In another context, however, he presents
an accountfrom a conversationwith a witnessfound in Israel who escapedfrom the
march and 2overheard® that 2he Germans suggestedthat some Jewish craftsmen
be kept alive ¥4. [T]he Germansare said to have made their point near the barn®
(54/227). In this fragment there is a veiled bit of information, unquestionedby the
witness,that Germanswere presentbesidethe barn. Theywere supervisingthe crime
until its horrible fruition.

More important than the scopeof direct German participation in the crime is
the matter of its context, the idea, and the plan. Aside from commentson the sub-
ject of a @higher historical-metaphysicalsense®one would want to read in Neighbors
somethingmore concreteabout German responsibility for Jedwabnesuchasperhaps
inclusion of a fragment from Jan Tomasz Gross' ®rst published information about
the crime: @Moreover, in an attempt to camou age the scopeof the entire under-
taking [of the extermination of Jews,Himmler] ordered the initiation of anti-Jewish
pogromsand creation of an impressionthat murders of Jewsare the consequenceof
a spontaneoussettling of accountsbetweenlocal populations. Reinhard Heydrich,
headof the Main Reich SecurityOf®ce,sentatelegramwith preciselythis mandateto
Einsatzgrupperrommanderson 2 July 1941. However, accordingto Himmler's biog-
rapher, the appropriate instructions were issuedevenearlier, prior to the beginning
of the Russiancampaign. The urging of the SS-mendid, unfortunately, fall on fertile
soil. And although signi®cantlymore Jewswould be murdered by Einsatzgruppen
over the following weeks,many crueltiesin the initial phasewere committed against
Jewsby their neighbors.°”

In Neighborghis basicinformation about the lessthan coincidental nature of the
massacraén Jedwabneand aboutthe fact that suchcrimeswere plannedand initiated
by Germanswithin a campaignof a 2self-purging® of Jewsfrom the occupiedterri-
tories, is not ®rmly planted within the context of the crime. This is only mentioned
towardsthe end, in the general deliberations about responsibility, more sweepingly
and blurred than had been the case. If the authorbwhich would have been more
logical and comprehensiblebhad openedthe history of the massacrewith this, then
he would haveavoidedshowingthe Germansasthosewho only permitted the murder

7J.T. Gross, 2L ato 1941w Jedwabnem®[Summer 1941in Jedwabne]in: K. Jasiewicz(ed.), Europa
nieprowincjonalna[Nonprovincional Europe], Warszawa:Rytm 1999,p. 1098.



A SOCIOLOGIST LOOKS AT NEIGHB ORS 79

of the Jews givingthe Polesa?free hand®to do so. Absentin the book isademonstra-
tion of the adivision of labor® betweenGermans and Poles, an interaction between
German planning and Polish execution,and betweenGerman calculation and Polish
motivation. All of thesefactorsled to the murder in Jedwabne.

What seemso havebeena spontaneougpogromwasa crime devisedby Germans,
sketchedat least roughly with the local Jedwabneadministration and committedb
without special coercion and evenwith fervorbby a group of the local Polish pop-
ulation in full view of the whole town and under the watchful eye of Germans. For
thesereasonsthe perpetrators of the Jedwabnemurder are impossibleto wrap up in
one simple formula if one wantsthe formula to be ethnic. It is true that their Pol-
ish neighborsmurdered the JedwabneJewsbut can one state with all accountability
thatb®no Nazis murdered them® (115/170)?

The minimalization of the German role in Neighborscould be explainedin the
languageof social scienceresearchmethodology and psychology. New hypotheses
light up the duskof reality and, like stagelights exposefactsheretofore unknownwhile
those already known are bestowednew meaning. But the brilliance of the discovery
not only enlightens, but it also blinds: it hinders the researcherin perceiving facts
which contradict the hypothesis. And something of this sort has taken place in
Neighbor®its author hascaptured and shownthe role of Polesin alight sodazzling
that the role of Germansremainsjust beyondits circle.

Why?

Many people saythat they are unable to understandthis murder, to masterit intel-
lectually, and to explainit. Their minds may be hampered by the view that the very
posingof the question®why® about sucha heinouscrime implies the existenceof 2rea-
sonsPjustifying it. | do not acceptthis perspective:an explanationis not justi®cation,
neither is understandingforgiveness. Yet what doesit meanto 2explain® a complex
socialand, in this case,historical event? To explainbin the tradition of interpretive
sociologybmeansto delveinto the motivations, imaginations,and calculationsof the
aactors,® the participants in the event, aswell asto show the social processwhich
transformsindividual incentiveinto group action. To explainalsomeansto showhow
all thesefactors shapedthemselveshistorically and thusto illustrate the genealogyof
the event.

An important meansof explanationwould be basedupon description of how his-
tory shapedthe relationshipsbetweenPolesand Jewsin Jedwabneover the centuries.
Of key meaning would be the interwar period and that of the Soviet occupation,
immediately precedingthe massacrédecausethe experiencesof the perpetrators and
victims, aswell astheir imagesof eachother, would stemfrom that time.

Still, the coexistenceof Polish inhabitants and Jewsin Jedwabnein the period
betweenthe two World Warsis treated marginally in JanTomaszGross'narration. In
his judgment, 2Jewishlives there differed little from those of their fellows anywhere
elsein Poland. If anything, they may have been better® (29/40). The neighboring
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nearnessof thesetwo communitiesis presentedby the author asfrictionless, almost
idyllic, though his evidenceis anecdotal: two accountsby quite elderly persons,
embellished by a longing for the yearsof their youth. These could and should be
adjustedby referenceto then contemporary sources.

One of thesewould be the book, Mgodepokoleniechgopw [The YoungGeneration
of Peasant} publishedin 1938by JAzef Chagadhski,a studentof Florian Znaniecki's.®
The secondvolume of this work containsdescriptionsof all parts of Poland, including
the provincein which Jedwabndies. If Jedwabnewasindeedatypicaltownin thisarea
of the country, then the mood there should have beenjust the sameasin other set-
tlementsin the region. Chagashski®nds?emotional anti-Semitisme characteristicof
this province, particularly strongamongthe youngpeople congregatedn the Catholic
Youth Organization. Neverthelessthis anti-Semitismwasnot justemotional; journals
contain descriptionsof 2direct campaigns®aimed at Jews:boycottsof shops,physical
assaults,and attacks on synagogues.These diaries also contain information about
the activities of the nationalist movement,about the negativein uence of the clergy,
about anti-Semitic propaganda,and aboutthe readershipof anti-Jewisharticlesin the
press.Presentin this propaganda,too, wassharpanti-communism. In addition to na-
tionalism, still another dominant factor in the socialclimate wassocialturmoil among
the young people, heightenedby the Great Depression. Thesethree componentsb
anti-Semitism, anti-communism, and social disorganizationbwould shortly play out
in Jedwabne.

In JanGross' narrative, the period of the SovietOccupationis just asnegligiblein
explaining the Jedwabnemurder asthe interwar years. If, however,the coexistence
of both communities prior to the war was as amicable as the author asserts,then
between Fall 1939 and Summer 1941 something must have taken place along the
triangle of Poles-Jews-Sovietsvhich segregatedand divided this populace. What was
it? The author's approachto this problem is decisivelydefensiveand polemical. In
describingthe Soviet occupation, he tries to illustrate that, despite opinions to the
contrary, nothing in particular happenedalong this triangle which could have had
causalmeaningfor the murder of July 1941.

Grossstatesthat 2But there is no reasonto single out Jedwabneasa placewhere
relationshipsbetweenJewsandthe restof the population werethen more antagonistic
than anywhereelse® (31/43). The only 2speci®c®which he could identify in Jedwabne
wasa strong Polish network of conspiracyandits bloody liquidation bythe NKVD, the
Sovietsecretpolice, but, in his opinion, this wasunconnectedwith the later murder.
There is a paucity of factsin Neighborsabout what was happeningin Jedwabneat
this point in time and its author himself considersthem 2sketchy® (31). What is
worseis that the relationships betweenthe local Jewishpopulation and the Soviet
authorities is presentedin sucha wayasto comedangerouslycloseto open bias. For
instance, he reasonsthat, 2Since Jewsmade up over half of the town's population,
undoubtedly someof them took various managerialjobs and of®ces®(31). The word

8 J. Chagadhski,M@odepokoleniechgopw, Warszawa: PaAstwowyinstytut Kultury Wsi 1938,reprinted
in 1984;this monumental work wasinspired by W. I. Thomasand Znaniecki's Polish Peasantin Europeand
America
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asince® suggestghat this cooperation wasonly a consequenceof the percentageof
Jewsin the population and not a matter of consciousdecision. A presentdayaccount
of how the Red Army wasgreeted by Polish and Jewishcommunistsis appendedby
the commentthat 2one cannotreally rely upon it becauset waswritten over®ftyyears
after the eventsin question (32).° Albeit, suchprovisosare not applied to accounts
of the pogrom itself. This scene,however,is further trivialized: 2Inadvertently, this
is a telling description of a rather typical scenebpeople came out when the Soviets
entered town, mostly youngpeople full of curiosity, both Jewsand Gentiles® (33/46).
The behavior of the welcomers could be better understood with the information

that, in late 1939, the Soviet authorities in Jedwabnewere not replacing a Polish
government,but the Wehrmacht.

Jan Grossdoesreturn to the topic of the relationships betweenthe local Jewish
population and the Soviet regime towards the end of his book, but the analysisis
raisedto a broader level, to that of the whole areaof the easternterritories of Poland
occupied in 1939 by the Soviet Union. Scrutiny here is somewhat self-contained
though indirectly referring to the Jedwabnecase,too. The general attitude of the
author of Neighbords expressedn the viewthat, 2To put it simply, enthusiasticJewish
responseo entering Red Army units wasnot awidespreadphenomenonatall, andit is
impossibleto identify someinnate, unique characteristicsof Jewishcollaboration with
the Sovietsduring the period 1939+19419104/155). Nonetheless,these statements
appearin the very speci®aontext of the massacran Jedwabneand henceshould be
compared with those which are free of a defensiveapplication. The tone of these
declarationsis different, perhapsmore balancedor lessforgiving for Polish Jews.

Perhaps the best for comparisonis a fragment from a book on the Holocaust
written for Polish pupils by a historian from the JewishHistorical Institute in Warsaw:
aTwo thirds of those escapingfrom the Germanstowardsthe Eastwere Jews.So,t00,
it waswith clearrelief that they greetedthe Sovietsoldiersentering Polish territory as
of 17 Septemberand subsequentlyjoined in the building of a neworder on the Soviet
occupied territories. They volunteered for people's militia forces, and undertook
work in the administration, in health care,and in education, often in positions from
which Poles had beenremoved. This is not to saythat the Sovietinvader favored
Jews:religious communitieswerecloseddown aswell aspolitical partiesandHebrew-
languageschooling,synagoguesvere encumberedby high taxes,ritual slaughterwas
forbidden, work on Saturdaysmandated, and many thousandswere deported deep
into the USSR in June 1940. Nevertheless,any and all forms of anti-Semitism and
humiliating discrimination wereopposedand combatedwhich, in the opinion of some
Poles, servedaseffective encouragementfor Jewsto collaborate.®®

Crucial here, too, is an account from the beginning of 1940 by Jan Karskib
emissaryof the Polish Government in Exile and a Yad Vashemrecognized Righ-
teous Among the Nations. On the Soviet-occupiedterritories, casesof informing on
Poles, working in the militia, and slandering of prewar relations between Poles and
Jewsby membersof the Jewishlower class,reported Karskibwere 2quite common,

9 A. Zbikowski, Zydzi, antysemityzm,holocaust [Jews, Antisemitism, Holocaust]. —Wrocgaw:
WydawnictwoDolnodldskie 2001,p. 24+25.
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more commonthan incidentswhich revealloyalty toward Polesor sentimentstoward
Poland.c10

For JanGross,the imageof Jewsgreetingthe Red Army engravedin the memory
of Polesis only an2overlay® of the greetingthe Wehrmachtreceivedin 1941from the
local Polish population. This imageis, in my opinion, a generalization injurious to
Jewsbut not a projection of the behaviorof Polesin 194 1sincethe description of such
Jewishbehaviorappearsin earlier accounts.This is not a Freudian projection, a cast-
ing of one's own shamefulexperiencesupon others, but a visibility biasba tendency
to partial perceptionin accordancewith prejudicessuchasethnic stereotypes.Gross
tries to 2puncture® the greeting of the Red Army by Polish Jewswith exaggerated
descriptionsof the welcomingof the Wehrmachtin 1941by easternborderland Poles.
He does so though this is irrelevant to an explanation of the murder in Jedwabne;
neither can the situation of Jewsin prewar Poland be innocently comparedto the
situation of Polesunder the Sovietoccupation.

Acceptingthe suggestionby Jan Gross,we canassumethat relations betweenthe
JedwabneJewsand the Soviet authorities were typical of other towns. This means,
howeverbin contrastto the author's general attitudebthat probably in Jedwabne,
just asin other places,the situation of the Jewishwas,at leastfor awhile, better than
that of the Polish population, and that some of the local Jewsworked with the new
regime, perhapsevento the detriment of somePoles. For Jewsthis wasadaptation,
for the Polesbcollaboration. The scaleof this cooperation with the enemydid not
haveto be high, and evenif it werelessthan that of the collaboration of Poles,thenb
asis often the casewith the 2other®Pit stuckout in the eyesof the Polish population
more.

Neverthelessjn asmuchas,for lack of actualfacts,wemustrecognizethe relation-
shipbetweenthe Jedwabnelewsandthe Sovietauthorities astypical, Jedwabneband
generallythe northern Mazowszeregion in which the town liesbmust be seenasex-
ceptional. Thesewere,®rstof all, the only predominantly 2Polish® territories occupied
bythe Red Army, and, secondly,an areaof a particularly intense,patriotic sentiment,
nationalistic and anti-Jewish,amongthe ethnic Poles. If anti-Semitismhad beenin-
creasingthere unusually strongly before the war, then the Polish-Jewishexperiences
of the Soviet occupation period, evenif they were typical, facilitated a transforma-
tion of this anti-Semitisminto an exceptionalenmity and readinessto expressviolent
and generalizedaggressionagainstthe whole Jewishcommunity. This is also some-
thing often foundbthat a factor spreadbroadly arousesa vehementreaction in one,
particularly 2explosive® area.

Justasthe murder committed againstthe Jedwabnelewsbytheir Polish neighbors
cannotbe explainedwithout referring directly to the precedingSovietoccupation,so,
too, it cannot be explainedwithout the activerole of the Germans. This hasalready
beendiscussedabove.

Generally speaking,Jan Tomasz Gross doesnot attempt to explain the atrocity
in Jedwabnehistorically; he neither seeksits sourcesin the more recent or slightly

10 D. Engel, 3An Early Account of Polish Jewry under Nazi and Soviet Occupation Presentedto the
Polish Government-in-Exile, February 1940°, JewishSocial Studies(New York), 1983vol. 45n0 1.
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more distant past, nor in the social experiencesof the participants in the murder.
Wanting 8o somehowdomesticatetheseevents,®he refersto 2a readinessto destroy
everything foreign, and in ®rstorder the Jews®Pwhich, in his opinionB2not only
persistedin the Polish countryside but manifesteditself everyso often in paroxysms
of violence® (83). This willingnessto kill Jewsis to have existedin Polish villages
from the times of the Bohdan Chmielnicki massacreg17th century) which, in fact,
killed not only Jewsbut also Poles, and not in ethnically Polish villages, but in the
Ukraine. The author writes of this tendencyand cyclical violence in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuriesasif it were obviousand hence doesnot provide sourcesor
proof. He refersonly to pogromsagainstlewsin acertain areaof southeasternPoland
in 1919. One should keep in mind that this region lies in quite an opposite area of
Poland than Jedwabne.All of this reasoning,then, appearsto be ad hoc explanation.

If this concernedtraditional anti-Judaism or even modern anti-Semitism, then
one could decidethat their existencedid not require evidence. Yet from the text, one
infers that it is about something differentbabout some exterminative xenophobia,
somethingsigni®cantlybroader and more brutal, and so an expectationof documen-
tation of its existenceis justi®ed even if we forgive the author for not elucidating
the sourcesof this enmity. The role of history in this fundamentally ahistorical
explanationis limited 2o arouseand setin motion that monster hibernating in peo-
ple°(83). Thus the author consistentlyindicates, instead of historical motivations
for the pogrom, only thosewartime circumstanceswvhich unleashedthesemurderous
tendenciespurportedly encodedin the soulsof the Polish inhabitants of Jedwabne.

War, to employ the languageof Bmile Durkheim, is a specialtime. On the one
handit strengthenscollective feelings,while, on the other, it breakssocietyapart into
separateunits steeredby egoism;it destroysthe bondsa community hasplacedupon
the individual and tearsasunderthe connectionswelding the individual into society.
In Jedwabnein July 1941 ,societywasalreadylying in ruin. Within lessthan two years
state power had changedhands here three times, and had changedeachtime into
totalitarianism. Jan TomaszGrossconciselydescribesthe disintegration of the social
tissueasan effect of the war; he mentions the 2prior brutalization of interpersonal
relations, demoralization, and general licenseto use violence® (109/163). A 2deep
demoralization® comprisesthe core of this process. Here | would only place more
emphasison the exclusionof the Jewsbeyondthe boundariesof the moral commu-
nity. Many Poles no longer sawa neighbor, who would be encompassedy a moral
solidarity, amongthe Jews;this wasan indispensableprerequisite for participation of
the former in the persecutionof the latter. War causeddemoralization and unbound
violence;anti-Semitism,in turn, directedthis violenceagainstlewsbnot 2neighbors,°
but 2aliens,° 2traitors,° 2enemies®Pand perhaps,aboveall, againstthose®who have
gold.° Jan Grossaccurately,in my opinion, drawsattention to the larcenous,rather
than ideological, motivesfor the pogrom.

aThe murder committed againstthe Jewsin Jedwabneevokesafeeling of helpless-
nessand stupefaction®®confessesJan TomaszGross (83). Both the author and we,
hisreaders,®ndit hard to understandthis murder, although, after all, we2understand®
the behaviorof the German policemendescribedby Browning who methodically shot
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thousandsof Jews. Why? For an explanation, for an interpretive understanding of
the massacrein Jedwabnewe need far-reaching factual knowledge about the partic-
ular motivesand the local circumstancesbdeeperthan that which Grosswasable to
collectand presentin hisbook. The book is especiallylacking in demonstrationof the
social mechanismsbehind the murder. After all, this wasnot the sum of individual
actions, but 2organized evil® to usethe words of StanleyMilgram. This mechanism
cannotbe describedon the basisof the court sourcesof 1949alone, if only becausets
revelation wasnot the aim of the investigation or the trial; perhapsthe investigation
currently being conductedin Poland will yield more data towards sucha characteri-
zation. Still, it is not only a de®citof sociologicalanalysiswhich makesit dif®cult for
usto comprehendthe murder in Jedwabne.

Understanding this crime demandsof us a very speci®cability: the imagining of
sucha mainspring which would normally be viewedasbeyondthe purview of human
nature. We, civilized people,cannotevenimagine howthe cry of the murdered victim
could deafen,the glitter of pilfered gold could blind, andthe scentof spilt blood could
intoxicate the conscience.Increasinglymore rarely do we ®ndin our own experiences
suchfeelingsasrevenge,avarice,and hatred toward 2others.® The factthat we cannot
understandthe murderersin Jedwabnedisclosesan inability of ours asresearchers,
but servesasgoodtestimonyfor usashumanbeings. However, evenif wewereto have
seenandtakeninto considerationall of this, wewould still be incapableof thoroughly
and comprehensivelyexplaining the massacrein Jedwabnebecausecomplex social
eventsare impossibleto explain, to extract from their external situation. Between
adescription of the circumstancesballthose numerousexpeditiousconditionsband
the crime itself there is alwaysa break in continuity and, along with it, 2a feeling of
helplessnessand stupefaction.®

Consequences

Here the topic will be three of the effects to which Jan Tomasz Gross points as
consequence®f the disclosureof the Jedwabnemurderbthe effectson the image of
Polish-Jewishrelations during the war, on Polish history, and on Holocaust research
methodology. There will be neither reference to nor negation of two other and
very important outcomesof Jan Gross' exposureof the Jedwabnecrime. It must
simply be acknowledgedthat Neighborsessentially®llsin the image of the Shoahwith
crimes committed with the participation of local, including the Polish, populations.
Likewise, Poles,asa generations-oldnational community, not only havea moral right
to be proud of those of its memberswho savedJews,but also a moral responsibility
to be ashamedof thosewho persecutedJews.

The murder of their Jewishneighbors committed on 10 July 1941in Jedwabne
is important in and of itself; asan eventit can never be avoided and, indeed, will
alwayshaveto be taken into consideration in descriptions of the attitude of Polish
societyto the Holocaust. The Jedwabnecaseunderminesthe heretofore 2standard®
depiction of that attitude which upheld the national ego. As we know, one example
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to the contrary suf®cego put ageneralprinciple in doubt and Gross'studyful®lIs this
negativefunction. The history of Polish and Jewishneighborsafter the publication
of Neighborswill neverbe the sameagainbecauseit will encompasshis caseaswell.
The questionis what sort of history will it be? What is the systematicsigni®canceof
Jedwabne?

aAfter all, Jedwabnebthoughperhapsthe mostexcessivef all murderousassaults
by Polesagainstthe Jewsbwasnot anisolated episode,°writes Jan Gross(96). What
then wasthe extent of this phenomenon, the scopeof bloody pogromson Jewson
Polish lands during the last war? Phenomenaappearwhere their causedie, and on
the baseof a geographyof causespone can sketchthe range of the phenomena. On
the basisof this explication of the murder in Jedwabneone can contemplate how
unigue and exceptionaland how generalthis sort of violenceagainstJewscould have
beenin Polish society.

According to the logic of Neighbors the massacrein Jedwabnewas something
of an external manifestation. It broke out on the surface of a devastating anti-
Semitism,an eruption madepossiblethere where,under the war'sin uence, the shell
of morality cracked. If this wassosimple, then similar crimesagainstJewscould have
occurred wherever aggressiveanti-Semitism existed alongside a particularly deep
demoralization. This matter, however,is more complex.

We already know that crimes of the Jedwabnetypebthough rarely so bloodyb
took placein the summerof 1941in severalplacesin the northern Mazowszeregion.
If aspeci®gattern of behaviorappearsin somearea,then there canbe three reasons
for this: a uniform and unique bedrock, an authoritative in uence from above,or the
diffusion of a paradigm. Each of thesefactors waspresentin the summerof 1941in
the @omgaregion. Mention hasalreadybeenmadeof the bedrock of an exceptionally
intensenationalismand antipathy towardsJewsin this region, aswell asthe distinctive
experiencesof the ®rstyearsof the war and occupation. Also discussechasbeenthe
role of the Germans which causedthese crimes of the local population to look as
though they were printed from the samematrix. The third factor is the contagion of
violence con®rmedin studieson the geographyof ethnic unrest.

In Neighborghere is much evidenceof the functioning of sucha mechanism,and
not just the idea, a signal, or stimulus; veteransof other incidents of a similar vein
in these parts were probably amongthe participants in the Jedwabnepogrom. This
combination of a potent bedrock, the inspiration from above,and the diffusion is so
unique that one could expectthat Jedwabne-typecrimeswere of an endemicnatureb
they werefrequent in northern Mazowszeand certainly nowhere else. Jedwabnewas
not a 2unique phenomenon® on a regional scale,but rather on a national one. On
a nationwide scale,what wasexceptional wasthe whole wave of the Summer 1941
pogroms. The crime in Jedwabneitself wasa fragment of a larger phenomenonand
canonly be explainedalong with it, prior to referenceto broader, local factors.

The unveiling of the Jedwabnemassacregushesin minusthe extremeof previously
known hostile, wartime behavior of Poles with regardsto Jews. One could also
declare that since such massand cruel a crime against Jewswas then possiblein
Polish society, then, a fortiori, crimes of a smaller weight, singular homicides, and
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robbery and blackmail of Jewswould also be possible. The positive signi®canceof
the publication of Jan Gross' Neighborsalso lies in the fact that it decisivelybreaks
ataboo and, in revealing the caseof 2perhaps the most excessiveof all murderous
assaultdy Polesagainstthe Jews, it facilitates disclosureof variousmore minor local
crimesand violence. The Jedwabnecase,asan extremeone, doesnot, however,have
an emblematic naturebit is unsuitable asa symbolfor the attitude of Polish society
towardsthe JewishShoah. Justascrucial asconsiderationof the crimesin Jedwabne
and the surrounding area within the generalimage of this attitude is avoidanceof
a domination of this image by the shadowof Jedwabne.

The revelation of this extreme slaughterin Jedwabnenot only leads, indirectly
through its consequencesto a key modi®cationof the history of ethnic Polish-Jewish
relations during the war. That is reasonableand understandable.Jan TomaszGross,
however,goesastepfurther and postulatesanew historiography® of postwarPoland,
free of truth-restraining taboos.

The author advancestwo hypotheseson the subjectof the communist takeover
of power. Firstly, he suggestghat the local apparatusof power and violence, the
resourcesof the 2the core of devotedcommunists®(112), wererecruited from among
the @umpenproletariat® and the amoral 2rabble®Pthe very same which had just
participated in murdering its Jewishneighbors. Secondly,he suggestghat wherever
people took part in persecutingJewsduring the war, the local community waslater
especiallydefenselessagainstSovietization. Naturally, The issuecan bestbe taken
up asa factual question, to be resolved by empirical research®(113/167),but even
without suchresearchone could saysomethingabout the value of thesehypotheses.

With regardsto the ®rsthypothesis,the communist apparatus of violence was
recruited from manymilieusbfrom the left-wing underground, from amongthe poor,
aswell asfrom amongcommonthievesand bandits. It would be doubtful, however,if
it particularly drew the recent murderers of Jews. It could just aseasilyseeksupport
elsewhere e.g.,in the troops of the ultra-right underground conspiracyand in gangs.

As for the second hypothesis, it appearsto be accurate theoretically. Gross
indicates that participation of a community in persecution of the Jewsdestroyed
mutual trust within the group, and this lack of trust devastatedthe solidarity needed
to counter the communists. And what of this since the caseof Jedwabneand its
surrounding, which serve as inspiration for the author, proves quite the opposite:
anticommunist partisansfunctioned in this arealong after the war had endedand its
epigonusdid not die until 1957.

The suggestionof Jan TomaszGross?inverts a well-establishedclichdabout this
period by positingthat antisemitegatherthan Jewswerethe “leavenfor the communist
regimen Poland® (113). ¥[I]t wasindigenouslumpenproletariat rather than Jewswho
servedasthe social backboneof Stalinismin Poland,® writes the author (113/167),
concurrentlywarningthat his hypothesesot berejected prematurely. Yet after some
deliberation, it is obvious that the lumpenproletariat and the anti-Semitesare not
the same; on the other hand, the hypothesisthat the 2leaven® for communismin
Poland were the anti-Semitesis as worthlessasthe one that statesit wasthe Jews.
Communismin Poland wasneither introduced by Jews,nor by anti-Semites,but by
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communists. If one wanted to take this to the ad absurdumextreme, one could

saythat, accordingto those with whom Jan Gross argues, Jewsruled here, while,

accordingto Jan Grosshimself, all rested on Polish anti-Semites. The issueof 2Jews
and communismP can be analyzedsensiblyand certain historians are doing so, but

it makesno senseto replace the 2Jews® with the 2anti-Jewish lumpenproletariat.®

Hence the attempt at a 2new historiography® missesits target. Nonetheless,history
should be undertaken free of any and all ethnic taboos, including those associated
with anti-Semitism.

The author of Neighborsgoesone step further: he proposesnot only a 2new
historiography® but also a 2new approachto sources.’ Its crux lies in the view that,
aWhen considering survivors' testimonies, we would be well advisedto changethe
starting premise in appraisal of their evidentiary contribution from a priori critical
to in principle af®rmative® (94/139). This is to be a more effective strategy: In this
particular ®eld,fewer errors are committed by acceptingan accountasreliable until
the momentit is overturned rather than take it asdoubtful until the momentit is con-
®rmed. It is alsosupposedio considerthe very nature of JewishHolocaust testimony
more seriously: the truth about those who did not survive can only be more tragic
than that told by thosewho did. This proposal arousessomequalmsand misgivings.

The thrust of an approach towards testimonial sourcesis neither a questioning
from the start, nor, all the more so, af®rmation, but rather must be accompaniedby
ahealthydoseof criticism which JanGrossdoesnot mention. Here, criticismisfunda-
mentally understoodasareadinessand ability to de®nethe valuesof atestimonybto
separatethe good partsfrom the bad, the truth from the false(krineinin Greek means
to sift and segregate). The credibility which we accord JewishHolocaust testimony
cannot, in my opinion, stem from moral reasons; moral suffering does not equal
cognitive superiority. We acceptor reject thesetestimonieson the basisof general
historical principles of cognition. We trust thus the testimonies of those persons
who could havelearned the truth, and who wanted and could relay the truth just as
they experiencedit. This must also suf®cein studiesof the Shoah. Of course,even
afragments of information® are valuableband the smaller they are, all the more so.
Still, not eventheseshould be taken 2literally®; in eachcasewe should poseroutine
guestionsabout their value.

| treat this @new approachto sources®Pin the wayit is formulated in Neighbor®
with somereservations.This involvessomethingmore than a changeof attitude from
guestioning to af®rming. It introduces very liberal conditions for acceptance,and
very strict conditions for the rejection of testimonies. Seriousdoubts asto the value
of anaccountare insuf®cient: one must have2convincing argumentsto the contrary®
of anerror in aninitial, a priori, positive appraisal. An 2af®rmative® attitude towards
testimonies can lead to their acceptance,insensitiveto argumentsto the contrary,
and a belief in their value lying in sourcesbeyond scholarly study. If suchare the
criteria for admitting declarationsinto the corpus of the real 2truth,° then how is
truth understood here; what kind of truth is this if it is so easyto be recognizedas
such? Is this an academictruthba Greek concurrencewith reality, or the truth of
a cultural mythbbiblical concurrencewith sanctity?
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What would be the cognitive status of Holocaust researchconducted according
to this methodology? How would this testimony be distinct within the broader ®eld
of @Jewish memory® which also encompassesnemoirs, literature, and ®Im; where
would it be placed amongthe cultural myths and narrativeswhich American society
hascreatedin viewingthe Holocaustasa contemporaryparadigmfor moral good and
evil?

The questionof the degreeto which this book by Jan TomaszGrosshasbeenwrit-
ten accordingto this 2new approach®to the sourcesis alsoaffected by this methodol-
ogy. Fortunately for historical truth, | think the levelis low, but my opinion is not the
opinion of a historian. Nonetheless,| believethat the author of Neighborsgenerally
overestimatesthe value of the sourcesutilized in the writing of this book; he doesthis
in his methodologicalre ections and in certain fragments. The problemsthis causes
for the value of his conclusionshave already been pointed out above. It is not true
that 2the whole story is excellentlydocumented® (15). If this were so, the discussion
about Jedwabneand about the book itself would not be a discussionabout the facts
to suchadegree.

Jan Tomasz Gross appraisesvery highly the credibility of survivor accountsbas
much contemporary as retrospective accounts, even those set down after several
decades.Basically,he doesnot raise any doubts about them. Retrospectiveaccounts
do, however,havetheir limitationsbthe result not of somepurposefulwill, but rather
of the psychologyof memoryand the shifting patternsof collectiveimagination which
organize human memory. Memory is, to a great degree, a construction and not
a mechanismfor registering events. After a period of time, one's own experiences
blur imperceptibly and irreversibly with inferencesfrom those experiencesand with
the experiencesand accountsof other people. The problem arises: doesthe account
of the pogrom's survivor relay his or her own experience,or those,too, of manyother
people adjustedin the course of social interaction. Suffering doesnot suspendthe
effects of factors which shapememory; after all, we often speakof memory marked
or evenpoisonedby suffering. Biographical memoryis of repisodic® nature: whatit
preservedsthe crux of the matter elaboratedbythe mind while detailsare transposed
onto other situations and persons,e.g.,onto other persecutors!! For thesereasons,
amongothers,one shouldnot placetoo muchfaith in super uous detailsbecauseheir
subversionjeopardizesthe reliability of the entire account. This notwithstanding, the
foundation of Neighborsis built upon testimony from a trial held at a time when
memory of the Jedwabnemassacrevasstill fresh.

Conclusions
That Neighborsis a very signi®cantand important book is obvious. One could see
this clearly on 10 July 2001in Jedwabne,on the sixtieth anniversaryof that crime.

Thanksto this book, the many hundredsof Jewsmurderedtherewerelamented®nally

11 SeeU. Neisser,2John Dean's Memory: A CaseStudy®, Cognition1981vol. 9 no. 1.
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aftersixdecadesnd Poleslearneda bitter and dif®cultlessonin their history onewhich
contributesto a wholetruth aboutthat history

This text could adjourn with this acknowledgment.If | do not end with this, then it
isbecausd would alsolike to statethat the author of this book, aiming to discoverand
disclosethe truth aboutthe atrocity in Jedwabneand about Polesand Jewsduring the
war, succumbedto certain tendencieswhichBsome more, somelessBbcarried both
the author and us, his readersawayfrom the truth. Gross presentsthe silencing of
the crime in Jedwabneaswholly unusualand unique. He hascertainly overestimated
the number of Jewishvictims of the crime, as well as the number of active Polish
participantsin the murder; he diminishedthe role of Germansbdirect or indirectbin
the massacre He hasnot proventhat the murdererswere2ordinary men®, neither has
he shownthe local and speci®ccircumstancessurrounding the crime. In elucidating
the event, he did not recognizethe historical contextsuf®cientlyenoughbparticularly
the different situation of Polesand Jewsunder the Sovietoccupation.

Thesebiasesstemfrom varioussources put their track wasone. They heightened
the drama of the book and its “shockvalue," hence,too, its salience,social visibility,
and the heat of the public debateit evoked. To the question of whether this also
increasedthe planned impact of the book, one can only offer a hypothetical answer.
| leanto the viewthat the overstatementof the basicthesesof Neighborsand the weak
veri®cationof someof them did not prove bene®cialfor its socialimpact. In other
words, if the book werefreedof its foibles, its effecton societywould be greaterthan it
is. Gross'book would not have met with so many doubts raised by serious(l do not
refer to the rest) historians. Furthermore, those personswho did not want to accept
the truth about Jedwabnetoo easilyfound support for their skepticismin Neighbors
The paradox lies in the fact that the biasesnoted in Neighborsare insigni®cantfor
the primary fact Jan TomaszGross establishes:the Jewishcommunity of Jedwabne
wasmurdered at the handsof local Poles. Neighborscould havebeenwritten without
thesehindering proclivities to its own advantageaswell asto that of the good cause
which the author serves.
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Writing history is a collective undertaking, which movesforward thanksto proposing
new narratives of the past and sourcespreviously unknown, followed by criticism,
positing alternative narratives, critiques of these narratives, and so on. Jan Gross
should be credited with setting this processin motion around a case,which is not
only confounding and dif®cult, but of great signi®canceaswell. Thus, | appreciate
his book Neighbors yet, this does not preclude my criticism. Many objectionsb
someof them warrantedbhave beenraised againstNeighborsbut none of them can
disqualify the book. By the sametoken, bringing up objectionscannotbe areasonfor
disquali®cation. In the playing ®eld demarcatedby good customsand principles of
historical methodology, we cooperate and servethe truth evenwhen we debate and
argue.

We have somegroundsfor re ection which can contribute to the succesf the
collective effort of historians, aswell asto the better understanding of the events
by other readers. Becauseof the most serious nature of the problems under con-
sideration and debatable quality of sources,the re ections need to be self-critical.
Cautiousformulationsball those?probablies® and 2possiblies®canbe annoying,but
they are better than offering the illusion of certitude while the sourcesleave room
for divergent interpretations. Suchillusion may be particularly harmful when they
contribute to misjudgmentsin assigningresponsibility for the crime(s).

This article focuseson just a few questionsthat Jan Gross'book and the following
debate haveraised. More extensivediscussionof somemore questionscomesin my

Author's Address: Institute of Political Studies, Polish Academyof Sciences;ul. Polna 18/20, 00-
625Warszawa Poland; e-mail: stola@isppan.waw.pl
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other article on the topic.® Astonished by the horrifying scenegresentedin the book
| havetried to understandhowdid it happen. Thisin turn led to askingwhathappened
and what were the preconditions for this to happen.

*

From the perspectiveof our knowledge about the murder of nearly six million Eu-
ropean Jews,including almost all (i.e. more than 90% of) Polish Jews,the crime
in Jedwabnestandsout becauseof the participation of Polesand the archaickilling

methods, not becauseof its total scale. Most of us are no longer surprisedthat the
extermination embraced almost all the Jewishcommunity. Yet stressingthe total

nature of the crime is necessaryto put it into a right perspective. Without this em-
phasis(which we do not ®ndin the book), readersmay easilyoverlook someessential
featuresof the killing, and reachinadequateor simply wrong conclusions.

The basicobservation,which many sourcescon®rmand none contradicts, is that
of all the Jewswho were in Jedwabneon the morning of July 10, 1941Breasonable
estimatesrange from ®vehundred to ®fteenhundredbonly a handful lived to see
the evening2 We do not know exactly how many managedto avoid death on that
day. Besidesthe sevenwho hid with the Wyrzykowskifamily there likely were others,
maybeevenup to a hundred people, who found sheltersin the town and beyond, at
leastfor the time being. In any case,the number of survivorsamountedto a small
fraction of those condemnedto slaughter. | believe that this fact leadsto a few
conclusionsabout the killing. Namely that it was:

1. intended to be (almost) total;

2. highly effective;

3. organizedand systematic(otherwise it would not havebeenso effective);
4. unprecedent(in this part of modern Europe).

First, I do not think that the deadly outcome of the eventsof July 10 can be
construedasan unintended effect of an unorganized,largely chaotic social process.
| believe that killing of all, or almost all the Jewsin Jedwabnewasthe consciously
de®nedgoal of at leastsomeof the participantsin the crime. Without suchintention
there would havebeensomepeople left alive whom none wantedto kill. The sources
make clear that all the Jewswere to be gatheredin the market place, that attempts
to escapeor hide by any of them were to be prevented, that all those who were in
the market squarewere to be killed individually or rushedinto the barn, where the
largestgroup perishedin ®re. Murdering (almost) the entire community of several
hundred people on a singleday cannot happenunintentionally.

1D. Stola®A Monument of Words®, Yad VashemStudiegforthcoming], originally publishedas2Pomnik
ze s@or, Rzeczpospolitaf June 1+2,2001.1 amindebted to Yad VashemStudiesfor the permissionto use
the translation by JerzyMichalowicz when preparing this article.

2 The numbersprovided by Jan Grossare questionable. It is far from surethat 1,600Jewswere killed
on July 10 or that Jewsmade 60% of the population of Jedwabnebefore the killing. There are strong
argumentsto claim the number of victims wasmuch lower. The size of the massgrave of the victims, as
explored by archeologiststhis summer, allows for an estimateof up to 400. The sizeof the barn were the
victims met their death (144 sq. meters) con®rmssuchestimate. Sovietregistration datafrom 1940give of
only 600Jewishresidentsin Jedwabne.Thesethree are sourcescontemporaryto the crime.
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Secondly,those participants in the murder who sharedthe genocidalaim proved
extremely effective. Their ef®ciencyone may measurewith the deathratio: because
probably only severalJewssurvivedthe day, a hundred at most, the death ratio was
between80 and 99 percent, dependingon the assumedinitial number of the Jewsin
the town.

Sucha high ef®ciencyof collective action requires organization. 2Cacophony of
violence®, asJanGrossnameschaoticactionsof individual wrongdoersin Jedwabne?
is not enoughto bring a genocide,evenif a cumulative character of the outcome is
assumedand the socialdynamicsof the aggression ows from strong ethnic and reli-
giousprejudice, individual greedand desirefor revenge.l do not know a singlecaseof
killing of sucha scaleand intensity, which would haveresulted only from the dynam-
ics of uncoordinated aggressionof the mob. | do not recall any ethnic disturbances,
pogroms or other attacks by mob where violence proved so ef®cient, considering
sucha large number of victims. The limited (self-)organizational capacityof the mob
makesit averyunlikely agentfor effective genocidalkilling. It takesagovernment,or
its substitute suchaspara-military organization,to makeagenocide# This deduction-
ist argumentthat becausethe killing in Jedwabnewasof total, genocidalcharacter, it
therefore hadto be organizedis furthermore supportedby the availablesourcesthat
provide limited yet suf®cientinsight into the organization of the killing on July 10,
1941(on which more below).

Becauseof the rich history of inter-ethnic violence in East-Central Europe, and
the anti-Jewishviolence in particular, we may put the murder in Jedwabneagainst
a background, which may highlight its particular features. The wave of pogroms
that sweptover the Ukraine in 1918+191®ffers a suitable comparison. The factors
that seemto have contributed to the crime in Jedwabnebethnic resentment, the
stereotypeof 2JewishBolsheviks,°?and greedbwere not weakeror lesswidespreadin
Ukraine in 1919than in the Podlasieregion (where Jedwabneis located) in 1941.The
tradition of peasantviolence, including anti-Jewishviolence, had beenin fact much
strongerin Ukraine than in Podlasie,and military or paramilitary organizationswere
often involved in the pogromsin Ukraine. A detailed analysisof the data on some
1,300pogromsin Ukraine showsthat in 36% of the pogromslessthan ten persons
perished, in 88% of the pogroms the death toll wasbelow 100 and in no casedid
the death ratio approximate the ratio in Jedwabne. 80% of Jewishfamilies in the
localities affected by the pogromssurvivedwithout casualties® Another comparison
offer the ®rstpogromsin Kaunas (Kovno) and Lwdw (Lviv), which took place in
the aftermath of the Soviet ight in the summer of 1941,i.e. almost concurrently
with the crime in Jedwabne. Each of them brought severalthousand deaths but
these ®guresamounted to a small fraction of the total Jewish population of the
cities.

3 Sksiedzi.Historia zageadgdowskieganiasteczka [Neighbors). Sejny: Pogranicze2000,p. 68.

4 F. Chalk, K. Jonassohn(eds.), The Historyand Sociologyof Genocide New Haven and L ondon 1990;
H. Fein, Genocide:A SociologicalPerspectiveNew York 1993.

5H. Abramson, A Prayerfor the Government:Ukrainiansand Jewsn RevolutionaryTimes Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press,1999,p. 119.
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This data showsthat the crime in Jedwabnewas not an extraordinarily bloody
pogrom. Had the excitedmob of JedwabnePoleslauncheda chaotic attack on Jewish
housesand stores, the result would have resembledthe pogromsin the Ukraine:
severalpeople killed, severaldozen wounded and, above all, extensivelooting and
vandalism. The murder of July 10 wasclearly a caseof somethingelseand essentially
different. To makesure,there wasthe 2cacophonyof violence®yetone cannotreduce
the eventsof July 10to suchdimension. Besidesa pogrom-typeviolencethere wasan
action of different order: premeditated, systematicand disciplined. The 2cacophony
of violence® wasorchestrated;it wasone of the meansto reachthe total goal.

Here we cometo the question of where did originate the ideato kill all the Jews
of Jedwabne? The Jedwabnekilling, together with a similar crime in neighboring
Radzidev, about which we know evenless,wasone of the early instances,if not the
earliest, of an almostcomplete annihilation of an entire Jewishcommunity. As far as
I know, suchan idea had not appearedin the pre-war antisemitic writings in Poland.
Although the rhetoric of Polish anti-Semiteswasoften eliminatory in nature, they saw
emigration of a considerableproportion of Polish Jewsastheir solution of the Jewish
question.8 This @emigrationism® wasshamefulbut seeminglydistant from genocidal
practice. The path from a dangerousmetaphor to the realization of massmurder
takes sometime, as exempli®edby the long way made by the most devoted Nazi
antisemites.

Eventhe Nazileaders,whoserhetoric had long sincemadetheir audienceusedto
eliminatory andruthlessapproachto the Jews reachedthe decisionabouttotal killing
stepby step, beginningwith the early stagesof discrimination, forced emigration, and
later ghettoization, destruction through starvation and disease,and various plans
for @reservations® and resettlement, which radicalized asthe war went on.” Thus it
seemsimplausible that the idea of killing eachand every Jew, that is the idea of the
Holocaust, wasinvented by the Polish mob in Jedwabne. Although this cannot be
ruled out (in which caseit canbe consideredtheir remarkable contribution not only to
the town's history but alsoto the history of the world) circumstantial evidencepoints
at the Germansasthosewho brought the ideato the town.

The fact that concurrently with the crime in JedwabneGerman authorities con-
ducted or stagedgenocidalkillings of Jewsin many other localities, which followed
speci®oorders of German leadersto 2intensify (¥2) efforts at self-cleansingby anti-
communist and anti-Jewish activists® and make it appear as spontaneous? looks
more than sheer coincidence. Especially as before the killing in Jedwabnea mys-
terious group of German of®cersarrived in the town. This author ®ndsit hard to
believethat Karolak , the German-appointed (or self-appointedand approvedby the
Germans) mayor of Jedwabne,nvented the ideato kill all the Jewsin town and then

6 A. Landau-Czajka, W jednym stali domu. Koncepcjerozwiazaniakwestii §dowskiejw publicystyce
polskiejlat 1933+1939In One Home They Stayed]. Warszawa:Neriton, 1998.

7 0n the debate between®functionalists® and dintentionalists,® seeMichael R. Marrus, The Holocaust
in History. Hanover, NH: BrandeisUniversity Press,1987.

8 Reinhard Heydrich's instruction to Security Police of June 29,1941,quoted by A. B. Rossino2Polish
“Neighbors'and German Invaders®, forthcoming in Polin: Studieson Polish Jewryvol. 16.
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madea requestto the German authorities to agreeto the murder and to sendfor this
occasiona specialgroup of of®cerswith photographic equipment.

As stressedabove besideghe remarkable ef®ciencyof the killers, alsothe primary
sourcespoint atthe organizedand plannednature of the anti-Jewishaction on July 10.
The organizationis a marginal topic in the eyewitnesstestimoniesbut this should not
surprise. The withessessawa sequenceof terrible scenesgspeciallyif they observed
them from the victims' perspective. They were shockedby the horrifying events,and
their accountsrevolve around the two aspectsof the crime they evidently found most
traumatic: the cruelty and the participation of their neighbors. The participants who
werein a position to seethe overall picture or could haveknown the plan had good
reasonsnot to speakaboutit during the postwartrial.

Neverthelessthe testimoniesprovide enoughinformation to point at leasta few
organizational aspectsof the crime. The origins of the murder were in a meeting
betweenthe group of Germanswho had arrived in the town and the town authorities.
During the meetingthey preparedor elaborateda plan of action. The fact that some
of the survivors had been warned by their Polish friends and that some peasants
from outside Jedwabneshowed up in town in the morning possibly indicates that
preparationsbegunbefore July 10. Members of the municipal executive,usuallywith
German gendarmes yvisited Polish residentsand ordered a number of mento gather
at a designatedlocation. Sticksand clubs (which someonemust have prepared and
stockpiled earlier) were handedout to thoseassembled.Polish conscriptswere given
speci®assignmentsuchasto drive the Jewsto the market square,keep watch over
the Jewsassembled,guard the streetsleading out of town, and later on, to escort
the Jewsfrom the squareto the barn outside the town. Theseare the instructions
that witnessesand defendantsin the postwartrial mentioned. It is possiblethat they
had beengivenalso other assignmentsto which they did not want to admit in court.
The apparently small scale of looting on that day also atteststo organization and
discipline of sorts. While we know that in the following daysthe administration and
Polish individuals took over the property of the murdered victims, this topic seemsto
be absentfrom the accountsof July 10, which is mostunusualfor a pogrom.

Evidently premeditatedwasthe killing of anumber of Jewishmenat anearly stage
of the action. They were ®rstforced to 2exercise®or parade with the heavyL enin's
statue and bury it (which exhausted,humiliated and stigmatizedthem). Then, they
were brought out of the town and slaughteredbin small groups, which gave the
executionersnumerical superiority over the victims on the killing site. Killing able-
bodied men ®rsthelped decreasethe risk of resistancein the next stage,when the
crowd of the remaining, beaten and terrorized Jews (mostly women, elderly and
children) wasdriven to the barn.

Thus, the collective actions on July 10 manifest some order: there wasa goal,
a division of labor and a plan of action, eventhough it wasmodi®ed. Obviously,
the pattern of action in Jedwabnediffered from that of massexecutionscarried out
by German police units alone. In Jedwabnethat was probably a framework, so
to speak,which left room for individual initiatives and loosely coordinated actions
by individuals and small groups of excited executioners,who gavevent to personal
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hatreds or settling of scores. At the sametime, however, individual initiatives had
their limits. For example,no exception could be made for any of the victims; one
could not abandonhis post; one had to (temporarily) refrain from looting. In some
casegheserules were violated, but theseviolations stand out preciselyasexceptions
to the rule.

What | believe especiallyimportant in the above pattern is the division of labor,
which structured the collective action with variousroles marked by different degrees
of involvementin killing. At the top, dueto their deadlyand shockingdeeds,werethe
direct murderers armed with iron tools or wooden clubs. At the end of the day, one
of them allegedlycasta lit match at the barn dousedin kerosene.The image of such
awilling executioners®(to useDaniel Goldhagen'sterm), feverishlyactiveand mobile
(@JerzyL audaAskiwasrunning down the streetYs very nervous®®) imprinted itself in
the memories of the survivors and other witnesses. Their testimonies portray the
awilling executioners®with suf®cientclarity asto leaveno doubt asto the existence
of this group, eventhough its size and composition remain unclear. The group in-
cluded alsovolunteerswho were not conscripted,including arrivals from neighboring
localities.

At the other end of the list of the roles was?@standing on the market square[to
guardthe Jews],°the only oneto whichthe defendantsin the 1949trial werewilling to
confess.In contrastto the bloody deedsof the executioners this role did not require
moral savageryor hatred towardsthe victims. It seemsthat generalobedienceto the
authorities and fear of punishmentwere suf®cientto take this task. In-betweenthe
most direct involvementin killing and the minor, auxiliary roles, there were various
tasksof decreasingdegreeof violence,suchasremoving the Jewsfrom their houses,
rounding up thosetrying to escapegtc. L et usstressthat alsothe minor tasksthat did
not involve use of violence were necessaryfor effective realization of the genocidal
plan. Eventhe activitiesthat in adifferent contextwould havebeenperfectlyinnocent,
suchasopening the barn and removing unnecessaryitems from inside, furthered or
facilitated the genocide.

It appearsthat the number of peoplein the variousroles from the abovelist was
in inverse proportion to the savageryneededto perform them and to the degree of
involvementin killing. Implementing the genocidedid not require a large number of
awilling executioners.® They could be few in number thanks preciselyto the division
of laborbspecialization of tasks,which relievesthe expertsfrom activitiesthat others
could perform. Even their cruelty turns out to be instrumental, as spreadingterror
they paralyzedthe will of the victims, decreasedhe risk of undesirablebehavior,and
consequentlyreduced the resourcesneededto carry out the action. | do not mean
that all theseelementswere plannedin advancehowever,without them the courseof
eventscould havebeendifferent. After all, whenlaunchingthe action on July 10,the
Germansand Mayor Karolak operated under conditions of considerableuncertainty.

We know that somePoleswho were called by the Mayor or the Germans,refused
to accepttheir assignmentsand "ed the town or hid in their houses.This showsthat

9 Sksiedzi[Neighbors] p. 70.
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passiveresistanceof this kindbrefusal to take part in the operationbwas (seenby
them to be) risky but possible. We also know about people who helped the Jews
escapeor hide; in other words, they actively resistedthe operation. However, these
acts of passiveand active resistancewere carried out in secrecy. We know of no
instanceof an open, blatant act of resistance.Obviously, fear wasat leastone cause
for this. Equally obvious, it seems,is that not only the Germans were feared, but
also, perhapsforemost, some of one's Polish neighbors. The cruelty of the 2willing

executioners®and Karolak's rule evokedfear not only amongthe Jewishvictims.

Karolak himself or his closeassociatedid not necessarilystain their handswith
blood, but within the perspectiveof this study, their role appearscritical. They led
other participantsin the crime, they managedthe anti-Jewishaction. Mayor Karolak
played the key role, followed by BardoA and membersof the town administration,
Sobutaand Wasilewski.

Unfortunately, although withessesemphasizethe signi®canceof thesethree men
in the events,we havelittle knowledgeof how they performed their managerialtasks.
This isthe questionof the leadership. Without leadership,collective actionsare easily
distractedor run aground. Why did the participants carry out Karolak's instructions?
Who wasKarolak himself? | don't havesatisfactoryanswergo thesequestions.| pose
them becausegood questionis half an answer.

When considering the issuesof leadership and organization of the murder, we
inevitably reach the question on the role of the Germans. Germans make their
appearancein Jedwabnenot only asmembersof an ethnic group, but alsoin speci®c
roles. Theseare important not only in 2the higher, historical-metaphysicalsense,®
asbelievesJan Gross 10 but alsoin the most practical meaning of the term. Polish
and Jewishwitnesseshaverelatively little to sayabout the Germans' speci®cactions
on July 10; in testimonies they usually appear as facelessand nameless®guresin
uniforms. We do not evenknow with any certainty how many of them were present.

The accountsspeakabout their meeting with the town administration, their par-
ticipation in conscriptingPolish men (including coercionandthreats with ®rearms®),
participation in driving the Jewsto the market square,beating and chasingthem to
the barn, and photographing (or ®Iming) the events. In addition, we can suppose
their involvementin severalmomentsof crucial importance in terms of organization,
that were hidden from the witnesseseyes,or simplyinconspicuous especiallyagainst
the backgroundof the shockingscenesof violence and savagery.

First, as mentioned above,the plan to murder all the Jewswas most likely not
conceivedlocally, but imported. Second,the meeting betweenthe Germansand the
municipal administration, which turned out to be critical for the courseof events,was
a brie®ngrather than a consultation. After all, the town council wasappointed by
the occupyingforces(though the circumstancessurroundingits establishmentremain
unclear) and remained totally subordinatedto it, sothat no partnership of any sort
betweenthe two sideswas possible. The claim that the municipal administration
areached an agreement®!! with the Germansis grosslymisleading. This, however,

10 Sisiedzi[Neighbors] p. 56.
11 Sksiedzi[Neighbors] p. 51.
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doesnot changethe factbattested to in numeroustestimoniesbthat the membersof
the administration showeda commitment in carrying out the anti-Jewishaction that
exceededregular obedience.

Fourth, the high effectivenessof this action testi®esto the considerableorganiza-
tional skills of thosewho headedit. Again, it cannotberuled out that the natural skills
of Karolak and BardoAwere responsible. However, we do not haveany information
that they had performed any managerial tasks or had shown any leadership skills
before the war. It seemsmore plausible that the effectivenessresulted from good
planning and skillful supervisionof the German of®cerswho were people of higher
education and police experience.

The lastgroup of JedwabnePolesto list here consistedof onlookerswatchingwith
curiosity what washappeningto the Jews.In all likelihood they made up the largest
group of Poleswho were presentduring the crime. At the sametime, their silent pas-
sivity makesthem the mostimpenetrable of the groups. The wrongdoers,the persons
who actively evadedtaking part in the operation, those who extendedassistanceo
the Jewsor showedcompassionwith words, or those who expressedsatisfaction at
Jewishsuffering, all they revealedthemselvesat leasta bit, they expressedhemselves
in away. In contrast, membersof the passivegroup gavethe historians nothing but
silence. The question of how to interpret passivityis a key problem for explaining
reactionsto the Holocaust. Bystanderswere the largestgroup not only in Jedwabne
but alsoin Poland at large aswell asin other countries affected by the Holocaust.

Having presentedthe typology of behaviorswe may turn to the question of the
number of Polish participants in the crime. This question is key for the debate on
the degree to which they can be said to represent the entire Polish population of
Jedwabne.While Jan Grossspeaksof at least92 participants from Jedwabnealone,
TomaszStrzemboszivesthe number of just twenty-three. Both ®guresraise my seri-
ousdoubts. The estimateby TomaszStrzemboszuns counter to testimoniesspeaking
abouta?crowd® aroundthe Jews.On the other hand,JanGrosstook hisnumberfrom
protocols of interrogation by the Security Of®cein 1949,which haveobviousfaults as
asource. In particular the Securityof®cersproceededroutinely, i.e. usingtheir regu-
lar methods(beating included, which we know from the court protocols) they sought
to extract confessionsincriminating as many personsas possible. The divergencein
the estimatescan largely be explained by different approachesto the people who
performed auxiliary duties in the crime. Strzemboszclearly leavessuchpersonsout
of his account,whereasGrosslumps them together with the @willing executioners.®

The higher of the two estimates, approximating nearly half the number of all
adult Polish malesin the town, allows for extrapolation from their behavior to the
population asa whole. But then the question arises: which (or whose)behavior we
may generalize?The higher estimateone accepts,the larger the number of people it
includeswho performed minor, auxiliary tasks,did so unwillingly and under duress,
or evenabandonedtheir postsat the ®rstopportunity (assomewitnessegesti®edin
the trial). The commondenominator of their behaviors,which one could extrapolate,
is: they were presentand did nothing to help the victims. Suchconclusionis not very
illuminating.
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On the other hand, whenwe turn to the horrible deedsof the 2willing execution-
ers,® we speakof a group that included volunteers from outside Jedwabneand/or
wassmaller than Jan Gross suggeststhus the argumentthat they were a suf®ciently
big sampleof JedwabnePolesto generalize,erodes. Furthermore, the group of the
awilling executioners®wasnot arandom sample. In all likelihood, when carrying out
the conscription (which did not sweepall the menin town) and handing out various
assignmentsKarolak took into accountthe personality traits of the town residents
with whom he wasfamiliar. More important, later on, a self-selectiontook place:
various individuals joined or left the group of executionersby taking on or shirking
assignmentspy showing particular eagernessn carrying them out, etc. They were
not @ordinary men,° suchasthe Germans so insightfully describedby Christopher
Browning, who were draftedto ReservePolice Battalion 101and murdered the Jews
in the town of JAzefAw.12 Therefore, focusingon the executionerswelack the grounds
to draw from their behavior any generalizedconclusionsabout the Polish population
of the town, whichwould expandour knowledge. The conclusionthat this population
included peoplereadyto participate in murder, seemanot more illuminating thanthe
former one.

The above re exions on the crime in Jedwabnelead to a different conclusion
than the one proposed by Jan Gross. He wrote: 2The [Jedwabne'sPolish] society
(¥a) and not any Nazis committed the murder.® 13 Contrary to some of his critics,
I would like to juxtaposenot the Germans with the Poles, but the 2society® (®the
people®) and 2rulers® (®the government®)bthe pair of conceptsthat dominate our
thinking about totalitarian regimes. Jan Gross haslong sincebeenadvancinga new
perspectiveon the practicesof totalitarian regimes. His excellentbook Revolution
from Abroad!4 offers the bestexampleof this approach. His point of viewis closeto
my heart, becausewithin a micro-historical perspectiveit showsthe humanface(s)of
the regime (which doesnot makeit lessfrightening). It restoresagencyto individuals
who are usually portrayed just ascogsof bureaucraticmachineryor inert particles of
the human mass.My impression,however,is that this time Jan Grosswent too far in
de-etatizingthe courseof events.

Apart from 2spontaneousre exes and behavior® of some of JedwabnePoles,
there wasan order or framework without which matters would havetaken a different
course. In the absenceof this framework, gruesomeand shamefuldeedscould have
taken place,but theywould havebelongedto acategorydifferent from genocide. This
framework emanatesfrom the state; this order is the state. There wasa grotesque
statein Jedwabneon July 10, 1941. It existedby the ®atof the Nazis and was(co)
administered by their local collaborators. It cannot be seenasa form of social self-
organization, a product of civil societythat emergedto ®II the void after the Soviet
retreat. This wasa German administration, a temporary administration set by the

12 Christopher R. Browning, OrdinaryMen: Reservélice Battalion 101andtheFinal Solutionin Poland.
New York: HarperCollins, 1992.

13 Sisiedzi[Neighbors] p. 115.

14 Jan Tomasz Gross, Revolution from Abroad. The SovietConquestof Poland's WesternUkraine and
WesterrBelorussia Princeton: Princeton University Press,1988.
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occupierto managean areain a newly acquired province. Karolak and his followers
were simply local collaborators allowed for the lowest level of the administration.
Yet, the legitimacy of the collaborators rested on more than the military power of
Germans. It wasalsorooted in the feeling of relief at the end of Soviet occupation,
thanksto whichthe newoccupiercould be seenasalliberator. SomePolescould have
found this newadministration easierto acceptbecauset wasanti-Jewish.

The fact that this wasnot a Polish statepoints at the fact that Karolak and his men
were not only murderers but also traitors, who collaborated with the enemyto the
detriment of their fellow countrymen. Their motivesfor committing treasonbethnic
hatred, desire for revenge,or bootybPare of secondaryimportance. By cooperating
with the occupieragainsttheir Jewishneighbors,they clearlyviolated the fundamental
laws of the Polish Republic and disobeyedcalls of the legitimate leadersof the na-
tion. The legitimate leaderswerethe Polish Government-in-Exile in London and the
underground in Poland. Both the exilee and underground leadershad warned Poles
againstany cooperation in the Germans'anti-Jewishactions. Evenif the participants
in the killing of JedwabneJewshad not heard of any of thesecalls, the treacherous
characterof their collaboration is obvious. This is what they were accusedof in the
1949trial: of cooperation 2with the German state¥s againstthe people persecuted
by the [German] authorities for political, ethnic, religious or racial reasons.®®

Most important isthat the Jedwabneadministration hadthe fundamentalproperty
of the state,namelyit commandedthe meansof violenceand could designatewho and
on what grounds may usethe violence. On this basis,on July 10, the administration
allowed the use of violence by everyoneand without any restrictions, provided the
Jewsand only the Jewswould be the targets. Violence againstthe Jewswasnot only
permitted but alsoexpectedand rewarded (by promise of participation in the spoils),
whereasattempts to resistor protest could result in punishment. This waythe stage
wassetfor actsof savagerywith the 2willing executioners®from the local population
acting singlyor in smallgroups. In addition, on that daythe administration called up
a certain number of meninto an auxiliary service,to implement the plan of genocide.
Someof the conscriptstried to shirk this order; somedid what they were told under
duressand reluctantly; some willingly applied themselvesto eventhe most ghastly
assignments.

The ®naloutcome clearly showsthat the essentialpostswere suf®cientlymanned
and that it waspossibleto murder nearly the entire community within one day with
relatively little involvement of German forces. Even if we accepthigher estimates
of German presence(a few dozen men) and low estimatesof the number of Jews
in the town (about 500), there were not enough Germansto kill the Jewsin a short
time. In the town of JAzefAw, mentioned above, an entire battalionD500 armed
menbwas deployed against 1,800 Jews. In Bialystok, on July 12+13,1941, two
battalions conductedthe operation of shootingmore than 3,000Jews. Thus, without
the participation of the local population, the Germans presentin Jedwabnewould
hardly havebeenable to murder all the Jewson their own on July 10. Undoubtedly,

15 As de®nedby the decreeof August31,1944.
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they could havedoneit later on, asthey did in hundredsof other localities. But they
did not haveto.

The questionarises however,whydid Jedwabne(and Radzidw) remain an excep-
tion? Why did the Holocaust take a different coursein hundreds of other localities
with mixed Polish-Jewishpopulations under Nazi rule? | believe that the caseof
Jedwabneand environs wasexceptional,which is preciselywhy the existenceof this
crime remained hidden from the public and historiansBand not only Polish histori-
ans. Arguably, had there been many similar incidents, they would have been made
public earlierbif not by Poles, then by people for whom facts of this sort would ®t
well with their image of Polish attitudes to the Jews. | do not claim that in other
placesPolish attitudes were exemplary. Various sourcesindicate that in many locali-
ties actsof violenceand looting took place,that individuals and small groupsof local
Poles aided the Germansin the persecution of the Jews,but we do not encounter
anyinformation about crime and collaboration comparablein their scopeto thosein
Jedwabne.What therefore made Jedwabneand its environsso unique?

To put it short: the areaunder consideration had been an ethnically Polish (sc.
Polish-Jewish) part of the Soviet zone of occupation. One can hardly overestimate
in"uence, which the experienceof Sovietoccupationin 1939+194had on the popu-
lation of easternPoland. Jedwabneprovides an excellentexampleof the context of
the Soviet occupation as an explanatory factor. During the SecondWorld War the
Germansentered Jedwabnetwice. They were there in September1939and left the
areato the Soviets,ful®lling the German-Soviettreaty that divided Poland. There is
no information on any collaboration of local Poleswith the Germansin 1939;to the
contrary, they joined the Polish army and fought againstthe invader. There is also
no trace of any anti-Jewishbehavior by the JedwabnePoles, although the Germans
quickly made clear what was their Jewish policy. Evidently, the pre-existing anti-
Jewishprejudice and inter-group tensionswere not suf®cientat that time to bring
participation in the German anti-Jewishactions. Between September1939and July
1941this changed. At the secondentry of Germansthe attitudes of JedwabnePoles
were clearly different (and the Germans'aimswere different too).

It wasnot justthe alleged(actualandimaginary) collaboration of Jewswith the So-
viets that made someof the JedwabnePoles' prone for collaboration in the German
anti-Jewish action in 1941. The experienceof the Soviet rule wastraumatic, pro-
foundly disturbing psychologicallyand mostdestructivefor the socialorder. Through
imposing revolutionary changes,massterror and inciting social and ethnic tensions,
the Sovietsdeliberately unleasheddemons. Nobody elsebut Jan Grosspresentedthis
in the Revolutionfrom Abroad. Socio-psychologicatonsequencef the totalitarian
rule are a topic of greatimportance for understandingof 20th century history yet it
in the former Soviet Block it still awaits comprehensiveresearch. If it is dif®cult
to explore and explain consequencef living under totalitarian regime, it is more
dif®cult to explore and explain consequencesf falling under two totalitarian regimes
consecutivelyasit happenedwith Jedwabne andalarge part of EasternEurope. Un-
doubtedly, the experienceof the SovietoccupationmadesomePolesinitially perceive
Germansasliberators and readyto cooperatewith them.
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On alarger scalewelcomedthe Germansand collaborated with them other groups
that had recently fallen under the Sovietrule, especiallyBalts and Ukrainians, who
expected that Germans would (re)establish their nation-states. Their signi®cant
involvementin the extermination of the Jewscannotbe explainedby a higher level of
anti-Jewishprejudice. The key factors seemof political nature, i.e. their leaderships'
decisionsto stand on the German side and the German policy to use them. In
the ethnically mixed areas of eastern Poland local Poles watched Ukrainian and
Lithuanian nationalists’ cooperation with the Germans with great anxiety. They
remembered their ex-minorities' anti-Polish sentiments and were afraid that they
would be the next targets after the Jews. A particular feature of the Jedwabne
areawasthat it waslocated in the relatively small western strip of the Soviet zone
of occupation, where the ethnic structure wassimilar to that in central Poland, i.e.
without signi®cantpresenceof minorities other than Jews.

The position of Poles wasdifferent than Lithuanians or Ukrainians, as Germans
hadinvadedand occupiedthe westernhalf of Poland since1939. Nazishad not sought
organizedPolish collaboration and had treated the Polessobadlyto earnwidespread
hatred and prevent Polish leadershipfrom consideringany suchcollaboration. Thus
in the former Sovietzone the German invaderscould appear asliberators from the
Sovietyoke only to somePolesand temporarily, in the ®rstweeksafter June22,1941.
Later on, Germans' behavior and news coming from western Poland left no doubt
that they werejust another occupier, at leastasmuch hostile and ruthlessashad been
the Soviets.

Therefore, the Jedwabneareain July 1941wasa place and a moment of particu-
larly favorable conditions for organized Polish collaboration with the Germans, asit
wasnot the caseeastor westof the area, earlier or later on. The areawassmall and
the moment wasshort, but that wasenoughfor the crime in Jedwabneto take place,
to bring death to JedwabneJewsand leave some of their Polish neighbors stained
with innocent blood, and to leaveuswith a pastthat we cannot change.
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Re ections on the Subjectof Polish-Jewish Relations
During World War 11

Of indubitable in"uence on 2Polish-Jewish®relations during the SecondWorld War
were the preceding interwar years. The atmosphere of economic and social anti-
Semitismshapedthen, andafeeling of civicinequality betweennon-Jewishand Jewish
Poleshad their consequencesiuring the occupation. This anti-Semitic climate of the
interwar period bore the fruit of atragic indifference on the part of Poleswith regards
to the Jews. A widespreadprewar conviction that there were 2oo many® Jewsin
Poland and antipathetic attitudes towardsthem were strengthenedby poisonousNazi
propagandaand (usually exaggerated)information about the reaction of Jewsupon
the incursion of the Red Army and their collaboration with the Soviets. Inasmuch
asthere wasin Polish societyan attitude of solidarity in resisting the occupantand
of approval for conspiratorial activities, for underground teaching,and for all forms
of battle with the Germans and Soviets,there wasa lack of social endorsementfor
the hiding of Jews. Jewsfound themselvesoutside the realm of the moral and civil
responsibility of the Poles. They were excludedfrom a world in which the rules of
brotherhood applied.

From the beginning of the occupation, the German terror absorbedPolish con-
sciousnessand arouseda justi®edfear of the biological annihilation of the nation.
Public executionson the squaresof cities and townsinto which the occupanthad en-
tered, massexecutionsin Palmiry and Wawer, the application of principles of group
responsibility, and the AB campaignaimed againstthe Polish intelligentsia; names
which evokedterror in the heartsof mensuchasGestapo,Pawiakand SzuchaAvenue
prisonsin Warsaw,Montelupi in Krakéw, or Fort VIl in PoznaA; Dachau and other
concentrationcamps,andthen Auschwitzball of this evokedterror and concentrated
the attention of Polesupon that which threatenedthem directly.

The suffering of the Jewshidden behind ghetto wallshad beenremovedfrom the
®eld of vision and from consciousness.The segregationand isolation of the Jews
wasoften accompaniedby apathy, or eventhe satisfactionof Polish witnesses.The

Author's Address: Institute of Philosophy& Sociology,Polish Academyof SciencesNowy dwiat 72,
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gradation of misfortunes and threats, and the privilegesbif only illusorybof one
group of the persecutedover that of another causedgreat strati®cationand mutual
antagonisms.The suffering of Polesand Jewswasnot a shared,identical experience;
during the occupation they suffered separatelyand suffered differently. Naturally,
some of the Poles fought anti-Semitism; many even changedtheir stanceand put
their lives in danger to assistJews. Nevertheless,part of the society passivelyor
actively supported the idea of ridding Poland of Jewsand silently acceptedthe Nazi
program againstthem. Today one cannot determine, and it would even be dif®cult
to estimate the percentagedistribution of Polish attitudes toward Jewsduring the
war. One cannot setthe proportions betweenthe honestand the rogue, betweenthe
heroesand the murderers. We canonly satisfyourselveswith the statementthat both
of thesegroupsconstituted the extrememargins,while the overwhelmingmajority of
Polish societyremained ambivalentin the face of the Jewishtragedy.

One hasto remember that the situation of Polish society during the war years
wasvery dif®cult. In the annexedor occupied lands, they could neither in uence
their own situation, nor that of Jews. German social policy led to a differentiation
betweenPolesand Jews;alreadyin the ®rstmonthsof the occupation,Germansissued
afew dozendiscriminatory, anti-Jewishdecreessuchasthe order to weararmbands,
smaller allotments of rationed food, a ban on train travel, and the duty to undertake
forced labor. Very quickly it becameobviousthat Poles and Jewswould be treated
differently by the occupant. Although both nations were persecutedby the Germans
and subjectedto daily terror, there wasno doubt from the very beginning of the war
that the Germanswould treat Polesdifferently from Jews.

From the outset of the war the Poles had two great enemies: the Germans and
the Russians. The dual occupation closelyreminded Poles of the tragic yearsof the
partitions, arousedpatriotic emotions,and alluded to the stereotypesand experiences
of the past. Poles had been attacked once again by its two strongestand longest
enemies;the SecondWorld War experiencewas simply another stagein a familiar
con'ict. This wasa matter betweenPolesand Germansaswell asbetweenPolesand
Russiansithere wasno room for Jewsthere. The Jewishproblem was,from a Polish
perspective,a marginal one in a senseand up to a point.

Whereasthe threat to Jewson the part of Germanswasclear and unequivocal,
the Soviet occupation did not appear so directly dangerousasthe Nazi one. This
con'ict of interests (for Poles both these occupationswere an equal evil) gaverise
to suspicionsof disloyalty or eventreason, aswell as many stereotypes. Yet, after
all, one could understandthat Jewspreferred to ®ndthemselvesunder Stalin's rule
rather than Hitler's; many escapedto the eastwhere, asit turned out, they did have
greatly increasedchancesof survivingthe war.

Jewsfound themselvesn the marginsof the war betweenthe Polesand Germans.
For them, however,this situation did not shapea dualistic situation but a triangular
one: a con’ict betweenJews,Poles, and Germans. Indeed, Jewswere dependent
upon Poles to a great degree during the warbtheir chance of survival depended
upon Polish readinessto assist,Polish acceptance,indifference or antipathy. The
relationship betweenPoles and Jewswasasymmetrical. Poles did not need Jewsin
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order to conduct their war with Germans (nor with Russians). Jews,on the other
hand, in avoiding certain death at the handsof Germans, could not survive without
Poles. Their lives depended upon Polish neighborly love, mercy, honesty, hatred,
apathy,or greed.

Becausethe economic con’ict wasone of the sharpestareas of Polish-Jewish
con’ict in the interwar period, the elimination of Jewishcompetition in economic
life was often met with satisfaction on the part of Poles. In reports to the Polish
government-in-exilein London we read that the 2methods of inhuman terror imple-
mented againstthe Jewsare universallycondemnedand evokea great deal of mercy,
but the socialisolation, especiallyof the Jewisheconomicelement, ®ndwidespread
endorsement. Connectedwith this is a fear (particularly amidst merchant circles) of
a possiblereturn of Jewsto dominant positionsin economiclife¥s A return of Jews
to their original work and workshopsis absolutelyout of the question,evento alesser
extent [than before]. The Polish population would perceivethe massreturn of Jews
not asa return to the previous state of affairs, but as an invasion againstwhich it
would defend itself, resorting evento physicalforce.1

A ubiquitous phenomenonin cities and towns from which Jewshad been de-
ported was theft and plunder of remaining property by their Polish neighbors.
Greed wasa stronger emotion than sympathy. Doctor Zygmunt Klukowski noted in
Szczebrzeszyhow?the population grabbedeverythingwithin reachfrom the opened
Jewishhomes;people unashamedlyhauled whole bundlesof pathetic Jewishposses-
sionsor goodsfrom small shops.® Calel Perechodnik made similar observationsin
Otwock: 2Poles jump over fences,break down doors with axesand rob everything
they can. Sometimesthe pillagers stumble over dead Jews,but this doesnot prevent
them from arguing and ®ghtingover the still warm corpsesbonewill tear a pillow or
suit awayfrom the other.°3

In hispenetratinglyastuteessaywritten in 1945aboutthe 2disconnectedeconomy?®
Kazimierz Wyka statedthat 2the Polish population discountedthe elimination of Jews
from economiclife,® andthe forms which this took were2ignominious, demoralizing,
and lowYs The shortcut thinking in the economic-moralattitude of the averagePole
with regardsto the Jewishtragedyis asfollows: Germansin murdering Jewscommit-
ted a crime; wewould not do that. Germanswill be punishedfor this crime; Germans
havesullied their conscienceput asfor usbwe alreadyreap only advantageswithout
tarnishing our consciencewithout staining our handswith blood%. From under the
sword of the German executioner, effecting a crime unknown in history, the Polish
shopkeeperpulled out the keysto the safeof his Jewishcompetitor and felt that he
wasacting quite morally. Guilt and iniquity for the Germans, keysand the safefor
us¥ The meansby which Germansliquidated Jewsfalls upon their conscience.The
reaction to thesemeansfalls, however,upon our conscience.The gold tooth wrested
from a corpsewill bleed forever evenif no one remembersits source.

1 As cited in K. Kersten, Polacy £ydzi,Komunizm[Poles, Jews,Communism], Warszawal992: 16+18.
27. Klukowski, Dziennik z czashv okupacii [Diary from Times of Occupation], Lublin 1958:292.

3 C. Perechodnik, Czyja jestemmorderck? [Am | a Murderer?], Warszawal993:62.

4 K. Wyka, Zyciena niby [Life Made Believe], Warszawal950: 198+99.
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Over the course of time, Polish society becamenumb to the catastropheof the
Jews.Jewsdisappearedfrom the streetsof the city, werelocked behindthe wallsof the
ghetto wherethey died of hunger and disease.They vanishedfrom the ®eldof vision
and from the consciousnes®f their neighbors,and then their massmurder ensued.
The ilifated situation of Jewscreated chancesfor personalpro®tfor Poles, a chance
to evenout old scoresand rid oneself of the competition. Social attitudes towards
the treatment of Jewsby Germans was extremely variedbfrom active assistance
under a threat of death, through declared or silent sympathy, through apathy, to
participation in the killing of Jewsthrough passivedenunciationto Germansor direct
participation in somecases.

That Polestook part in murdering Jewstestify not only the eventsin Radzidw
or Jedwabnewhere, in July 1941, upon the incitement or only with the permission
of Germans,the bloodshedof local Jewswasat the handsof their Polish neighbors.
Polish underground circles knew about these cases. In May 1942,in Prawda the
underground paper of the Front for the Rebirth of Poland [Front OdrodzeniaPolski,
Zo®aKossak-Szczuckavrote, 8A burning questionisthe demoralization and savagery
which the Jewish slaughter is wreaking among us [Catholic Poles]. Not only the
szaulisi[L atvian police units who assistedin the liquidation of the Warsawghetto],
volksdeutchgPolish citizens of German descent]or Ukrainians are usedto perform
horrible executions. In many localities the local population has taken part in the
massacreas volunteers. We must counteract similar morti®cation by any and all
meansavailable. We must make people aware that they are turning into Herodian
hired assassinsiebuke them in the underground press,call for a shunning of these
executioners,and announcestrict trials of the murderersby the Republic.°>

The fact of the isolation of Jewsin ghettos,and thus their placementout of sight
facilitated the erasure of their sufferings from the Polish consciousnessand their
exclusion from the circles and networks of their own lives. It is no surprise that
suchattitudes causedJewsto feel much bitternessand disappointment with regards
to Poles. They also felt abandonedas Polish citizens who should be protected by
the underground state and the Polish Government-in-Exile. The Polish resistance,
however, only interested itself in the Jewishfate to a small degree until nearly the
end of 1942;basically,its actionswere limited to the transfer of information on the
subjectof their worseningcondition. The situation did changewith the creation of
the JewishAid Council, Zegota Eventhen, however,the Polish underground did not
wantto or could not in uence the attitude towards Jewsof the generalPolish society,
and create an atmosphereof solidarity and assistancedor the survivorsand those in
hiding, the remnants of Polish Jewry. Lack of suchsolidarity and also a climate of
condemnationfor the denouncerscausedthe socialfringes to feel totally immune to
punishment; they blackmailed Jewson the streetsin broad daylight without the least
feeling of guilt and shame.

It is a matter for discussionif and to what degree Polish society could have
given material aid to those starvingin the ghettos. Could suchassistancéhave been

5 As cited in NajnowszeliziejeydBvw Polsce The New History of Jewsin Poland], Warszawal993,351.
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organizedand preventedthe death by hunger of tens of thousands?It is very obvious
that the Poles could not counter or curtail Hitler's plansto murder all of the Jewsof
Europe, but they could havegiventhosecondemnedto death afeeling that there was
areadinessto help in society. It would have been possibletobsimply by not saying
or doing anythingbrescue more human beings. Jewscould have beenincluded in
underground military organizationsbut this wasbasicallynot practiced. There were
alsocasef liquidation of Jewishpartisanunits in the woodsby Polish military groups.

Onthe other hand, the ordinary daily aid offered Jewsin Polandbunder athreat of
deathfor the wholefamilybis unequalledwhencomparedto other occupiedcountries
of Europe. The numberof Polish2Righteous Gentiles®isaround 5000persons. These
Poleswho hid Jewswerewar heroes,working in adual conspiracyagainstthe Germans
andtheir neighbors. Theywereheroesdeprived of the recognition they deserved awe
and the highestlevel of respect. Thanks, however,to their effortsbthough estimates
are very imprecisebDabout 40 thousand Jewswere saved. Undoubtedly, there were
attemptsto help and hide an evengreater number of persons,neverthelesswithout
result.

An indifference to the Jewishfate during the Shoahis today's Polish tragedy.
One should not forget, however,that this fate wasthe idea and creation of Germans
and they bear the responsibility not only for the Holocaust, but alsofor the wartime
demoralization and savagerywhich facilitated the commissionof evil with impunity
in the occupied countries. The bestiality which overtook people then did not end
alongwith the war. Even after it had ended,anti-Semitismdid not disappearin Polish
society.
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Memory and Oblivion. Extermination in Poles' Collective Experience

The just over a decade of a democratic Poland has been a time of restorationb
sometimesfeverishbof those dimensionsof its most recent history which the com-
munist systemhad tried to hide, distort, or totally erasefrom collective memory. This
processdealsnot solely, but to a great degreewith World War Il. The decades-long
falsi®eddescription of the military defenseof the country in September1939,or the
complete silenceon the Polish Kresythe easternborderlandsof the SecondRepublic
andits war history? constituted, until recently, biageolamy, the 2white stains®or blank
spotswhich are currently being ®lledin from all sides: factual, social,and cultural.

The collective memory is undergoing transformation, and the collective image of
the pasteventsappearsto be more complete. Moreover, in my opinion, the process
is rather intensi®edby the support of institutionalized activities (e.qg., through the
Institute of National Memory, the Karta center, veteran organizations, new history
textbooks, etc.), aswell asindividual ones(e.g., numerous publications of a memoir
nature). This changecan also be understood through personal experiencesof his-
tory. Now it is likely that the KatyA Forest Massacreof Polish military of®cersand
intelligentsia by the NKVD is, for today's secondaryschool pupil, one of the obvious
historical facts which comprisethe portrait of the SecondWorld War. For previous
generations,memory of this part of the war biography of Poles wasvery meaning-
fully entangledwith the course of contemporary history. There were those among
us who discoveredthe truth about KatyA, and there were those who alwaysknew
but this knowledge was always contained within the experienceof captivity under
communism.

The examplesof @blank spots® pointed out above,whoseuncoveringwould alter
the collective war memory, ®tinto the culturally grounded collectiveimage of the war
asatraumatic event,yetone which evokedsuchtraits recognizedin national history as
uncompromisingand steadfastbattle with the enemy,heroism,tolerance,areadiness
to defendthe weakestetc. Thoseareasassociatedvith mattersmore sensitiveor even
embarrassingare generallyavoidedin silencestill. Among the domainsbelongingto

Author's Address: Institute of Sociology,e AdAUniwersity; ul. Rewoluciji 1905r. 41/43,& 8dA Poland;
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1 See, for instance, B. Szacka,?Pamibé zbiorowa i wojna® [Collective Memory and War], Przegla
Socjologiczny(2) 2000,11+28,0r M. Kula, 2PamiBé o historii uwik@anaw jej bieg® [Memory on History
Involved in its Path], Przegia Socjologiczny(2) 2000,29+52.
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this categoryare, among others, collaboration, Polish participation in the expulsion
of the Germansfrom the Westernlands, or Polish-Jewishrelations.

This last issuearousespossiblythe most emotion. This is because ®rstof all, it
toucheson tender spotsin the Polish wartime experienceabout which not everything
hasbeen clearly and openly stated. Secondly,description of theserelations, due to
the context of the Shoah,is not perceivedasjust a 2private matter® of Poles. These
samereasons) think, werethe causeof the silencewhich, thoughinterrupted bysome
bold voices? lasteduntil the moment whenJanTomaszGross'bookb Neighbors:The
Destructionof the JewishCommunityin JedwabnePolandbappeared.

| read this book in July 2000. Although | took it in hand asa sociologist,| must
admit that my professionalstancetowardsthis reading waseclipsedby an experience
of horror invoked by the description of events. The author doesnot sparethe reader
vicious and brutal scenesdemonstrating the ruthlessnessof the transgressors. He
cites the accountsof survivors, witnesses,and perpetrators of the crime. From this
perspective the contentsof the book are jolting. The author describesthe courseof
eventsuncommonly suggestivelyand, more importantly, devotesthe most attention
to the perpetrators.

It is my opinion that the style Gross usesto describethe murder in Jedwabne?
contributed to the fact that an initially moderate and restrained reaction to the
publication had turned, by autumn of 2000, into an impassioneddiscussion. This
debate touched on various dimensionsof the issue: the historical, moral, religious,
social, and political. 4 After more than a year since the publication of the book and
the discussionlasting nearly aslong, it is dif®cult to saysomethingwhich hasnot been
the subjectof someoneelse'sresponse.

The great number of pressarticles, the opinions of historians, politicians, sociol-
ogists,priests, etc.,and, aboveall, the courseof eventsinitiated and setin motion by
this book (Institute of National Remembrancenvestigation,the Episopate'sreaction,
the commemorationin Jedwabne etc.) testify to the fact that the book hasachieved
the goal Grosshad setfor itbto breakthe silenceand presenta challengedemanding
a rethinking of the Polish war experience. It should be noted that another book
by the sameauthorb Upiorna Dekadabhad come out in 19985 Through the facts
presentedtherein, aswell asits very strong and, for many, controversial arguments,
Grossdemonstratedthat Polish experiencessurrounding the Holocaust remained an
unexploredterritory in the social part of collective memory of the more recent past.
Neverthelessjn contrastto Neighborsits predecessomet minimal public resonance$

2 Among thesewasJanBgdkski'sarticle, 2Biedni Polacypatrzinagetto® [Poor Poleslook at the Ghettol,
TygodnikPowszechny(2) 1987and the accompanyingdiscussion.

3 By somethis stylewasseenasinnovative and inventive, by others asfragmentaryand piecemeal. See,
for instance,the abundantcommentaryby the historian, TomaszStrzembosz.

4 The accompanyingdebate itself constitutes excellent material for analysisof public discoursebthe
argumentspresented,the strategiesof their presentation,the rhetoric applied, etc.

5J.T. Gross, Upiorna dekada: Trzyeseje stereotypacha tematZydAy, Polakéw, NiemcAw i komunistiwy
1939+1948[Ghastly Decade: Three Esseyson Stereotypesof Jews, Poles, German and Communists]
Universitas: Krakéw 1998.

6 Among the exceptionswas a discussionprinted in the monthly Wié& 2Polacy i Zydzi w upiornej
dekadzie® [Poles and Jewsin Ghastly Decade], WiA(7) 1999.
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The role of Neighbor®as | see itbcannot be overestimated. The author
succeededbundoubtedlydue in part to the particular rhetoric he appliedbin ini-
tiating, |1 hope, a permanent processof reshaping collective memory of Holocaust
history. Indisputably this will be a long and painful process. Unlike the earlier
mentioned casesof recalled and restored historical memory which ®t perfectly into
the Polish ethos of suffering and heroism, the Polish experiencesof the Shoahare
preciselyamong those which we as a societywould rather not see. This is also not
simply a matter of memory of such eventsastook place in Jedwabne,but of also
incorporating Jewish suffering into Polish memory of the war.” The key merit of
Jan Gross' book is that it revealedthe need to rethink and rework social memory
of the Shoahba memory which the author has consideredin both the micro and
macro-socialdimensions.

The ®rstof theseis the memory of the community in which the pogromtook place
and which bearsits mark to this day. One could saythat this is local and internal
memorywhichis still abashedlyhidden from strangersthough publicized by the book.
In June2001,] took part in aconferencededicatedto the topic of shtetls,organizedby
the Institute of JewishStudiesin London. One of the papers,entitled My Jedwabnge
wasdelivered by Dr. Marta Kurkowska-Budzanba historian from the Jagiellonian
University. This wasa very moving presentation; its author, a young scholar, fused
both her professionalinterestsand her own biographical experience.Shewasborn in
Jedwabne and though her family movedto a nearbycity whenshewasan adolescent,
her contact with the town was only interrupted by her studiesin Krakdw. Marta
Kurkowska-Budzanrevealedhow, step by step, shediscoveredthe secretheld by her
hometown's residents. She recalled the moment when she ®rst heard about 2that
something® from an older playmate and how she cameto understandthe message
buried in insinuations. Yearslater shereturned to Jedwabneasa historian to speak
with its residents. From the interviewswhich shecited and which sheconductedbefore
Gross'work cameout, it is clearthat thoseevents,although not broadcast,werea part
of the collective memory. The inhabitants of Jedwabneknew very well 2how it really
was® despite the fact that the inscription on the local monument proclaimed for
decadeghat Germanshad killed the Jewsof the town.

In light of other examplesprovided in the extensivefootnotesto Neighborsaques-
tion comesto mind asto how many Polish towns, villages, local communities, and
families preservesimilar eventsin their memory and whatin uence this hason those
who carry sucha memorybmost often undisclosed. One could assumethat in such
casesthere is a processanalogousto that describedin the book edited by Gabriele
Rosenthal, The Holocaustin Three Generations in which the authors point to the
consequenceso which silenceabout certain aspectsof the pastleadsin intergener-

7 This problem was addressedby, among others, the authors of articles published in a volume of
Przegla Socjologicznyno. 2/20000n collective memory and the war. SeeA. Caga?2Ksztagtowaniesie
polskiej i @/dowskiejwizji martyrologicznejpo Il Wojnie Swiatowej® (167+180)[ShapingPolish and Jewish
martyrologic Vision after IWW]; S.Kowalski, 2Wobec zaggadyp retoryce pamikci i zapomnienia® [To-
wards Extermination: On Rhetoric of Memory and Oblivion] (207+228);and, M. Melchior, @The Threat
of Extermination in the Biographical Experienceof Holocaust Survivors®in this issueof Polish Sociological
Review
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ational transfer. This problem is not only connectedwith the 2nonconveyability® of
traumatic Shoahexperiencesput alsoa desireto concealthe truth bythe perpetrators
of acrime.8

On the macrosociallevel, silence should be recognizedasthe fundamental trait
of collective memory of the Holocaust. Between 1992 and 1994, the Department
of the Sociologyof Culture at & AdAUniversity gathered narrative, autobiographical
interviews whose subjectwasthe wartime experienceof Poles.® One of the charac-
teristics of the life storieswasa nearly total lack of recollections associatedwith the
Holocaust. Poles speakingof their biographical experience,in the majority of over
70casessaidnothing or nearly nothing about the drama of the Jewswhich musthave
playedout, at leastin part, before their eyes.

JanTomaszGross'book, Neighboranthus be a catalystfor the undertaking of an
oneroussettling of accountswith the past. Although this task could be formulated in
moral categoriesbjudgementsof guilt, responsibility, etc.Dwhat is most important
is a social acceptanceof the fact that the sometimestroublesome memory of the
Shoahbelongsto thoserealmsof the pastwhich shouldbe restoredinto the collective
memory of contemporary Poles. As mentioned earlier, this is a dif®cult and painful
processbnot only for the reasonsnoted above,but also becauseit will be observed
by others and variousreactionsmust be taken into account.19 Thesecanbe reactions
suchasone describedby AgnieszkaSaborwho heard from a German pilgrim-tourist
at Birkenau, 8And so after Jedwabne,it turns out that we Germans and you Poles
are riding on the samewagon.°!! But there are and will be other reactions such
asthose | observedat the London conference. After Marta Kurkowska-Budzan's
paper, the audience(primarily historiansliving in Great Britain and Israel) expressed
its admiration and respect. One of the participants said,2l am deeplymovedbythese
words becausel know that their expressionrequired great sensitivity and, aboveall,
courage.®

8G. Rosenthal(ed.), TheHolocaustin ThreeGenerationof theNaziRegime L ondon: CasseMellington
House 1998.
9This project, Biogra®aa togamaonarodowa]Biographyand National Identity] was®nancecy Komitet
BadaANaukowych[State Committee for Scienti®cResearch].
101t mustbe kept in mind that the book waspublishedin English in the United Statesin 2001.

11A, Sabor,2Niemcy, Polacybi Jedwabne9Germans,Polesband Jedwabne];,TygodnikPowszechny32)
2001,3.



polish 1(137)02
sociological
review
ISSN 1231 - 1413

MAR TA KURK OWSKA-BUDZAN
Jagiellonian University

Imaging Jedwabne
The Symbolicand the Real

In the courseof the pastyear,the name of Jedwabnebatown at the end of the world,
and a place about which its residentshad commentedthat economic stagnationand
afall into oblivion had left it only good for @plowing under®®has now permanently
entered the dictionary of historical iconry.

At the beginningof May 2000,in an article heralding the publication of the Polish
edition of Jan Tomasz Gross' Neighbors a journalist from RzeczpospolitaAndrzej
KaczyAskimentioned Jedwabnefor the ®rsttime on the pagesof a Polish nationwide,
daily newspaper?! After a few months of silenceon the subject, subsequentarticles
appearedin the presswhich familiarized readerswith the geographiclocation of the
town and its surroundings as well as the historical setting of the tragedy of 1941.
Concurrently, asthe debate broadenedin its thematic ®elds,so, too, the conceptof
aJedwabne®extendedin meaning.

As the name of a place aswell as an adjective it beganto 2play® in the Polish
language.Reachingnow for the ®rstthing on the shelf, suf®ceit to recall the coverof
the Jewishmonthly Midraszof February 2001Bthe issueentitled @Woolen, Cotton,
Silken.°2 Soon afterwards, jokes emergedin everdaylanguageand popular culture
suchasthe one about the 2Jews'favorite tiesbsilken ones.°

It seemsto me that Jedwabnebdespite the fact that it has occupied a speci®c
spaceat a certain latitudinal and longitudinal point for about half a millenniumPhas
asif dematerialized,becominginsteada symbolin the discussionabout Polish-Jewish
relations, about responsibility, and about the Holocaust. The word 2Jedwabne®now
appearsbeside Odwikcim and Kielce. Not wanting to delve here into the semantic
details of the contentsof this concept,| only wishto posea question: from the point
of viewof aresidentof this local and quite small (under 2000inhabitants) community,
is Jedwabne?no lessthan® a symbol,or 2only® a symbol?

Author's Address: Institute of History, JagiellonianUniversity, ul. Godéia 13,31-007Krakéw, Poland;
e-mail: kurk@argo.hist.uj.edu.pl
1 A. Kaczyhski,2Cagopalenie{The Holocaust], Rzeczpospolitss May 2000.
2Midrasz February2001,2(46),2Wegnianebawegniane]Jedwabne.° The coverpresentsbolts of fabric;
under a navy woolen and greyish-bluecotton one, lies the silken (Jedwabne)one in red and whitebthe
Polish national colors.
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Jedwabiniac®because that is how the residents of this town are called in the
areabread articlesin whichintellectuals,scholars,andjournalistsspeakof the murder
in Jedwabneoperating with the terms2the Sielawabarn,® 2the LaudaAskibrothers,°
and?the market squarein Jedwabne.°For the discussantsheseare building blocksin
an academic,multidimensionalbspatial andtemporalbpuzzle all of which comprise
nonmaterial elements.

For the Jedwabnians,2the LaudaAskibrothers® mean personalities, emotions,
acomplicatednet of genealogicakconnectionsand socialrelationships. Eachnew,and
eventhe mostrandom and abstractinterpretational contextin which2the LaudaAski
brothers® appearson the pagesof nationwide periodicals has,in the real Jedwabne,
asomewhatdifferent meaning. Here in Jedwabnaeit isreadliterally andhasimmediate
effectson the current social scene.Here Jan TomaszGross' book is read not to ®nd
out what happened60 yearsago, and not to ®ndout what the author hasto sayon
the subject,but so asto read in black and white the namesof the murderers. Those
few lines on page 19 of the Polish edition of Neighboravere for many, and especially
for the older generation, the essenceof the book.

The murder of the Jewswasnot unknown. What had alwaysstirred local society
wastalk of thosewhose®hands were stainedwith Jewishblood® and burdenedby the
aJewishcurse.® Rumors and gossiphad run through the town and its surrounding
areafor manyyears,but what 2people say®doesnot havethe sameeffect aswhat is
in print. A personwhosename crops up on the pagesof Gross' book is, for most
readers,one of manywho exist againstthe backdrop of Jedwabnewhich the author
describedand only with regardsto the tragedyin which that individual wasa witness
or perpetrator. A name appears(l hope this is the case)only becausethe narrative
would be hard to follow without it.

In the real Jedwabne,however, live that person'schildren and grandchildrenb
quite likely bearing the samesurname, his or her closerand more distant relatives,
friends and acquaintancesand neighbors. For thesepeople Neighbords a book with
one main character. For them eachword written on their subjecthasconsequences
in everydayreality. Tomorrow perhapspeoplewill look upon them differentlybeven
if the author of the book hasmade an error in his assignationsand everyoneknows
that that is the case,and evenif a journalist haswritten somethingwhich wasmerely
his or her clear and evident speculation.

Naturally, many of those who write 2from afar® sawthe LaudaAskis,the mass
graveof the murdered, or Jedwabne'snarket square@with their own eyes®don pho-
tographsin the press,or perhapsevenduring a visit to Jedwabneitself (actually more
the casewith journalists than university intellectuals). Finally, AgnhieszkaArnold's
®Im Neighborswhich Polish television showedin April 2001visualizedthe sceneof
the crime for a broad viewing audience. We could all enter the narrow streetsof the
smalltown, seethe facesof the few remaining withessesand survivors,and gazeinto
the eyesof today'sresidentsof Jedwabneand nearby Radzidw.

Yet has Jedwabnebeen returned to reality in this way, or quite the contraryb
has the @scene of this crime,® ®Imed artistically, with a musical background, been
engravedinto the visualmemory of viewersasthe symbolof persecutionand torture
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of Jewscommitted at the handsof their Catholic neighbors? Why is it that whenwe
refer to this work, we usually speakof 2the ®mabout Jedwabne®although the author

dealt almost equally with a similar tragedyin Radzidw? Having spokenwith many
personswho carefully and attentively watchedthis ®Im,| ®ndthat they are incapable
of differentiating which of the eventsrelayedin the accountstook placein Jedwabne
andwhichin Radzidw. Of course,if we acceptthat it is the eloquenceof thesetragic

factswhich matters, then this lack of clarity is insigni®cant.If, however,we askabout
the uniquenessof the murdersin Jedwabnethen it is evenhighly signi®cant.Then to

the list of massacrexommitted againstJewishPolesin which non-JewishPolestook

part we would add, for instance,Radzidev and Wasoszand then Jedwabneceasego

be suchan alarming exception.

Returning againto the @real Jedwabne,did the Jedwabnianseeandrecognizeon
television,in AgnieszkaArnold's ®Im,their placeof residence?The market squarein
the 2real Jedwabne®is about a dozenhomes,a church, and a few tree-lined streetsb
a relatively small spacein which eachsquaremeter counts. Here more weightis on
precisedelineation of the spot where the Jewishwoman holding a child in her arms
waskilled. Long after the war, the weedsbetweenthe cobblestoneshere grewin the
shapeof across.If this phenomenonhad appeareda few metersfurther away,people
from all over the areawould not gather before it in propitiatory prayer.

The frozen pond coveredby a sheetof ice in the ®Imis not the waterhole about
which we read in Neighborswhere two Jewishwomen drowned with their children
during the pogrom? though that is wasthe cinematographer'simagessuggests.That
waterhole no longer exists. For the viewer perhapsit doesnot matter where those
two women perishedsotragically, but the ownersof the property behind whichit was
once found most certainly react differently to the account of Shmuel Wassersztajn
about this event.

In contrast, for Jedwabnians,the pond visible today is connected with a very
different story which becamethe sourceof that pool's own dark legendbabout the
Jewishman who being drowned by participants in the massacrecalled out to heaven,
aMary! Saint Joseph! Stand by me!® When the perpetrators attempted to pull the
corpseout soasto rob it of expectedjewelry and clothing, a2real miracle happened,®
as people tell it: 2the Jew was as naked as God had created him.® Since that
time all those who dove into the pond in searchof lost Jewishgold met with divine
punishmentbthey all drowned.

For those who know Jedwabne,its residents,and its situation asa place deeply
marked by the mythologized memory of a tragic event, the nationwide Polish debate
in which the mostimportant aspectsbmorality, responsibility, and punishmentbare
being discusseds taking place somewhereoff to the side of the real Jedwabne.Or it
is evenbuilding a newJedwabne though through the very sameconceptswhich shape
a real community. That is why, apart from the already infamous 2Committee for
the Defense of the Good Name of Jedwabne®which a handful of local 2politicians®

3J.T. Gross,Sisiedzi:Historiazaggad/dowskiegmiasteczkdNeighbors. The Destruction of the Jewish
Community in Jedwabne].Sejny: Pogranicze,2000,p. 12.
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founded, Jedwabniansremain rather passiveobserversof the consciencereckoning
being effected for Jedwabne.

In their eyesthe ceremonyof 10 July 2001and the new monumentbthe unques-
tionable meritorious outcomesof the nationwide debatebare a material expression
of that symbolic, 2alien® Jedwabne,the one that is 2only® a symbol. For the Jed-
wabniansthe new monument with its changedinscription is loaded with different
emotional meaningthan that which it hasfor that part of societywhich feelsin some
senseresponsiblefor that symbolic Jedwabne for the Holocaust of the Polish Jews,
for the attitude of non-JewishPoles with regardsto their Jewishneighbors during
and evenbefore the Shoah. For Jedwabniansthe monument to the local tragedy is
the pond itself or the two squaremetersof the market squarewhere 2miracles® have
taken place.

A reckoning of accountswith the pasthasnot yet beencompletedin the 2real®
Jedwabne. It begana long time agobone could even saythe morning after the
murderbbut it is an un®nishedprocessand will mostlikely remain sofor sometime
still. The mythology of 2God's curse® or 2the Jewishcurse® on Jedwabnecontinues
to live and, aslong asit does,the conscienceof Jedwabnewill grapple with the sin of
its past.
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Poles' Opinions About the Crime in Jedwabne
PChanges in Social Consciousnes$

Abstract: Results of CBOS [Social Opinion ResearchCentre] reports on Poles' opinions on the crime
committed in Jedwabne.Resultsshowthe level of society'sinformation of it just after the disclosureof the
crime and then after the of®cialactsof repentanceand apologyfrom the Church and the representantsof
the Polish State. The researchconcentratedalsoon showingthe changeof socialconsciousnesselated to
this tragedy.

Keywordscrime in Jedwabne victims, perpetrators, Jews,social consciousness

The opening of an investigation by Polish Institute of National Memory on the crime
committed in 1941 on Jewishinhabitants of Jedwabne(Yedvabne)in which Polish
people, common inhabitants of this town participated, and information about this by
media and discussionon the topic, convincedus to designa researchwhich would
graspthe changeof socialconsciousnesselated to this tragedy.

The ®rstresearch,conductedin April 2001, allowed us to describethe level of
society'sinformation about the crime, its victims and perpetrators, reactionsrelated
to it, opinions consideringthe moral responsibility of Polesand a needof national act
of repentanceand apologyfor the crimesconductedon Jews.

The next researchwasconductedin Augustbafter the of®cialactsof repentance
and apology from the representativesof the Polish state and Church which took
placein May (a celebrated by Polish Bishops massdedicatedto forgiving the crime
in Jedwabne)and in July (a participated by the president of Poland celebration of
the 601 anniversaryof death of the Jewsin Jedwabne).We were interested, whether
or not those eventsin uenced the level of information about the Jedwabnetragedy
in Polish society, their knowledge of its victims and perpetrators.2 We also wanted
to ®ndout if the interviewed people were interested in the course of the Jedwabne
celebrationsand if they thought whether or not the of®cial acts of expiation would
contribute to tightening Polish-Jewishrelations.3 Besidesthat, we tried to describe
the changeswhich took place between1996and 2001in Poles' opinions concerning
the religious ties connecting Poleswith Jews.

1 Basedon CBOS [Social Opinion ResearchCentre] reports on 2Poles' Opinions about the Crime in
Jedwabne,’and @PresentProblems and Events® prepared and analyzedby Bogna Wcidrka.

2Researchon 2PresentProblemsand Events® (135) conductedon August3+6,20010n arepresentative
sample,964adult personschosenaccordingto random addresses.

3 We were askingabout the judgment of in uence of the of®cial actsof expiation on the relationships
between Poles and Jewsduring the *Omnibus' researchwhich wasconducted on August16+20,20010n
1000people representativesampleof adult Poles.
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What do We Know about the Crime in Jedwabne?
Who Heard about this Crime?

The information about the crime in Jedwabnegot to almost all Poles (90%). Since
April the percentageof the intervieweeswho had heard about the tragedy grew by
7 points. Society'sknowledgeabout this fact becameso common, that it wasweaker
related to respondents' socio-economicsituation than in April. ~ Still though, the
level of education differentiates it. Every ®fth respondentwith a primary education
(19%) did not hear about the crime in Jedwabne. Neither did every eighth with
a basicvocational education (12%) nor small percentagesof people with high school
education (4%) and university degree (3%). Understandably, the worse informed
people were those who were in the worse social conditions, having most often the
lowest citizen's competencylevel, that is, the lowest education, and economic status
and unemployed, as well asthe eldestbover 65 yearsold. However, it hasto be
underlined that amongthe group of the worstinformed youth in the agerangingfrom
18+24wasincluded. In this group, almost every ®fth respondentdid not hear about
the crime in Jedwabne.

Opinions about Victims and Perpetrators of the Crime in Jedwabne

Having a knowledgeabout the crime did not seemto shapepeople'sthoughtsconsid-
ering the courseof thosetragic events. Similarly, in April, we askedthe respondents
who had heard about what happenedin Jedwabne(866 people) who, in their opin-
ion, wasa victim and who wasthe perpetrator of this crime. The questionshad an
opencharactersothat respondentsweregiving spontaneousanswersvhich werelater
categorized.

The grossmajority of respondentsrealizedthat Jewswerethe victims of this crime
(79%). Sometimes,however,respondentsincluded amongthe victims not only Jews
but also Poles. The opinion consideringthis did not changethroughout the last few
months, although, presently,the respondentsare stressinga bit strongerthe supposed
martyrology of Poles.

The respondentsstill most often blame German occupants. Among those who
had heard about the crime almost one-third (32%) showsGermans(Nazis, Gestapo,
Fascists)asthe only perpetrators of the crime. Almost one-seventh(15%) underline
that Poles were helping German occupants,sporadicallythose people were referred
to ascollaborants, Volksdeutsche Polish police (1%). A small group of respondents
(4%) blamesPoleswhoworked from Germaninspiration, under pressure supervision
or force. Altogether, almost one-®fth of those who had heard about the crime in
Jedwabne(19%) think, underlining the role of German occupantsthat Germansand
Poleshad conductedthe crime together. The smallestgroup of people wasthe group
that perceived Poles as the perpetrators of the crime. Only Poles were blamed by
everyninth respondentwho had heard about the crime in Jedwabne(11%) including
3% who did it with hesitation and stressthat the ®nalresults will be known after
completing the investigation by Institute of National Memory.
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Table 1

People who heard about

the crime in Jedwabne All respondents

Who wasthe victim of this crime? April 2001| August2001| April 2001| August2001
(N= 857) | (N=866) |(N=1036) | (N=964)
In percents

Jewsfrom Jedwabneand the area, Polish Jews,
Jewishfamilies and similar descriptions

pointing the Jewsand only Jewsasvictims 83 78 69 70
Jewsand Poles 8 10 7 9
Poles 1 3 1 3
Other descriptions 1 1 1 1
Dif®cult to say/ldo not know 7 8 5 7
Never heard about the crime in Jedwabne b b 17 10

Table 2

People who heard about
the crime in Jedwabne

April 2001| August2001| April 2001| August2001
(N=857) | (N=866) |(N=1036)| (N=964)

All respondents

Who, in your opinion, wasa perpetrator
of this crime?

In percents
German occupants,Nazis, Fascists Gestapo,
etc.Bdescriptions pointing Germansasthe
only perpetrators of the crime 41 31 34 28
German occupantsand Polish collaborants, Polish
Police, Volksdeuche 1 1 1 1

German occupantswith a help of Poles,i.e. Nazis
and Poles, Gestapoand local Poles,
supposedlyGermansand Poles, Germansand
afew Poles,Germansand Poles 13 14 11 12

Poleswho worked from German inspiration,
under pressure,supervisionor forceba stress
put on Polesasthe perpetrators 2 4 2 4

They could be Polesbexpressionspointing that it
is necessaryo wait for the end of investigation
and/or expressinghope that the investigation

will clear Poles, i.e. | hope they were German 3 3 2 2
Polesbno doubt 6 8 5 8
Others, i.e. RussiansSoviets 3 5 2 5
Dif®cult to say 31 33 26 30
Never heard about the crime in Jedwabne b b 17 10

Consideringall adult Poles (not only thosewho heard about the crime) it ®gured
out that over one-fourth (28%) of respondentsblame for the murder exclusively
German occupants,one-sixth (17%) agreeson collaboration of Germansand Poles
and one-tenth (10%) blamesexclusivelyPoles.

The perception of the perpetrators of the crime changedwhencomparedto April.
Presently,lesspeople (dropped from 34% to 28%) blamesonly Germans,a bit more,
on the other hand, admitsto their consciousnessollaborationsof Germansand Poles
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(growth from 14% to 17%) and the exclusiveblame of Poles (growth from 7+10%).
Participation of Polesin the crime is pointed by over one-fourth of the respondents
(growth from 21%in April to 27%).

It's possiblethat the of®cial acts of expiation, the penancemassin Warsawand
the celebration of the anniversaryin Jedwabneincluding the informational campaign
which accompaniedthose eventshelp some Poles to admit the dif®cult truth about
the participation of their countrymen in this crime. Still, however, the society is
disoriented. It canbe seenon the example of blaming exclusivelyGermans by 28%
but alsothrough the fact that almost one-third of Poles(30%) do not havean opinion
on this topic. If we add to it people who show asthe perpetrators the membersof
other nations (5%) and thosewho neverheard about the murder in Jedwabne(10%)
it ®guresthat still the vastmajority of adult Poles (73% comparedto 79% in April)
do not realize what happenedin Jedwabnesixty yearsago.

Social Conditioning of the ViewsConsidering the Perpetrators of Crime in Jedwabne

The shapeof consciousnes this areawasclearly dependentupon the level of educa-
tion, socio-vocationaland material position; the higher the statusof the respondents
the more they expressedheir conviction about the participation of Polesin the crime
committed on Jews.

The collaboration of the exclusiveguilt of countrymen waspointed by over half
of the respondentswith higher education, almost one-third of those with highschool
education,almostone-fourth of people with basicvocationaleducationand by almost
one-seventhof thosewith primary education. It wasvisible that people havinglower
education (respectively48%, 69%,77%, and 86%) practically did not have any con-
sciousknowledgeaboutwhat had happenedin Jedwabnein 1941if acceptingthe lack
of information, pointing exclusivelyGermansor other nations asthe perpetrators as
a criterion.

The viewsabout this were strongly related to the socio-vocationalposition of the
respondentsand a bit lessregularly to their material situation. The fact of pointing
participation of Poles twice asoften by the people living in the cities with over one
hundred-thousandinhabitants then by the inhabitants rural areaswasa consequence
of the describeddependencies.

This brings a question as to why social groups changedtheir views under the
in‘uence of the of®cial acts of expiation from the site of the representativesof the
state and church and the informational campaignrelated to this.

It can be derived from the comparison of the researchconductedin April and
Augustthat the viewsof people with higher education changedclearly (a decreasen
the percentof peoplewhoblameexclusivelyGermansfrom 35%t019% andaincrease
in the percentof peoplewho point the participation of Polesfrom 29%to 52%). Much
smaller changesof opinion, although in the samedirection, can be noted amongthe
respondentswith the highschool education and basicvocational education. On the
other hand the viewsof people with primary education practically did not change.
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The picture of changein those opinions getsmore complicated when we consid-
ered the socio-vocationalgroupsinto which working people belong. It ®guredthat
the biggestchangetook place amongthe representativesof the directorial staff and
inteligentsia Since Septemberthe percentageof people pointing the participation of
Polesin the crime grewby 32 points and the percentageof people blaming exclusively
Germans decreasedby 29 points. Much smaller changeswere noted in the caseof
white-collar workers of lower level many of whom also have higher education. The
changesin consciousnes®f quali®edworkers were also very clear. The percent of
peoplein this group who noticed collaboration and /or exclusiveparticipation in the
crime of Poles grew by 15 points and the percentageof people pointing exclusively
German occupantsdropped by 21 points, the viewsof socio-vocationalgroupsdid not
change.

Table 3
People who think the perpetrators were:
Social characteristicsof Only Germans Polesand/or Polesand Germans
respondents Apr. 2001]Aug. 2001 Differences| Apr. 2001] Aug. 2001] Differences
In percents
Education
Primary 30 32 +2 15 14 +1
BasicVocational 36 28 +8 18 23 +5
Highschool 34 29 5 25 31 +6
Higher 35 19 +16 29 52 +23
Socio-vocationalgroup
Directorial staff, inteligencja 43 14 +29 25 57 +32
White collar workers 30 20 +10 27 36 +7
Blue/white collar workers 22 24 +2 30 24 +6
Skilled workers 39 18 +21 11 26 +15
Unskilled workers* 25 30 +5 32 17 -15
Farmers 45 39 +6 13 17 +4
Working at their own business 24 23 +1 36 40 +4

*We do not analyzethe unskilled workers in the text, becauseof small number of respondentsin this
group.

Who Followedthe Media NewsConcerningthe Celebration in Jedwabne?

It seemsthat many Polesavoid being exposedto information which would point par-
ticipation of their countrymenin crime. It canbe seenon the exampleof researchers
declarationsconsideringtheir interestsin the celebration of the sixtieth anniversary
of the tragic death of Jedwabne'slews.The mediafrom this celebration wasfollowed
by almost two-®fths of Poles (38%). A majority of respondentsdid not show any
interestin this event.

Among the people interestedin the celebration of the sixtieth anniversaryof the
tragic death of Jedwabne'sJewsthere were, ®rstof all, people with higher education
(54%) and also people being at least 55 yearsof age. The youngerthe respondents
were the more rarely they declared that they followed the media reports from the
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celebration. It hasto be underlined that the lack of interest was especiallyvisible
amongyouth aging18to 24 (15%) and also among pupils and students(13%).

It isworth to notice that amongthe peoplewho wereinterestedin this eventthere
were almost as many respondentswith higher education (54%), representativesof
the directorial staff, inteligencja (46%) and farmers (46%) although, it in uenced
mainly the opinions of besteducatedrespondentsand respondentswith the highest
social-vocationalstatus. The opinions of farmers did not change.

There is a question whether or not the interest in the celebration in Jedwabne
wasre ected in the viewsof the researchedpopulation. Of course,those who were
following the media reports from the celebration much more often heard about the
crime than thosewho did not. Theywere pointing Jewsasvictims of the murder more
often (80% comparedto 64%). Besidesthat their opinions about the topics were
better crystallized.

On the other hand there were no readablerelations betweenthe interest toward
the celebration and respondentsviewsabout who wasthe perpetrator of the crime.
The respondentswho declaredthat they were carefully watchingmedia reports more
often than others pointed both the exclusiveguilt of Germansaswell asthe exclusive
guilt of Poles.

It provesthat the decisionto acceptresponsibility of Polesfor the crime committed
on Jewsis dif®cult to acceptfor their countrymen. Even the interest in the course
of the celebration of the anniversaryof the tragedy, therefore, also listening to the
President's speechabout the event did not have in the caseof most of the groups
anin uence on people'sviewson this issue. On this background,we can distinguish
mainly the representativesof the directorial staff and inteligencja who not only were
more interestednewsreports from Jedwabnebut also,probablyunder their in"uence,
they changedtheir views about the guilt of Poles. It is important that the similar
reaction was observed among the quali®ed workers even though their interest in
the celebration of the anniversarydid not differ from the average. Farmers, on the
other hand, inspite of the fact that they were following the courseof the celebration
more carefully, sustainedtheir opinions not admitting to their consciousnesshe
information about the disgracefulrole of their countrymen.

Will the Of®cial Acts of Expiation Contribute to Tightening Polish-Jewish Relationships?4

Socialopinions on whether or not both the role of Polesin the tragedythat took place
sixty yearsagoin Jedwabneand the of®cial actsof penitenceand apologiesfrom the
side of the representativesof the state and the church will contribute to tightening
Polish-Jewishrelationshipswasclearly divided.

Over one-third of respondents(36%) thought that the eventswould tighten these
relations while over two-®fths (44%) were of the opposite opinion. Each of those
opinions was clearly characterized by hesitation although the extremely negative
views(16%) were much more frequent than the extremely positive (7%). Every ®fth

4 Public opinion poll 2omnibus® look: footnote no. 3.
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respondent (20%) could not judge the role of those eventsin shapingthe relation
betweenPolesand Jews.

The opinion that the of®cialactsof expiation will contribute to tightening Polish-
Jewishrelationshipswasshownmuch more often by the respondentswith higher and
highschool education, by young people in the age between18 and 34, aswell as by
pupils andstudentsand muchlessfrequently by peopleaging45+64.Undoubtedly, the
greatestoptimism about this issuewasshownbythe representativesf directorial staff
and inteligencja among whom three-®fths(59%) relatesthose eventswith the hope
that it will contribute to tightening Polish-Jewishrelationships. The most pessimist
about that were farmers and people working their own businessoutside of farming
(respectively59% and 51% of the respondentsfrom those groupsthat those events
would not contribute to better relations betweenthe two nations). Opinions of the
remaining groupsare lessuniform.

The fact that Polish societyis divided in perceivingtheseissuesis not surprising.
The researchconducted in April this yearbbefore the of®cial acts of expiationb
had shownthat only one-third of the respondents(30%) agreedthat Poles should
apologize to the Jewish nation for the crime in Jedwabne,and almost half (48%)
were againstit. Justifying their opinions, the opponents of apologizing, ®rstof all,
questionedthe role of Polesin the crime and the fact of participation of their fellow
countrymenin this murder and minimized and/or try to justify it asbeingdone under
pressureof occupants.

The proposition of a personal act of expiation (via signing a letter expressing
grief and apologiesin the name of Poles) wasnot acceptedthen, neither (34% of
Poleswould havesignedsucha letter and 53% would havenot). This shapeof social
consciousnesgxplainsto a certain degreewhy almost half of Polish societythought
that the of®cial actsof expiation from the side of representativesof Church and the
statewill not contribute to tightening the relationshipsbetweenPolesand Jews.

JewsbOur Older Brothers in Faith?
Changesof Social Consciousnessn the Years 199612001

Our researchsuggestghat animportant role in shapingPolish relations towards Jews
can be played by diffusing to their social consciousnessn idea of common roots
of Christianity and Judaism. John Paul Il had shownit very clearly in April 1986
during his historical visit in Roma's synagoguevhen he describedJewsas2our older
brothers in faith.° Ten yearsafter this event,in August1996,immediately after the
celebration of the ®ftieth anniversaryof the Kielce pogrom,> for the ®rsttime we
askedPoles whether they acceptedthe idea of religious closenesswith Jews. Then,
two-®fthsof our respondentsagreedwith the presentedopinion acceptingreligious

5 Pogrom of Jewsin Kielce in 1946,42 Jewswere killed, 40injured. See: B. Szaynok,Pogrom Zydav
w Kielcach[Pogrom of Jewsin Kielce]. Warszawa:Bellona 1992.
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Table 4
Respondentsopinions accordingto the date of opinion poll
Do you agreethat ?e""s,arj our April 1996 | May200 | April 2001 | August2001
older brothers in faith? In percents

Strongly agree 9 40 15 52 14 44 12 39
Rather agree 31 37 30 27
Rather disagree 23 39 19 26 21 37 18 39
Strongly disagree 16 7 16 21
Dif®cult to say 21 21 22 22 19 19 22 22

ties connecting Poles with Jewsand almost the same percentageof people negated
the commonroots.®

The secondopinion poll, performed in May 2000,two monthsafter the pilgrimage
of John Paul Il to the Holy Land, during which the Pope repented Christian sins
againstJewsand gave his personal statementof a common relation with them, has
showna clear growth of socialapprovalfor the idea of Jewsbeing our older brothers
in faith. At that time, over half of Poles acceptedthe idea of religious brotherhood
and only one-fourth negatedit. The Pope'sattitude clearly contributed to awakingin
Poles a feeling of closestwith Jews. Besidesthat, it turned up that idea of common
roots wasrelated to the negation of feelings of unwillingness/hostility toward Jews.
Over half of Polish societyunderlined then the meaningof the Pope's pilgrimage for
tightening the relationship betweenPolesand Jews”

The next researchwasconductedin April 2001after the start of an investigation
by the Institute of National Memory which also consideredthe crime committed in
1941 on Jewishinhabitants of Jedwabne. During the course of broad discussions
about the role Poles playedin this tragedy, the researchshowedthat the feeling of
common religious roots with Jewshad weakenedin Polish society. While, compared
to the researchfrom May 2000the percentof people acceptingthe ideathat Jewsare
older brothers in faith dropped by 8 points and the percentageof thosewho negated
theseties grew by 11 points. The opinions of respondentswere divided again: over
two-®fths(44%) acceptedthe religious closeneswith Jewsand over one-third (37%)
negatedtheir commonroots.8 Strengtheningof the feeling of religious brotherhood
with Jewswhich was noted immediately after Pope's pilgrimage to the Holy Land
turned up to be unstable. The most recent study supportsthis thesis.

Presently,the opinions about this topic are divided almostequally. If we sumup
extreme answersand the answersshowinghesitation it turns up that two-®fthsof the
respondents(39%) perceivesJewsasolder brothersin faith and the samepercentage
(39%) do not agreewith this description.

However, it must be underlined that, as of August 1996,the extreme negative
opinions were almost twice as frequent than extremely positive (21% compared to
12%). Meanwhile in April this year, the extreme opinions were equal and a year

6 CBOS report: Jewsand Polesin society'sopinions, January1997,prepared by Helena Datner.

7 Compare: CBOS 2Poles and Jews,°July 2000,prepared by BognaWciorka.

8 See: CBOS report 2Poles' opinions about the crime in Jedwabne,®April 2001, prepared by Bogna
Weciorka.
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ago the situation was opposite to the present one; in which twice as many people
strongly agreed with the description that Jewsare our older brothers in faith then
strongly disagreed. It showsa good illustration of a changeof viewsof Poleson the
ties connectingus with Jews.

In the years,1996+2000ve registered an awakeningin our societythe feeling of
religious closenessvith Jews.It wasvery strongly related to the Pope's pilgrimage to
the Holy Land. However, already,ayearlater, after revealingthe tragedyin Jedwabne
we observedgradual weakeningof this feeling. The consciousnesn this areacame
backto the samepoint, which we noted in August 1996after the celebration of the
®ftieth anniversaryof the Kielce Pogrom. Worth of attention is the fact that during
this time the percentageof people who did not have opinion about the ties relating
Polesto Jewsdid not change.

The described changeshad almost the same course in all social groups. The
most important exception was only the respondentswith higher education among
whom the feeling of religious ties with Jewshad been strengtheningfor the last ®ve
years: the percentageof people perceiving Jewsasour older brothers in faith grew
systematicallyfrom 53% in 1996through 61% in May 2000,65% in April 2001up to
68% in August2001.

Strengtheningof the feeling of tieswith Jewstook placealsoamongthe directorial
staff and inteligencja (by 16 points), people working in their own businessoutside of
agriculture (by 15 points) and in the group of people aging between35 and 44 (by
11 points).

The oppositetendency,it meansa clear weakeningof the religious closenesswe
observedamongthe youth aging18to 24 and a bit older between25and 34 yearsold
(adrop by 19and 11 percentagepoints) aswell asin the group of pupils and students
(a drop by 13 points). It hasto be noted that amongthe youngestrespondentsboth
®veyearsago and a year ago they were more people who were convincedto the
religious closenes®f Jewsthan thosewho negatedtheseties. Presently,on the other
hand, the latter dominate.

Weakeningof the religious brotherhood wasvisible also among blue and white-
collar workers (a drop by 12 percentagepoint) and alsoalthoughto the lesserdegree
among farmers, people with basicvocational education, those who live in poor ma-
terial conditions and unemployed. It wassymptomaticthat the drop of thosefeeling
could be noted among the inhabitants of small towns up to twenty thousand peo-
ple among which Jedwabnewasincluded. In the remaining social groupsthe views
consideringthe common religious roots with Jewsare presentlyvery similar to those
which were noted in April 1996.

Social Demographical Conditioning of the Feeling of the Religious Ties with Jews

The Feeling of religious ties with Jewswas strongly related with a socio-economic
condition of the respondents. The higher the education of the respondentstheir
vocational position their income per capitain family and their own judgment of their
material conditionsthe more often they perceivedJewsasolder brothersin faith. The
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religious brotherhood wasmost often pointed by the people with higher education

(68%) and the representativesof directorial staff and inteligencja (59%) the only

groupsin which we could note the visible dominance of extremely positive opinions

over the extremely negative. The closenesswith Jewswaspointed more often than

by others also by the white collar workers and those who work in their own business
(46% in eachgroup), the respondentswho were in better economic situations and

people more satis®edrom the conditions they live in (51% in eachgroup).

The leastfrequent advocatesof Jewsasolder brothers in faith were the respon-
dents who were in the worse social locationbbad off (27%), unemployed (27%),
having only primary education (31%) and the basic vocational education (31%).
Among the socio-vocationalgroupsthere were blue-white collar workers (32%) qual-
i®edworkers (37%) and farmers (33%). The feeling of ties wasweakerin arural and
small town environment than in big cities and large urban areas. Besidesthat, there
wasan interesting fact, not noted in the earlier research,that young people in the
ageranging from 18to 24 were among those who rarely admit that Jewswere their
older brothersin faith (28%). The pupils and studentscould be clearly distinguished
asthosewho did not havecrystallizedopinions on this topic.

The religiosity of the respondentshardly differentiates their opinions about the
topic. Presently,the religious brotherhood with Jewsis acceptedas often by people
who participate in religious servicesat least once a week as by those who do not
practiceatall. It israrely acceptedbypeoplewho practiceirregularly and sporadically.
The sourcesof the religious ties with Jewscanbe therefore various. Someare rooted
in church'steachingsand somein people'ssecularviews. It canalsobe visible on the
example of the declarations of respondentswho representdifferent political views.
The feeling of religious brotherhood is more often met amongpeople oriented toward
right-wing parties (52%) or to a smaller degreetoward left-wing parties (43%) then
center parties (35%) and the weakestis amongpeople who do not haveclear political
Views(26%).

Feeling of Religious Ties with Jewsand Opinions about Tragedyin Jedwabne

Accordingto the researchconductedin April this yearit appearedthat the feeling of
religious ties with Jewsis related to the perception of the tragedy in Jedwabneand
especiallyto the role, which wasplayed there by Poles. Also, the most recent study
showsthis relationship.

The feeling of religious ties with Jewsin uenced people'sinterest in the tragedy
in Jedwabne.The respondentswho perceiveJewsasour older brothersin faith heard
about Jedwabnemore often than othersand alsothey wereinterestedmore often than
othersin the celebration of the sixtieth anniversaryof the tragic eventsin Jedwabne.

The feeling of religious closenesss very strongly related to the consciousness
that Jewswere the victims of the crime in Jedwabne.The martyrology exclusivelyby
Jewsis shownby over three quarters who agreewith the statementthat Jewsare our
older brothers in faith (77%) and two-thirds of those who do not admit the common
religious roots (66%).
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The feeling of theseties shapesalso people's opinion about the perpetrators of
the crime. The respondentswho perceive Jewsas our older brothers in faith have
the consciousnessf the role of Polesin the crime much more often than the others.
Collaboration of the exclusiveguilt of Polesis shownby one-third of the respondents
from this group (35%). A smaller percentageblamesonly Germans (27%) on the
other hand, in the group of people who do not admit the closereligious ties with Jews
almost one-fourth (23%) show the participation of Poles and one-third (34%) are
convincedthat only Germansdid it.

On the end, it is worth to refer to the results of the researchwhich show the
personalreaction of Poles for the newsabout the crime in Jedwabne? At this time
the reaction of people who had the consciousnes®f Jewsbeing our older brothers
in faith were different from the reaction from those people who did not acceptthe
common religious roots or did not havean opinion about this topic.

Table5
Do you agreethat Jewsare
Modern Poles showvariousreactionsto the information about the crime in | oy older brothers in faith?
Jedwabnewhatkind of feelingsdoesthis crime awakein you? From the -
descriptionsbelow choosethree which are the bestin describingyour Yes No Dif@cult
personalreaction to the information about this crime to say
In percents
| felt grief that people prepared sucha burden to other people 55 43 48
| felt a compassionfor Jews-victims of the crime and their families 36 27 35
| had doubtswhether or not Polesreally participated in this crime 33 42 18
| condemnthe perpetrators of this crime 31 29 31
Independently from what happenedl condemnall expressionsof
anti-Semitism 25 11 14
| am surprised. | did not know that Poles murdered Jewsduring the war 19 19 16
| am angry at those who spreadsuchinformation before the end of
investigation 15 22 15
As a Pole | am ashamedof this crime 12 10 9
| feel sorry for the inhabitants of Jedwabnetoday 12 13 10
It scaresme that people who believein God could have committed such
acrime 11 11 7
| am angryat thosewho try to disgracethe good name of Poland and Poles 10 14 8
| am sorry for the Poleswho participated in this crime 8 7 9
| becomeinterestedin this crime 8 11 5
| do not care 5 9 13
As a Pole | feel guilty, too. 2 2 3
Unwillingnessto all Jewsfelt independentlyfrom the eventswhich
happenedin Jedwabne 1 9 1

The respondentswho had a feeling of religious closenesswith Jewsfelt much
greater grief that people prepared such a burden to other people than those who
did not acceptthose ties (55% comparedto 43%) and also compassionfor Jewsb
victims of the crime and their families (36% comparedto 27%) there were more
often condemningall expressionof anti-Semitism (25% comparedto 11%). On the

9 SeeCBOS report 2Poles' opinions about the crime in Jedwabne®.
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other hand, more rarely they had doubts whether or not Polesreally participated in
this crime (33% comparedto 42%) and alsowere angry with those who spreadsuch
information before the end of the investigation by the Institute of National Memory
(15% comparedto 22%). Even more rare, alsothey were declaringambivalence(5%
comparedto 9%) and unwillingnessto all Jewsfelt independently from the events
which happenedin Jedwabne(1% comparedto 9%). The rest of the reactions of
both groupswere similar. It is worth to notice that practically the samepercent of
respondentsfrom both of those groups were condemning the perpetrators of the
crime committed on Jews(approximately 30%).

Comparedgroupsweredifferent in their viewsabout the moral responsibility and
the need of expiation. The respondentsadmitting Jewsasthe older brothers in faith
were admitting more often that Poles feel the moral responsibility for the crime in
Jedwabne(18% comparedto 10%) for existingin Poland in the past expressionsof
anti-Semitism (20% comparedto 11%) and for today's anti-Semitism of Poles (19%
comparedto 12%). First of all however,they were much more often underlining that
Polesshould repent and apologizeto Jewsfor the crime in Jedwabne(40% compared
to 21%) and the declared their readinessto sign a letter which would be an act of
expiation from the side of Poles (45% comparedto 24%).

This researchshowsthat Poles who admit a common roots of Christianity and
Judaism,feel that Jewsare our older brothersin faith, react with a greater sensitivity
to the reports about the crime in Jedwabneare alsomore openfor information about
this tragedy and more often admit to their consciousnesghe dif®cult truth about
participation of Polesin this event.

Defusing to social consciousnesghe idea of common roots of Christianity and
Judaism, strengtheningthe feeling of religious ties which connectthesetwo nations
should play a positive in the processof shapingPolesattitudes toward Jews.It seems
that it dependsupon the Polish church whether or not this idea will strengthenin the
consciousnessf believersand help clearingthe memoryand consciousn the relation
with a tragic lot of Polish Jewsand will contribute to better relations between Poles
and Jews.
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Abstract: The article analysesthe viewsof top Polish politicians on Jedwabnetragedy on the basisof the
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A telephone mini-surveywasconductedin May and June 2001to obtain a collective
portrait of the viewsof politiciansbthose from the newspaperheadlinesbon impor-
tant current issueswhich would not ceaseto be on time whateverthe outcome of the
impending elections.! Of the four topics coveredby the survey,| will focuson one
onlybJedwabne.?

Wetried to selectpoliticians whowould not bethrown from the peakof the political
sceneby the elections but would merely swapplaces. We did so to make sure that
the ideasvoiced by these politicians would continue to in"uence the Polish political
scene. We designated35 leading politicians, just below the of®cesof President and
Prime Minister, representingall political options exceptthe extreme right and the
extremeleft. Theseincluded the speakersand deputy speakersof both chambersof
parliament, the chairmen of leading parties and parliamentary clubs,well-known and
active ministers of key ministries, a selection of top state of®cialsand distinguished
political individualities. We managedto interview twenty politicians representingall
the political options we wantedto include and all the categoriesmentioned above.

After the elections, we learned that ®fteen of our twenty intervieweeshad got
into parliament (Seymand Senate)and one had retained his high nonparliamentary

Author's Address: Institute of Political Studies, Polish Academyof Sciences;ul. Polna 18/20, 00-
625Warszawa Poland; e-mail: k.zagorski@cbos.pl

1The parliamentary electionstook placeon the 23 of Septemberand seriouslyreshuf ed the political
scene.

2|n addition to the Jedwabneissuewe interviewed respondentson: 1) their opinions about the image
of Poland created by the media and by other participants of public discourse; 2) unemployment and
particularly the methods of counteractingit; 3) the possibleconsequence®f withdrawal from legislative

resolution of the problem of reprivatisation; 4) any issuenot discussedut believed by the respondentto
be veryimportant.
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position. As for the four remaining intervieweeswho did not getinto parliament, two
were sureto play important rolesin the extra parliamentary opposition.

At the time of our mini-surveyan extremely heated public debatewasunder way
and manyimportant eventsrelating to the Jedwabneissuetook place.3 We therefore
had to make provisionsfor thesenew developmentsin our interviews. Despite these
modi®cations,we framed our basic question in the sameway in all the interviews.
This question had to do with the predicted consequencef the discoveryof the
tragedyand the publicity which followed. We askedour intervieweesto commenton
two contradictory opinions: 1) disclosureof the crime and its submissionto public
debate will have a cleansingeffect, will help the Poles to reconsidertheir attitudes
towards the Jews,themselvesand the world, and will be an important step towards
reconciliation and normalisation of Polish-Jewishrelations; 2) disclosureof the crime
andits submissionto public debatewill do Poland alot of harm becauset will unjustly
slanderPoland andleadto the escalationof Polish-Jewishcon'ictbto the aggravation
of anti-Semitismon the one hand and anti-Polonism on the other hand.

Wedid not interrogate respondentsaboutthe 2facts® (the number of victimsor the
possiblecomplicity of the Nazis) or their opinions concerningthe needto apologise,
or who @unleashedthe matter® and why. We merely presentedthe problem rather
generally,leavingit to intervieweesto put it in the context of their own choosing. We
wantedto know whether and in what form the aforementioned 2classical®approach,
aswell asother possibleapproacheswould emergespontaneously.

We mustmakeit clearfrom the startthat wewill not be ableto makeanyconclusive
generalisationsbecauseour sampleislimited. However,®guresmayhelp usto present
the ®ndingsmore lucidly and therefore we will sometimesresort to them.

Most intervieweesstuck to the subject. Four predicted that the debate would
have a mainly or exclusivelycleansingeffect, sevenwere mainly afraid that con'ict
would escalatealthough someof them alsoexpressedhe hopethat the consequences
would be positive in somevague,distant future. Six predicted escalationof con'ict
in the short run and more positive than negativeconsequence# the long run. Three
intervieweesfocusedon other aspectsof the problem.

We may saythat the viewsexpresseddy the adherentsof the cleansingeffect were
idealistic. They concentratedso strongly on the moral imperative to bring the murky
truth into daylight and take responsibility for it that they sawno point in providing
argumentsto support their opinion and felt that the argumentsof their opponents
were not worth mentioning. Both intervieweeswho focusedon the positive effects
of exposureand publicity and part of thosewho felt that thesepositive effectswould
be delayed usually emphasisedthe cleansingpower of truth, the needto meet the
challenge of this atrocious facet of national history as well as the impropriety of
attempts to relativise the crime by 2hiding behind® the &just among the nations of

3 The opinions of the President, Prime Minister, Primate and Episcopate concerningthe form of the
solemnities(one sharedcelebration or severalseparatecelebrations)and the form of apology(in the name
of the whole nation or in somelessself-accusativdorm) evolvedwith time. The wording of the inscription
on the monument in Jedwabnewasdiscussedshould it be mentioned that the Poleswere guilty or shared

guilt for the crime). An exhumationwasconductedandthe bishopssaidpropitiatory prayers(seefootnotes
5and 6 for further details).
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the world.° Arguments in favour of negative consequencesbwhetherdominant or
passingbweremore diversi®ed.

Most of the intervieweeswho were concernedthat conict would escalateand
Polish-Jewishrelations would deteriorate traced the source of their concernto the
Polish mentality. Not somuch to anti-Semitismwhich wasnot mentioned evenonce
asan aspectof this mentality, asto the extremelystrongattachmentto the myth of the
heroic Pole, the innocent victim and martyr for a worthy cause,the myth leading to
irrational resistanceto anyattempt to refute it. Somerespondentsproducedeloquent
philippics againsttheseaspectf the national characterand pointed out, not without
visible satisfactionin somecasesthat exposureof the crime would prick the din"ated
balloon® of Polish megalomania.

There were surprisingly few critical remarks about the way the media presented
the problem. Nobody mentionedthe anti-Semitic press# This fact, bewildering at ®rst
glance,canbeexplained: onthe onehand, thesesqualidpublicationsarethoughtto be
unworthy of attention, on the other hand, by their veryexistence they do not do credit
to public opinion in Poland and should therefore perhapsnot be mentioned. It is
alsopossiblethat anyonewho showsthat he or sheis familiar with suchpublications,
if only purchasedfor professional reasons,may not want to risk being accusedof
sympathisingwith them.

Critique of seriousand respectablemediais alsorare. This maybe interpreted as
a signof approval of their approach. Two respondentssaidthat condemnationof the
inhabitants of Jedwabneyoluntary or involuntary, but quite often present(e.g.,in the
form of the term Homo Jedwabicuswould reinforce rather than weakentheir real
or potential anti-Semitism. Two other intervieweeswere anxiousabout the possible
consequencef introducing the young generation, previously naive, to the Polish-
Jewishcon'ict. One of them saidthat now, when everybodyis talking about it, many
youngand very young people are beginningto revolt whenthey are being accusedof
somethingthey had no idea about.

Criticism of the @Jewishside® is much lessfrequent than criticism of the myth of
the heroic Pole. It isalsomuchmore gentle. There wasno mention of 2unleashingthe
matter® for ignoble reasons. There were only complaints of a certain asymmetryin
the waythe two sideswerebeingtreated, of lack of goodwill and exaggeratedienial of
the part people of Jewishorigin playedin the communistoppressiveapparatus. One
respondentcould not understand why a whole nation wasbeing accusedof a crime
committed by a small group whereasnobody expressedgratitude towards a whole
nation for the heroic actsof thosewho rescuedthe Jews.

Three interviewees,each with a very different approachto the whole problem,
mentioned that the Jedwabnetragedy may be usedto addressPoland with material
claims. Nobody saidthat moneywasbehind the publicity, all they saidwasthat some
groupsof American Jewsand American lawyers,Jewishor otherwise,who wantedto

4| am talking about two low edition, extremely nationalistic Catholic periodicals, supported by Ra-
dio Marya, a fundamentalist broadcastingstation unof®cially conicted with the Church hierarchy, and
marginal, maniacal@reptile papers.°
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make moneyon the businesswere taking advantageof the tragedyor would possibly
do so.

Very few politicians referred to Jan Gross'sbook,® maybebecausesomehad not
readit. Nobody praisedthe book whereasthoserespondentswho criticised it (except
two) toned down their reservations. They said the book wasnot free of partiality,
pointed out that it was methodologically incorrect to accept survivors' testimony
uncritically and accusedthe author of selectivetreatment of source material. One
respondent suggestedthat the book should be ignored altogether in discussingthe
casebecausethe tragedy itself, not the book, is what counts. The sharpestcriticism
of Neighboursvas: 2aggressivelybiased®and 2spiteful and containing manylies.°

The ?facts® turned up in only three statements. One respondent strongly em-
phasisedtwo facts whosemeaning,soto say,is contradictory. On the one hand, the
remainsof womenand children were exhumed § attesting beyondany doubt that the
murder wasa pogrom and ruling out the suggestionthat it wasan act of revengeon
NKWD accomplices.On the other hand, the presenceof gun shellssuggestghat the
Nazis may have beeninvolved. Two other statementsdenied the generally accepted
facts. One respondentsharply criticised the tendencyto draw too hastyconclusions
(allegedlyirrefutable) on the basisof veryincomplete and unreliable data, especially
consideringthat the climate wasconduciveto doggednessand the production of lies
on both sidesrather than to objective assessment.Another respondentreferred to
his legal educationand saidthat 2the matter is standingon its head® becausethe real
facts have not been determined at all. In his opinion, the exhumation not so much
castsdoubt on the Poles' signi®cantpart in the crime (which he did not deny), as
completely rules out the trustworthiness of the testimony of the witnesseswho not
only exaggeratedhe number of people burned in the barn (about sixtimes) but also
indicated two nonexistent,2completely certain® burial places,not to mention Gross's
report of testimony from a withesswho wasnot in Poland at the time of the tragedy.
This politician suggestedhe needto complete the exhumation. As to this he agreed
with Gross. This wasthe sharpeststatementof all.

None of the respondentswe interviewed denied that Poles had taken part in the
crime. However, respondentsdiffered in their evaluationsof the degree of guilt.
Interviewees also agreedthat obviously the Poles should assumeresponsibility and
apologisebut they disagreedasto how this should be done.

There were only two spontaneousprotestsagainstapologizing. One negatedthe
apologetic convention which reducesan issueof utmost importance 2to the level of

5J. T. Gross, Sksiedzi. Historia zaggad@/dowskieganiasteczkgNeighbors. The Destruction of Jewish
Community in Jedwabne].Sejny: Pogranicze,2000.

6 Out of respectfor Jewishreligious principles the exhumation at the beginning of June 2000did not
quite comply with Polish legal regulations. Neverthelessit revealedthe bodiesof 150to 250men, women
and children in the gravesin and adjacentto the barn in which they had been burned, not 1600as the
witnessesand the previous of®cial version claimed. No bodiesor evensignsof disturbanceof the layers
of earth were found in the other alleged burial placesindicated by the witnesses. Furthermore, about
89 shellsof Mouser ri es produced after 1938and a bullet sheath, part of the regulation equipment of
German of®cerswerefound, indicating that the victimsin andin front of the barn had be shotwith German
guns. Recentinvestigationssuggestthat those ri'es were introduced to German Army after the tragedy
happened,but the ®nalconclusionsare not yet reached.
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steppingon somebody'scorn in atram.® Another expressedvehementdenial of any
senseof union with the slaughterersand henceany responsibility for what they did.
Yet the problem of apologisingin the name of the nation or societyreturns indirectly
in the answerto the question of recognition and evaluation of differencesbetween
the attitudes of the President and the Prime Minister and those of the Primate and
the bishops.

Thesedifferenceswere generallynoticed and commentedbefore the propitiatory
prayers at All Saints Church.” The answersto this question revealed that if the
aJewishside® wasrarely and restrainedly criticised, those at the top of the hierarchy
on the @Polish side® who voiced opinions different to one's ownbthe President,the
government,the primate and the bishopsbwere frequently the target of attack.

The Presidentwaspraised,one way or another, for his noble willingnessto admit
the painful truth, his courageousreadinessto assumeresponsibility for the crime and
his Christian goodwill to repent without little-minded nit picking. He wascriticised
for exactlythe samethingsif they were negativelyevaluatedand labelled accordingly.
He wasaccusedf 2stepping before the ranks® before the investigationwascompleted
and ignoring the social climate and hencerunning the risk that his policy would be
counterproductive, i.e., would stimulate resistanceand anti-Semitism. Above all he
wascriticised for sendingthe wrong signalsboth to naive Polish youngstersand to
the confusedinternational opinion which takes statementsissuedby top authorities
in Poland for granted, acceptingthem asthe unquestionedtruth: if the Presidentsays
the nation is guilty and apologisesin its name, then the Poles must be guilty, maybe
evenasguilty asthe Nazis.

The bishopswere praised for their very willingnessto apologise,for putting the
matter in religious insteadof political context,and for their greater considerationfor
society. One respondentnoted that you cannoterecta monumentwith aninscription
accusingthe local community of the worst crime possibleand then expectpeople to
take care of it instead of sprayingit with paint and pouring faecesall over it. In his
opinion the bishopsunderstoodthis, the Presidentmaybedid not.

The Primate and bishopswere not criticised for the sameapproachasthey were
praised for, they were criticised for being too lukewarm. They were accusedof
expressingoo little Christian humility andtending to dilute the guilt. Theywerealso
attributed with characteristicsand viewswhichwerenot obviousin their statementsat
leastthe of®cialones. Five respondentscriticised the Primate and the bishopsbut the
form their criticism took, particularly in three casesdepartedgreatlyfrom politicians'
criticismsof other groups. It looked asif the norm of restraint and eleganceno longer
obliged whenthe bishops,and particularly the Primate, werethe object. Interviewees
mentioned?historical andsociologicalincompetence,°Pharisaismhypocrisy 2cryptic
nationalist ideas®and @veiled anti-Semitism.°

7 The servicein commemoration of the Jewsmurdered in Jedwabneand severalother places,attended
by Primate JAzef Glemp, severaldozenbishopsandanumber of politicians (including TadeuszMazowiecki)
washeld at All SaintsChurch in Warsawon the 27t of June 2001.
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Criticism subsidedafter the prayersat All SaintsChurch. It gavewayto enthu-
siasticappreciation, no matter what political option the respondentrepresented,of
the gestureof the bishopshumbly genu ecting.

Three opinions gatheredbefore the bishopsprayedfrom politicians representing
different political options form a separatecategory. These opinions, stressednot
the difference of attitudes amongthe cream of the creambut high moral valuesand
wisdom. Underneath this admiration for wisdomone can sensethe opinion that the
positive approachof the entire top elite and its willingnessto assumeresponsibilityb
despitethe differencesin accentbsent a positive signalto the international commu-
nity.

| get the impression, although it would be dif®cult to ®nd hard ®guresto prove
it, that the different opinions beganto convergeasthe debate unfolded. Both the
willingnessto apologiseunconditionally in the name of the nation (a clear evolution
of the President'sapproach),andthe resistanceto apologies(weakeramongthe elites
from the very start) and the mutual resentmentamongthe various participants of the
debate,weakened. This appliesboth to the highestpeak of the elites and the slightly
lower peaks,i.e., the politicians we interviewed. The bishops'prayerson the 27t of
June, the celebrationson the 10th of July® and our respondents'reactionsto both
theseeventssupport this observation.

After the solemnitiesof 10 of July | had the opportunity to talk to two partic-
ipants of the mini-survey, representing different political options. They were both
enthusiasticabout the President's speechand they both pointed out the formula, in
whichthe Presidentapologisedin the nameof thosePoles®whoseconsciencdas moved
by that crime.® They praisedthe formula for its moral values(we are not apologising
in the name of those who do not want to apologise), but they also emphasisedits
possibletactical bene®tsbthe potential to knock the bottom out of the arguments
put forward by those who opposethe idea of indirectly blaming the whole nation by
the very fact of speakingin its name.

It isnot easyto giveageneraliseddescription of the attitudes of the top authorities
and their effects on the basisof brief interviews. Neverthelessl would like to risk
acertain generalisation. | will do sowith the help of atypology of attitudes manifested
during the debate,developedby Professor Andrzej Paczkowski?

As | saidbefore, none of the respondentsdeniedthat the Polesplayeda signi®cant
part in the crime, none of them pointed their ®ngersat the Germansarguingthat they
were solely or mainly responsible,none of them denied outright the need for some
form of expiation or tried to put the blame on groupsunfavourably disposedtowards
Poland or on unfair international public opinion. Hence we may saythat none of the
leading Polish politicians we interviewed rejected Polish guilt or demonstrated the
attitude which Professor Paczkowskilabelled 2defensive closed,® consistingin ®m

8 The ceremonyat which the President of the Republic of Poland apologisedto the Jewstook placein
Jedwabnemarket place on the 10 of July 2001and wasattended by many leading politicians, rabbis and
the families of the victims from Poland and Israel.

9 A. Paczkowski,2Debata wokda Sisiad@v: préba wstpnej typologii® [Debate around Neighbor},
Rzeczpospolite24th March 2001.
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denial of collective responsibility. On the contrary, quite a few of our respondents
(®vein twenty) demonstrated an af®rmative attitude, i.e., the tendencyto accept
Poland's blame unconditionally and to emphasisethe morally imperative need for
national expiation.

Criticism of the President's approach and the shortcomingsof the attempts to
determine what really happened,scepticismwith respectto the argumentspresented
by Grossand drawing attention to the situational context (the Sovietoccupation, the
merits of Poles who rescuedthe Jewsetc.), i.e., the attitude demonstratedrelatively
most frequently, ®tinto the category called 2defensive open.° How defensiveand
how open, that is the problem. All reservationsand attempts to draw attention to
dextenuating circumstances,®may be viewedastimid and veiled defencemechanisms
but they may also be viewedasreasonabledoubts and signsof reluctanceto jump to
unfair conclusionsabout Polish society. They were probably both.

Comparedwith rank and ®lePoles,the leading politicians were much more willing
to admit the Poles'role in the crime and completely unwilling to put all the blame on
the Germans(asmore than one-third of the samplepolled by CBOS [Social Opinion
ResearchCentre]did). 10 Neither did they reject the idea of apology outright (only
two did comparedwith half of the representativenational sample)although they had
indirectly and delicately expressedeservations. The defensiveapologetic attitude so
often attributed to the Poleswasabsent.

It is also worth noting that the respondentsexpressedheir concern(not always
directly) about the needto boostinternational opinion about Poland. The openness
demonstrated by the elites and their willingnessto assumeresponsibility for the
Jedwabnetragedyin reasonablelimits seemsto be a good wayto do this.

10 Cf. CBOS Report, 6t April, 2001.



polish 1(137)02
sociological
review
ISSN 1231 - 1413

BOOKS RECOMMENDED

Polish SociologicalReviewRecommends:

Thou Shalt not Kill
Poleson Jedwabne

Warszawa: Wié# 2001,pp. 330

ISBN 83-88032-38-0

From the Authors: ThoushaltnotKill: Poleson Jedwabnésananthologythat presents
over thirty important articles on the murder in Jedwabnepublished in Poland by
reporters, historians, and public ®gures. Some data from before the publication
of Gross'shook and others examineits aftermath, including ®rst-handaccountsof
the deep emotions stirred up in today's Jedwabneby the revelation of the wartime
atrocity.

The authors grapple here with issuesof collective guilt and responsibility, and the
scaleof Polish and German involvement. All thesetext are printed here in English
for the ®rsttime.

Table of Contents
Israel Gutman

Introduction
Danuta Wroniszewskaand Andrzej Wroniszewski

To Survive
Andrzej Kaczyhski

Burning Alive
Gabriela Szcdsna

The Blood of Jedwabne
Andrzej KaczyAski

The Puri®cation of Memory
Maria KaczyAska

In Memory and Admonition
Maria KaczyAska

Burn the Jewsin the Barn
Adam Willman

My Son'sBeard
TomaszSzarotalnterviewed by JacekZakowski

The Devil is in the Details
JacekZakowski

Every Neighbor Has a Name



138 BOOKS RECOMMENDED

JanTomaszGross

aComprehensible® Murder?
TomaszSzarota

Do We Now Know Everything for Certain?
Alicja ZielirAska

In the Shadowof the Crime
Adam Dobror\ski

JedwabneStigmatized
StanisgaviKrajewski

A Time of Penance
Krzysztof Jasiewicz

ResearchStill Neededon TheseNeighbors
Dawid Warszawski

Responsibility and the Lack of Responsibility
JacekKurczewski

Ritual Murder
PawedViachcewicz

In the Shadowof Jedwabne
MichagGgowkski

A Pogrom and General Matters
JanNowak-Jeziorafiski

A Needfor Compensation
TomaszStrzembosz

Cover-up Collaboration
Halina Bortnowska

Whena Neighbor Has No Name
Bohdan Skaradzifski

JedwabnebCrime and Repentance
Bogdan Musiaginterviewed by PawegdPaliwoda

We Cannot Be Afraid
Antoni Macierewicz

The Revolution of Nihilism
ZdzisgavKrasnodibski

In Darkest Jedwabne
StefanWilkanowicz

A FewRe ections on Responsibility and Patriotism
JerzyJedlicki

How to Deal with This
JanTomaszGross

Mrs. Marx's Pillow
Archbishop J&zef ZyciAski

The Banalization of Barbarity
A Round Table Discussion

JedwabnebCrime and Memory
TomaszSzarota

The National Debateon Jedwabne
A Discussionabout Jedwabnein Jedwabne

We Are Different People
AgnieszkaMagdziak-Miszewska

The Most Serious Test
To order: Towarzystwo2Wieé2, ul. Kopernika 34, PO. Box 209, 00-950 Warsaw, Poland, e-mail:
wiez@wiez.com.plwebsite: http://free.ngo.pl/wiez




Spis tregci
[Contents]

BOOKS RECOMMENDED 139

BARBARA ENGELKING
JACEK LEOCIAK

Getto warszawskie

Przewodnik po Nieistniejdcym Miegcie

[The Warsaw Ghetto
A Nonexistent City Guide]

WydawnictwolFiS PAN
Warszawa,2001,pp. 826

ISBN 83-87632-83-X

From the Authors: The Warsaw ghetto no longer exists. Yes, we can still catch
a glimpse of remains of its walls or fragments of street cobbles,but otherwise this
part of the city, the closedquarter, is hidden: by earth, asphalt, the foundations of
new buildings, and oblivion. If we want to seethis lost world we must excavateit
from the many layers of obscurity, indifference and ignorance. There is only one
place where we can still ®ndthe inhabitants of the ghetto, their housesand streets,
their lives, their suffering and death, and that placeis in our memory.

The Guide takes us on a journey through a nonexistentcity. A city built of many
individual notes, testimonies and documents. With their help we have tried to
reconstructthe topography, the sceneof events,the realities of the time; to capture
the moments and the details, those "eeting aspectsof everydaylife; and to do our
bestto conveythe atmosphereof those daysand those places.

Od Autordw
[From the Authors]

Czymjest Przewodnik?- Czegow Przewodnikunie ma? - Zddga
[The Guide - What it isand whatit isn't - Sources]

Informacje szczedmowe
[Detailed information]

Wprowadzenie
[Introduction]

1. Bydziw Warszawiedo 1939roku (J. L eociak)
[The Jewsof Warsawbefore 1939]

2. WgadzeokupacyjneGeneralnegoGubernatorstwa(B. Engelking)
[German-occupiedPoland and the occupants]

3. Kalendarium
[Chronology of events]

4. MieszkaAcyGetta ® dane demogra®czngB. Engelking)
[The inhabitants of the ghettoBdemographic information]

|. Topogra®ai Komunikacja
[Topographyand transport]
1. Przebiegi zmiany granic gettawarszawskiegdJ. L eociak)



140 BOOKS RECOMMENDED

[The changingboundariesof the Warsawghetto]

2. Komunikacja w getcie (J. L eociak)
[Transport within the ghetto]

Il. Instytucje i Urzédy

[Institutions and Public Of®ces]

1. Rada Zydowska(B. Engelking)

[The JewishCouncil]

2. ZydowskaSg(ha Porzédkowa (B. Engelking)
[The JewishLawand Order Enforcement Service]
3. @Trzynastka®i kolaboranci (B. Engelking)
[BNumber Thirteen® and collaborators]

4. Sg(ba zdrowia (J. Leociak)

[Health Service]

5. Opieka spogeczn@l. L eociak)

[Social Welfare Service]

6. Szkolnictwoi nauka (B. Engelking)
[Schoolsand education]

7. Poczta

[Postal Service]

IIl. Bycie Gospodarcze(B. Engelking)

[The Economy]

1. Produkcja, wytwrczoB rynek pracy
[Production, industry and the labour market]
2. Zaopatrzenie

[Supplies]

3. Szmugiel

[Contraband]

4. Handel i usgugi
[Commerce and Services]

IV. Zycie Spogeczne

[Social Life]

1.Kultura i rozrywka (B. Engelking)
[Culture and entertainment]

2. Zyciereligijne (J. Leociak)
[Religiouslife]

3. Konspiracja (B. Engelking)
[Conspiracy]

V. Wysiedlenie(B. Engelking)

[Evacuation]

1. Przebiegwielkiej akcji wysiedlehczejdzieApo dniu
[The greatevacuationday by day]

2. Mogliwodci ratunku

[Potential rescue]

V1. Walka Zbrojna (B. Engelking)
[Armed Combat]

1. Zycie codziennepo akcji
[Everydaylife after the Campaign]
2. Samoobronastyczniowa

[The Januaryself-defencecampaign]



BOOKS RECOMMENDED 141

3. Getto warszawskieod styczniado kwietnia 1943roku
[The Warsawghetto January+April 1943]

4. Powstanie
[The Uprising]

Epilog: Miejsce po Getcie(J. Leociak)
[Epilogue: After the Ghetto]

To order: Wydawnictwo IFiS PAN, Nowy Awiat 72, 00-330 Warszawa, Poland; e-mail: pub-
lish@i®span.waw.pl




