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Preface

Jan Doktór, Paweł Fijałkowski, Ewa Koźmińska-Frejlak 

At the beginning of 1948, almost immediately after its establishment, the Jewish Historical Institute started to issue its first scientific quarterly – Bleter far geshikhte – with varying frequency until 1990. The fact that it was published in Yiddish was a significant declaration: it manifested an attachment to Yiddish civilisation and specified the addressee of the publication. The cover of the first issue read that its publisher was “The Jewish Historical Institute at the Central Committee of Jews in Poland.” The history of Bleter far geshikhte and the selection of the most important texts will be discussed soon in a separate publication. Three years later, in 1951, another scientific periodical of the Institute came out, this time in Polish, Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego. Since its creation, historical and documentary research on Polish Jews and the publication of results were the primary mission of the Institute.

For several decades (until the end of the 20th century), Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, which came out since the beginning of 1951 as a six-monthly, and since 1953, as a quarterly, was the only journal in Poland devoted to research on the history of Jews. The particular significance of this periodical stemmed from the fact that it published the first studies of the Holocaust, based on painstaking source research of the documentation accumulated by Oneg Shabat, Emanuel Ringelblum’s group, during the occupation, and later complemented primarily by the accounts of Holocaust survivors, which are still collected at the Institute today.

The texts published in Biuletyn in the first years of its existence included a wide range of topics, covering the history of Jews since Antiquity until the mid-20th century. They indicate that its editors’ goal was to present the results of research on the entirety of Jewish history. For instance, the work of Benjamin Nadel concerning the sources for the history of Jews populating the area by the Black Sea in Antiquity, and the texts of Józef Sandel discussing the work of Maurycy Gottlieb, Maurice Trębacz and Samuel Hirszenberg, were published next to the articles of Bernard Mark describing the engagement of the Jewish proletariat in the Revolution of 1905 and the genesis of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, or the studies of Tatiana Brustin-Berenstein, devoted to the liquidation of Jewish communities in individual areas of occupied Poland.

The proportions between the texts on individual epochs and notions have changed, reflecting not only an evolution in the interests of researchers engaged in the Jewish issue, but also the effects of political turmoil. As the Jewish society in Poland has shrunk, so has the number of researchers dealing with the Jewish issue, which is rather transparent on the pages of Biuletyn. The consequences of the anti-Semitic campaign of 1968, and the subsequent waves of Jewish emigration (often forced), which were noticeable almost until the 1980’s, were particularly painful. From 1973, Professor Maurycy Horn was the director of the Jewish Historical Institute and also the head of the editorial board of Biuletyn Żydowski Instytutu Historycznego. He understood that recruiting young researchers at the Institute and co-operating with scientists working in other research centres were vital for the growth of research on the history and culture of Jews as well as improving the level of the journal. 

The presented selection of texts aims to introduce the research circle of the Institute and its output over the span of seven decades. The history of the Institute is primarily comprised of the history of the community of its historians, employees and colleagues from other academic centres. Their biographies are at times quite difficult and convoluted. Therefore, the articles have been selected not only according to their contents but also the personas of their authors. Each is accompanied by the author’s biography, sometimes quite detailed, especially in the case of the deceased. 

Another equally important goal of our publication is to present the history of the Jewish community in Poland via the selected articles. For this reason, the texts have been arranged not in chronological order of their publication but by the topics which they discuss. Naturally, this is not a complete history, rather only selected building blocks. However, we believe that an overall picture of the history can be shown through them. 

The texts devoted to the issue of the Holocaust have a special place in this book. The reason is not only the spiritual obligation of the depositor of the Warsaw Ghetto Archive, but also the fact that it was on the pages of Biuletyn Żydowski Instytutu Historycznego and Bleter far geshikhte that the first (and until the ‘60s, almost the only) studies on the subject of the Holocaust were printed. These texts, published in Polish and Yiddish, often did not enter global circulation, and at times, were ignored by historians. Bringing them back seeks to remedy this omission and give justice to their authors.

The selection is exclusively made up of the articles by Polish authors published in Polish, which particularly in recent years were only part of printed texts. Another challenging decision was the assumption that the selection would only cover one text per author. In the case of some authors with a rich and important output, it was a painful but necessary decision to make, considering the size of the volume and the aim to introduce a wide range of authors and topics.

When selecting the texts, we were mostly guided by their significance for research on the history of Jews at the moment of their publication. We wished to bring back the articles that are scarcely remembered today or even forgotten, but worthy of inclusion in scientific circulation, even after such a long time has elapsed. We also considered the personas of the authors, wanting to honour the researchers distinguished for Jewish studies and the Jewish Historical Institute. 

It was not easy to reconcile all these goals and selection criteria. Our selection of texts may be viewed as subjective and it most certainly is. Naturally, it could have included a much wider number of articles, but they would not all have fitted in one volume. For this reason, the Institute is planning to soon make all the texts from the ŻIH Bulletin/Quarterly available in an electronic form on the website of the Institute.

Translated by Katarzyna Szuster


Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego: Its Establishment, Working Conditions and Perception1

Stephan Stach The Institute of History at the Czech Academy of Sciences in Prague

When Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego (BŻIH) was first published, no one could have expected that it would become one of the most important scholarly journals devoted to the history of Polish and Eastern European Jews, especially in regard to the Holocaust. Established in 1950 in Warsaw, the journal was originally envisioned as an ordinary information bulletin of the Jewish Historical Institute (ŻIH). It was not transformed into a six-monthly until 1951. However, because Yiddish was still considered to be the language of Polish Jews, Biuletyn remained in the shadow of its “older brother” − Bleter far geshikhte (Bleter).2 It was not until the late 1950s that various circumstances led to the transformation of BŻIH into the main publishing body of ŻIH and one of the key journals of research on Polish-Jewish history, a status it holds to this day, although under a new name − Kwartalnik Historii Żydów. 

This text will elaborate on the circumstances surrounding the establishment of BŻIH, its development and transformation into a scholarly journal. It will also present an analysis of the authors’ and editors’ conditions of work in the first years of the periodical’s existence. Finally, I will discuss its Polish and international perception and its impact on research. Chronologically speaking, this text devotes particular attention to the period between 1950 to the late 1970s, which was key for the growth and formation of the journal. BŻIH was created as the main publishing body of an institution that was deeply rooted in research focused on the genocide of the Jews (at the time, a field that was still new and not entirely recognised). Therefore, I will concentrate on this particular subject, even though the journal published numerous important texts related to other areas of Polish-Jewish history as well.

Origin and Characteristics

Initially, BŻIH was not going to be a scholarly journal. Its first issue was published in March 1950 as Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego przy Centralnym Komitecie Żydów w Polsce. It was a slightly edited version of the information bulletin of the Institute printed in Yiddish, titled Yediyes, which Bernard Mark started publishing soon after taking the position of ŻIH’s director in 1949.3 The first issue of Yediyes was published in November 1949, the second − one year later. The Polish version of the periodical came out in March and November 1950. The main body of ŻIH (and since 1951, also the only strictly scholarly publication) was Bleter far geshikhte, printed in Yiddish, which came out since 1948. It should be remembered that ŻIH was a Jewish institution established as a part of the revival of Jewish life in post-war Poland under socialist auspices.4 Thus, it seemed natural that the publishing activity of the Institute should be conducted not so much in the language of Polish Jews, as primarily in the language of the Jewish working class: Yiddish. The fact that Yediyes was an information bulletin and Bleter far geshikhte − a scholarly journal, has additional significance: both titles were references to the pre-war publications issued by Yidisher visnshaftlekher institut (YIVO) in Vilnius, which had also published the information bulletin Yediyes fun YIVO and the research journal YIVO Bleter.5 The title Bleter far geshikhte was also a nod to the periodical published before the war by Emanuel Ringelblum, the creator of Oneg Shabat – an underground archive in the Warsaw Ghetto. Hence, by selecting the names of its publications, ŻIH signalled to its readers that it was an institution rooted in a Jewish scholarly tradition.6 Moreover, publishing in Yiddish allowed the Institute to stay in touch with the Polish and Eastern European Jewish diaspora in Western Europe, both Americas and Israel.

However, in 1950, when the Central Committee of Jews in Poland (CKŻP) dissolved,7 a large segment of Polish Jews chose emigration,8 while the restrictions of Stalinist policies resulted in severing contacts of the residents of Poland and Polish institutions with foreign countries. Limiting the publication to Yiddish became increasingly less beneficial for ŻIH: the circle of potential readers in Poland systematically shrank, and behind the Iron Curtain, there was no telling how much longer readers outside Poland would continue to have access to it. Nevertheless, the deciding factor was the necessity to present the results of ŻIH’s work to the Polish authorities and society, since CKŻP’s dissolution had been anticipated as early as the beginning of 1950. CKŻP was not only the structure within which nearly all Jewish organisations in Poland operated, but it also represented them in direct negotiations with the communist government. Thus, the dissolution of the Committee deprived Jewish institutions of political and organisational support.9 While most Jewish institutions were taken over by the state, ŻIH officially remained an independent institution. However, its financial activity was funded by state subsidies: initially, it answered to the Ministry of Science and Higher Education; since 1952, to the Social Sciences Department of the Polish Academy of Science.10 This must also have determined the decision to publish the journal in Polish. Otherwise, the results of the research conducted by ŻIH would not have been accessible to the donors, which might have led Polish authorities to deem the institution as redundant.

BŻIH’s issues from 1950 in particular (when the journal was an information bulletin) should be viewed as an attempt to reach a consensus with the decision-makers of the state administration and the Polish United Workers’ Party (PZPR) outside the Yidisher gas – that is, the Jewish street. It becomes apparent when we compare the preface from Yediyes, a periodical addressed to Jewish society, particularly to Jewish communists at CKŻP, with the text opening the first issue of BŻIH. The text in Yiddish highlighted the role of the Institute as a research centre which intended to apply Marxist theories and methodology in its research on the history of Jews, thereby promoting a “cultural revolution” among Jews in Poland and beyond.11 Meanwhile, BŻIH put more pressure on the need to counteract the obscurity of German crimes and mass murder of Polish and European Jews, and to prevent the “Anglo-Saxon instigators” from starting a new war.12 By echoing popular propaganda slogans, the Institute demonstrated its loyalty to the political system, while indicating that an institution such as ŻIH could also be useful outside the Jewish community. As a result, ŻIH did not experience the fate of many Jewish institutions that were dissolved in that period.

The two issues of Yediyes and Biuletyn fulfilled their task and ceased to exist. The publishing plans of ŻIH for the year 1951 involved printing Bleter as a quarterly in Yiddish and Rocznik ŻIH in Polish. However, in early 1951, the board of the Institute changed its initial plans and turned to the Central Publishing Commission at the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, asking for permission to publish BŻIH as a scholarly biannual. Permission was granted in June 1952.13 Due to the fact that the original title was kept, the Polish-language Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego was also a reference (although not an obvious one) to the tradition of interwar Jewish studies.

In December 1952, ŻIH was granted permission to transform BŻIH into a quarterly.14 Hence, since 1953, ŻIH published two quarterlies: the Polish-language Biuletyn and Bleter in Yiddish (which had a substantially higher circulation at the time). In 1952, when both periodicals reached the peak of their circulation, 5,000 copies of Bleter and 3,000 copies of BŻIH were printed. In the following year, however, the number of copies dropped to 2,000 in the case of Bleter and 1,200 – BŻIH.15 

Both publications (at least until the second half of the 1950s) had different audiences and different contents, although some articles were published in both journals. Bleter targeted readers using Yiddish, both at home and abroad, including those outside the Iron Curtain. Even though the official addressees were “progressive” Jews – that is, Left-oriented Jews in both Americas, Western Europe and Israel – the journal was also read and discussed (even if critically) by readers outside these circles. It is worth mentioning the particularly sensational text of Yehoshue Perle Khurbn Varshe,16 which stirred controversy not only on our side of the Iron Curtain, but also overseas. On that occasion, the New York daily Der Tog accused ŻIH of fabricating its source for the purpose of political attack against non-Marxist Jewish politicians. ŻIH refuted the accusations and replied accusing the “bourgeois” Western daily of falsifying Jewish history.17 Biuletyn, on the other hand, was addressed – aside from the Polish-speaking Jews – primarily to non-Jewish scholars in Poland as well as other countries on both sides of the Iron Curtain. In the mid-1950s, the Institute described the relations between two titles in the following way:

Biuletyn Ż.I.H. and Bleter far Geszychte [sic.] are two separate and different historical periodicals, not one journal published in two languages. The work and articles printed in Biuletyn are typically not included in Bleter far Geszychte and vice versa. Naturally, there are exceptions to this rule, but rare ones.18

In the second half of the 1950s, the situation of both periodicals changed significantly. Since 1957, following the mass emigration of Jews from Poland in the late 1950s, Bleter was increasingly published with less regularity.19 Emigration resulted not only in a drop in subscription, the problem affected both journals. The report produced by ŻIH for the Publishing Commission of the Polish Academy of Sciences states that only one issue of Bleter was published (instead of four that were planned), because nearly all typesetters who knew Yiddish had left.20

In the following years, Bleter was published only once a year, and after 1961 rather irregularly – only four issues were printed by 1970. It was clear that the periodical’s best years were a thing of the past, not only due to the shortage of Yiddish-speaking typesetters, but also because of the shrinking circle of readers of the language in Poland and abroad. While in 1959 Bleter was still published in 2,000 copies,21 its last numbers from 1969 and 1970 were only issued in 1,000 copies.22 Soon after the anti-Semitic campaign of 1968, the publishing house Idish bukh which printed the journal closed down.23 The issue of Bleter from 1970, which was comprised of a collection of documents edited by Szymon Datner, was probably the last publication of Idish bukh. In 1980, after a ten-years hiatus, Bleter – issued by ŻIH in a small edition and distributed by the National Scientific Publishers (PWN) – returned to the market. 

The situation of Biuletyn ŻIH in the late 1950s looked only marginally better. Since 1957, ŻIH could no longer self-publish.24 BŻIH was printed by PWN, but not as an independent ŻIH publication, as was previously the case. This solution caused a number of problems for the Institute. First of all, ŻIH now had to pay PWN to print the journal. Already in a precarious financial situation, ŻIH soon exhausted its resources and had to appeal to PWN for an additional subsidy.25 The Institute also lost control over the number of printed copies. While in 1956 the circulation still totalled 1,200 copies, in late 1957 it decreased to 800. Since PWN sold substantially fewer copies than expected, in the second half of 1958 the circulation was once again lowered to 350.26 In this situation, PWN threatened to discontinue BŻIH’s publication altogether, because the scientific secretariat of the Polish Academy of Sciences (PAN) had already decided to close down any scholarly or scientific journals with a circulation under 500 copies.27 

The breakdown in the journal’s readership had a number of underlying causes. On the one hand, many of its subscribers had emigrated from Poland around this time, and a foreign subscription of BŻIH via PWN was not possible. Before PWN took over the publication, ŻIH had handled individual and institutional orders. Following the change, the Institute had to first purchase the copies of BŻIH from PWN, which it then sent abroad to foreign institutions or researchers. The limited budget of the Institute only allowed a purchase of 100 copies. ŻIH designated them primarily for an exchange with foreign institutions, which guaranteed that it received numerous publications for free in return. Considering that two-thirds of them were published in the West,28 ŻIH would have had to buy them in currencies it did not have. For this reason, it was in the Institute’s best interest to discourage PWN from discontinuing the publication of BŻIH. 

ŻIH immediately embarked on a campaign to generate new subscribers among Jewish institutions in Poland and private readers.29 With this purpose in mind, it requested that the State Distribution Enterprise “Ruch”, which was responsible for all international orders of Polish publications, begin advertising BŻIH abroad.30 In order to gain support, ŻIH also employed its international renown. On 13 January 1959, Bernard Mark wrote to the Department of Press and Information (DPiI) at the Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MSZ):

Considering the fact that the circulation of ŻIH’s quarterly Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego has recently dropped due to the departure of Jews, we are facing the liquidation of the only journal in Polish […] It would mean a partial liquidation of the activity of ŻIH and undermining the prestige of our Institute in the opinion of foreign institutions. […]

Therefore, we kindly request: Could the DPiI at the MSZ, which has supported us on numerous occasions in recent years, donate a certain amount for the purpose of subscribing us to a number of copies of Biuletyn ŻIH? Considering that we receive a lot of letters from abroad (from landsmanshaftn, clubs, kibbutzim, libraries, etc. from the USA, England, France, Israel, Australia, some of the Democratic People’s Republics, etc.) requesting a copy of Biuletyn ŻIH, and these organisations typically do not have the financial means at their disposal, we could use the above-mentioned sum to send them copies of the journal. Alternatively, a number of the subscribed copies of Biuletyn could be directly transferred to the DPiI at the MSZ.

This way, the DPiI at the MSZ could save the existence of Biuletyn ŻIH.31

Mark’s appeal to this particular Department of the Ministry was not random, as this unit had previously cooperated with ŻIH. In 1958, for example, the DPiI financed the English edition of the Stroop Report, prepared by the Institute.32 Its decision-makers were aware that ŻIH’s publications could be useful for Polish foreign policy, particularly in the campaign against the Federal Republic of Germany. The Department of Press and Information soon expressed its readiness to finance a subscription of up to 100 copies: 90 would go to ŻIH, while ten would be transferred to the Ministry itself.33 Ultimately, ŻIH managed to gain numerous subscribers. By 1961, BŻIH was again printed in 880 copies. Thanks to the support of the Ministry (but also due to the efforts of the Institute in attracting more readers), BŻIH weathered its crisis at the end of the 1950s, becoming a respected scholarly journal.

In the 1970s, the circulation of BŻIH dropped again to around 600 copies, although there were exceptions, for instance, issue no. 83–84 (1972), which included the full version of the diary of Adam Czerniaków, the head of the Warsaw ghetto Jewish Council (Judenrat), published for the first time in its original Polish version.34 A total of 1,000 copies of Biuletyn were printed at this time, which, according to the editor of Czerniaków’s diary, sold out within days.35 Since 1988, the circulation of the journal increased once again, reaching around 800 copies. The last issue under the title of BŻIH came out in 2000 in 500 copies. Since 2001, the periodical has been published under a new title Kwartalnik Historii Żydów / Jewish History Quarterly; in 2010, its circulation was lowered to 350 and in 2015 to 300 copies, since a number of libraries and scientific institutions switched to a digital subscription via the CEEOL internet platform.36

Aside from the title, after 1989 another aspect of the journal had changed. As the director of the Institute, Feliks Tych opened the pages of Kwartalnik Historii Żydów to texts in English, German and French, which were not translated to Polish. Thanks to this decision, it was easier for foreign scholars to publish their articles, with Kwartalnik becoming more accessible to readers across the world. This, in turn, might have been one of the reasons why in 2010, Kwartalnik Historii Żydów became one of two Polish historical journals entered onto the Master Journal List.37

Working Conditions

In the early 1950s, the historical sciences in Poland, similarly to other states of the Eastern Bloc, were largely politicised. Historians were forced not only to apply Stalinist methodology in their work, but also to legitimise the political system and participate in propaganda activities – that is, to fight on the “ideological front”. The Jewish Historical Institute was no exception here, which affected its publishing activity. Szmuel (Stefan) Krakowski described the situation in the 1950s in the following way:

[…] until 1956, a rather strict interference by the party and other elements and a course taken that has come to be regarded as the Stalinist course. Therefore, naturally, the boundaries that were always imposed on Jewish (and not only Jewish) historians were strict. It entailed not only imposing certain boundaries that could not be transgressed, not only a direction that had to be followed, but also a certain language and methods. A language that depended not only on the acceptance of a certain terminology, but I would say, also a certain party dialect – with very detrimental effects in terms of scholarly work. The second method was based on simply forcing historians […] to falsify history and to accept certain nonexistent facts, in order to exaggerate the significance of the communists’ role.38

The principles listed by Krakowski were typical for Polish (but not only) historiography of the epoch of Stalinism. It translated to frequent quotations of the work of Stalin and Lenin, the application of Marxist-Leninist terminology (which often sounded artificial) as well as the introduction of a clear distinction between the “progressive” and “reactionary” aspects of history.39

BŻIH followed these instructions, but did so to a moderate degree (with several exceptions and for a number of reasons). Contrary to the flag publications of Polish historiography, Kwartalnik Historyczny (KH) and Przegląd Historyczny (PH), BŻIH certainly did not fight on the ideological frontlines. While in the early 1950s KH devoted several pages of each issue to the column W walce z wrogą ideologią [Fighting against an enemy ideology],40 BŻIH did not have such a section, and if similar content appeared at all, they were very infrequent.41 BŻIH did not publish eulogies on the impact of Stalin’s or Bolesław Bierut’s thoughts on historiography or the general superiority of Soviet scholarship, whereas such texts could be read in KH and PH.42 Nevertheless, BŻIH included notes devoted to important political events and celebrations, such as the anniversary of the establishment of the PPR or the death of Zygmunt Modzelewski and Bolesław Bierut.43

What accounted for these differences? BŻIH was not a publication of the same magnitude as KH or PH, therefore, the expectation for the journal to exhibit loyalty towards the system was not as pronounced. Moreover, in that period, Bleter far geshikhte (from the point of view of the Institute) was still a more important journal of ŻIH. It is noteworthy that it was the only scholarly journal in the Soviet Bloc to be printed in Yiddish. Hence, after Mark declared in 1949 that ŻIH would become “the centre of Marxism and Leninism in the research on the history of Jews,”44 which resulted in the Institute being under pressure to prove it, Bleter printed a number of articles of prominent Soviet historians translated to Yiddish.45 It also published texts that praised the actions of Feliks Dzierżyński, the non-Jewish Polish founder of the Soviet Secret Police (Cheka), or the role of the Communist Party of Poland (KPP) in the defence of Polish independence.46 Even an article of Stalin himself was translated into Yiddish.47 However, while Bleter was the only historical journal in Yiddish published in the Soviet Bloc – hence, obliged to prove that the periodical was invested in the Marxist approach to history of Jews – BŻIH’s role was simply to transfer the findings of ŻIH to its Polish readers. As a result, the Bulletin did not have to repeat what had already been published by Bleter or KH and PH.

In the first issue of BŻIH in March 1950 – the period when it was not yet a scholarly journal – Bernard Mark described the role which ŻIH could play in the national effort to build socialism:

Barely seven years have passed since the monstrous crimes were carried out by German Fascism on the millions of Jews in occupied Polish lands, soaked with the martyrs’ blood, and the reactionary forces currently governing West Germany are already making efforts to obscure any trace of guilt and crime. Published under the protective wings of the Anglo-Saxons, the dailies of the Adenauers and Schumachers contain strange articles, resembling statements of Goebbels and Rosenberg about how the Germans did not establish ghettos in occupied Poland, because these ghettos had already existed here before 1939; about how it was not the Fascist invaders who wiped out in a horrible way six million Jews and millions of other nationalities.48

Mark not only warns against revisionism gaining in strength in West Germany, but also declares that “the goal of the handful of Jewish historians” is to show everyone “the true face of Fascism and Imperialism”, which yet again are threatening the world due to “the overseas war instigators”.49 Therefore, when a year later BŻIH was transformed into a scholarly journal, it continued to focus on publishing articles and sources on German crimes against Jews in Poland. The texts which discussed these issues often included comments on the political events of the time, such as the Korean War, but they also exaggerated the participation of communists in the resistance movement.

This phenomenon is visible if we compare, for instance, the article on the resistance movement in the Kraków ghetto written by Albert Nirenstein in 1952 with a study by the Central Jewish Historical Commission, published six year earlier. In his article, Nirenstein demonstrates the following: “In the Kraków underground there were only two basic groups: the communists (at that time, the PPR) and the Akiba members [that is, the Zionists – author’s note]; the latter recognised the indisputable political supremacy of the communists.”50 In the text on the members of the underground, Betti Ajzensztajn describes the situation otherwise. The volume Ruch podziemny w gettach i obozach states that Akiba and PPR, “although ideologically far from each other (which often caused friction and dissonance), they cooperated with each other in a series of anti-German actions.”51 Similar alterations that stretched history so it would fit the ideological assumptions of the PZPR also appeared in the editions of source materials that constituted a vital part of BŻIH’s publications. The most-studied example is the journal of Emanuel Ringelblum written in the Warsaw ghetto. His Notatki z warszawskiego getta appeared in Yiddish in book form in 1952, and BŻIH published excerpts in Polish.52 The remarks that were critical of the USSR or Polish-Jewish relations, which appeared in the original, vanished from the published version, as did references to religion, Zionism and any resistance movement other than that of the communists. Fragments that highlighted the conflict between the Judenrat and the “Jewish masses” were approved for publication, but those that did not fit the paradigm of class struggle were not. This was also the case with descriptions of the corruption of house committees in the Warsaw ghetto. Curiously, the book edition in Yiddish and the Polish version in BŻIH also differed: Ringelblum’s mentions of cases of Poles attacking Jews appear in the Yiddish version, but not in the Polish one. Interestingly enough, a similar interference occurred with passages deemed inappropriate from a Jewish point of view. While the Yiddish version records the collaboration of some Jews with the Gestapo, the Polish translation omits it.53

The last example in particular leads us to believe that the censorship of articles and sources in BŻIH as well as other publications cannot solely be explained with the interference of the state bodies, specifically the Main Office for the Control of the Press, Publications, and Public Performances, which regularly monitored all publications. Why would the office of censorship insist on hiding from Polish readers information that some Jews collaborated with the Gestapo? It seems much more probable that ŻIH made a decision to cover this specific piece of information. Furthermore, it is doubtful that a censor would display the professional qualities to monitor academic texts with enough precision. Some sources indicate that censorship strove to ensure that publications maintained an official style and – at least during the period of Stalinism – that scientific work included a sufficient number of references to the current politics and quotations from Stalin’s work.54 However, it is hard to determine the actual effect of censorship, because the materials that could shed more light on the issue are not available.55

The above-mentioned examples illustrate that censorship and propaganda in BŻIH were not rare in the period of Stalinism. Although there are indications that the journal’s editors tried not to do more than what was expected in those circumstances, it also seems that they did not believe that interference with scientific articles or source materials was anything extraordinary. Since neither the party nor the state officials specified what these “strict limitations” signified – which, as Szmuel Krakowski put it, were forced both on Jewish and non-Jewish historians – BŻIH’s editors had to rely on their own instinct when evaluating what was allowed at a given point, and what was not. The situation could also radically change within months.

The period between the end of 1952 and mid-1953 – that is, between the Slánský trial in Prague, the case of the “Doctors’ Plot” in Moscow and Stalin’s death – was a challenge for ŻIH. It seemed at the time that the anti-Semitism of late Stalinism had finally reached Poland. While Bierut, who led the party, was reluctant towards anti-Zionism in its Soviet version, there are indications that in late 1952, he could no longer withstand the pressure from Moscow.56 When in November 1952 the Slánský trial began, the Ministry of Public Security (MBP) opened an investigation into high-ranking Jewish officials and the ministry’s agents visited ŻIH to search for relevant materials.57 In the meantime, an employee of the Israeli Embassy was arrested and charged with espionage.58 In these circumstances, one A. Sztark from Wrocław sent a letter to Bolesław Bierut condemning the Jewish Historical Institute, particularly Bernard Mark. Sztark wrote his letter at a time when the Slánský trial was ongoing, so he must have been aware of the potential consequences. The letter accused ŻIH and Mark of Zionist sympathies and Jewish nationalism, among others.59 Bierut’s office passed the letter on to Szymon Zachariasz, a member of the PZPR Central Commission of Party Control and the board of the Cultural and Social Association of Jews (TSKŻ). Although Zachariasz had criticised Mark in the late 1940s60 for Jewish nationalism, this time he decided to defend him. It is not entirely clear how specific the information about the denunciation was that Zachariasz passed on to Mark, but it is sure that he warned him about the seriousness of the threat. In his efforts to dispel any suspicion of ŻIH being ideologically unreliable, Zacharisz personally made sure that any positive remarks about the Zionists participating in the uprising disappeared from Mark’s book on the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. They were replaced with a strong criticism of international Jewish organisations, such as the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (Joint), which was – according to Soviet propaganda – an American spy agency. The manuscript was finished two days after Moscow’s Pravda “exposed” the so-called Doctors’ Plot accusing Jewish doctors in the Kremlin of planning to assassinate Joseph Stalin and other USSR leaders.61

Other ŻIH publications from the spring of 1953 also suggest that Mark and other members of ŻIH’s board felt threatened. Suddenly (although not for very long), ŻIH joined the anti-Zionist propaganda of the Soviet Bloc, at least in its publications printed in Polish. The second issue of BŻIH from 1952, which did not appear until early 1953, is riddled with anti-Imperialist slogans, references to Stalin and Lenin as well as attacks on the “American successors of Judenrat members”62 and the “Zionist government of Israel”, which “supported the genocidal plans of the Anglo-American bloc of aggression”.63 Franciszek Efraim Kupfer’s64 article “O genezie syjonizmu. Przyczynek do zagadnienia: Syjonizm w służbie imperializmu” included in the issue was devoted entirely to a condemnation of Zionist ideology.

The case of Szymon Datner and his article “Wehrmacht a ludobójstwo” (The Wehrmacht and genocide) gives an insight into the pre-press stage of the discussed issue. From the internal correspondence between Datner and his supervisors, it is clear that the Institute’s authorities, pressed by Zachariasz and the recent events, insisted that their employees’ texts include phrases that sounded anti-Imperialist and anti-Zionist.65 Other sources suggest that Datner was forced to remove a paragraph from his article which mentioned that the Jewish community in the town of Borisov had intervened with the German occupational authorities following a massacre of local Jews after the German attack on the Soviet Union. The administration of the Institute must have feared that this could have been interpreted as suggesting that Soviet Jews collaborated with the German occupier.66 On 13 January 1953, the Soviet press agency TASS reported about the arrest of a conspiracy of “murderous doctors” who were supposedly plotting to murder members of the Soviet government67 in the name of a “treacherous spy Zionist organisation”.68 Folks-shtime, a Warsaw newspaper, printed this information on 14 January.69 In response to these denunciations, someone from BŻIH’s editorial office (most probably, Bernard Mark himself) added a fragment to Datner’s article on the subject of Joint. The inserted paragraph attacked Western Jewish organisations and Israel for signing an agreement with the Federal Republic of Germany in 1952 in Luxembourg.70 Not only did Mark not ask Datner to approve the change, but he did not even inform him about it.71 Datner had already made the decision to leave ŻIH at the end of April, of which he informed the administration on 5 March 1953. The reason was his frustration with the incessant pressure to introduce changes in his texts that were at odds with his own political views and his outlook on historical research. At the beginning of April 1953, when the issue was published and its author realised that a paragraph attacking Joint had been added without his permission, Datner protested against such practices and demanded a correction. On 7 April 1953, he wrote to ŻIH’s administration stating that to the best of his knowledge, Joint had nothing to do with the Luxembourg agreement and that:

[…] it is obvious that the author of this insertion – so far unknown to me – included it for conjunctural and opportunistic reasons, wishing to exhibit his overzealousness and approval for the thuggish campaign of slander against the Soviet doctors and patriots – a campaign exposed by the Soviet Government and penalised appropriately.72

After Stalin’s death at the beginning of March 1953, the charges were dismissed, the accused doctors released, and the lead investigator arrested, which Pravda reported on the day before Datner wrote his letter. However, contrary to Datner’s beliefs, Joint did participate in negotiating the agreement concluded in Luxembourg, and continued to be viewed as an American spy agency in the socialist states.

The reaction of the ŻIH administration was swift. On 8 April, a special meeting was organised for all ŻIH staff, in which Datner’s letter was discussed. In the meeting, the Institute’s authorities strongly criticised Datner’s statement while he himself repeated his charges.73 As a consequence, Datner was dismissed from the Institute with a remark that due to his “ideological foreignness” he was no longer able to carry out “intellectual work”. Afterwards, until 1955, he worked as a bricklayer.74 In October 1955, the ŻIH administration withdrew its last claim,75 but the conflict around the added paragraph regarding Joint continued all the way until 1966, when BŻIH printed on page 154 of issue no. 58 (2/1966) a short note stating that the comment about Joint was included in Datner’s article without the author’s knowledge or permission. It is unclear whether the above correction was published with Mark’s permission, as it appeared soon after his death in August 1966.76 Issue no. 60 (4/1966) of BŻIH published the first text by Datner since 1952.

The conflict around Datner’s article “Wehrmacht a ludobójstwo” was exceptional for several reasons, and its severe nature cannot be explained by political pressure alone. Nevertheless, it gives a unique insight into the operative mechanisms of BŻIH as well as its editors in the period of Polish Stalinism. On the one hand, it illustrates the political pressure imposed on editors, on the other, it shows how editors themselves put pressure on the authors by not providing them with any specific explanations, hoping that none of them would question their interference, even when it was done without the author’s knowledge or permission. There is no doubt, however, that a less opportunist attitude of BŻIH could have risked not only the journal’s continued existence, but also the existence of ŻIH in general. In the period between the Slánský trial and Stalin’s death, it appeared that any “ideological deviation” might have led to an anti-Zionist show trial.

Following the thaw, BŻIH became much less political. Moreover, the editorial office opened the pages of Biuletyn to authors outside the Institute, including Jakub Goldberg and Paweł Korzec. A while later, foreign authors started to publish in BŻIH, such as the historian and rabbi Meyer Abraham Halevy from Bucharest, the editor of Encyclopaedia Judaica, Cecil Roth from London, Raphael Mahler from Tel Aviv and Israel Halpern from Jerusalem. The journal printed fragments of Jakub Szacki’s book Historia Żydów w Warszawie, published in 1959 in New York, three years after the author’s death. Articles by foreign researchers appeared especially between 1957–1959, thus, in the period when the state and censorship office somewhat relaxed their control over public life. Since the 1950s, BŻIH also included a review section, which discussed key publications on the history of Jews published in the West.

In the early 1960s, the period of relatively liberal politics ended and was replaced with nationalistic sentiments in the PZPR. Both phenomena were connected and had a negative effect on ŻIH. In the first half of the 1960s, the Deputy Minister of the Interior, Mieczysław Moczar, started to form the so-called “Partisan” faction within the PZPR, which primarily attracted younger functionaries of lower and medium rank holding nationalistic views. Moczar also used the combatant organisation, the Society of Fighters for Freedom and Democracy (ZBoWiD) to build up his own political position. In 1964, he became ZBoWiD’s chair and the Minister of the Interior. ZBoWiD and the Security Service, where Moczar had introduced many of his “partisans”, started propagating a much more nationalistic vision of Polish history, particularly of World War II, underscoring the suffering and heroism of non-Jewish Poles, while marginalising the significance of Jewish victims and partisans. In 1965, one of the “partisans”, Czesław Pilichowski, became the director of the Main Committee for the Investigation of Nazi War Crimes (GKBZH), which soon turned into another vehicle for spreading the historical politics of the “partisans”.77 As recalled later by Abraham Wein, the director of the ŻIH library in that period, in 1964 the harassment of the Institute began to intensify. From that point on, it was increasingly more difficult for ŻIH staff to obtain permission to attend scholarly conferences abroad, especially in Israel. Furthermore, foreign publications mailed to the Institute were confiscated and the institutional correspondence was censored.78

The situation deteriorated further in 1967 with the launch of the campaign officially referred to as “anti-Zionist”, but which was essentially anti-Semitic. On the one hand, ŻIH started to be openly accused of sympathizing with the anti-Polish propaganda of “Zionist circles” in Israel and West German revisionists, on the other – with insufficiently highlighting the role of Poles in rescuing Jews.79 A pretext to the first attacks was the so-called encyclopedists’ case, when ZBoWiD, GKBZH and the circles connected with the “partisans” faction accused the editors of Wielka Encyklopediia Powszechna published by PWN (which also published BŻIH) of minimizing the martyrdom of Poles during the Second World War. A pretext for the accusation was the entry “Nazi concentration camps”, which stated that Jews constituted 99% of the victims of the German camps, the rest being Roma and other groups. These attacks stemmed from the fact that the “partisans” did not differentiate between death camps and other camps, and from the fact that when compiling the statistics of the victims, critics, such as Pilichowski, counted murdered Jews (who were Polish citizens before the war) as Poles.80 It provoked Paul Lendvai, an Austrian-Jewish historian and publicist, to make the sarcastic observation that in the context of Poland’s anti-Semitic campaign only “dead Jews were good Poles”.81

These events also impacted BŻIH and Bleter far geshikhte. Both journals prepared special issues on the 25th anniversary of the Warsaw ghetto. As Adam Rutkowski wrote in his informal note to Yad Vashem, the articles intended for publication in this issue of BŻIH were sent to the censor in late December 1967, but were not approved for print until May 1968. Typically, the decision was made much faster.82

Rutkowski does not mention whether the censor requested that changes be introduced in BŻIH, and if so, of what nature. He mentions, however, interference into Bleter far geshikhte: “The Office of Press Control intervened in the text multiple times. We were told to remove any negative references to any Poles, even those in the ‘navy blue’ police, the National Armed Forces, blackmailers, etc.”83 Hence, it can be assumed that similar procedures were applied to BŻIH as well. Nevertheless, it remains unclear whether the “negative references to any Poles” had been avoided in BŻIH even earlier in the form of self-censorship, or if they were removed in late 1967 by PWN editors, who wanted to prevent criticism on the part of the “partisans’” faction – or yet perhaps, they were redacted by the censors themselves. Concerns were raised in particular by allegations against ŻIH in spreading “anti-Polish propaganda” abroad: in early 1968, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs demanded a list of foreign institutions that received copies of the journal financed by the Ministry since the late 1950s (see above). For this reason, ŻIH could not send Biuletyn abroad for 8 months until the Ministry had verified the list, from which it eventually crossed out several institutions.84

In the meantime, Pilichowski put pressure on the Institute to transfer their archival collections to GKBZH. Pilichowski unsuccessfully tried to take control over the shape of the interpretation of the German occupation in Poland and any historical sources necessary for that purpose. His attacks caused great damage to ŻIH. For instance, the publishing house “Czytelnik” withdrew from the contract to publish the already print-ready journal of Emanuel Ringelblum. The working printout of the book from 1968 is still available in ŻIH’s library.85

After the anti-Zionist campaign, the Holocaust stopped being the central topic in BŻIH. Particularly after 1970, this subject was given significantly less room. The main reason for the change was the departure of experienced researchers during the anti-Semitic campaign of 1968, when all members of the editorial staff and nearly all researchers left ŻIH.86 Szymon Datner, who headed the Institute between 1969–1970, made efforts to keep Biuletyn focused on the issue of the Holocaust, but with a shortage of researchers, it proved difficult. The new editorial staff, which took over the journal following Datner’s resignation in late 1970, decided to expand the range of topics discussed in the journal to include the wider history of Jews in Poland. In an anonymous article published on the occasion of the one-hundredth issue of BŻIH (4/1976), it was determined – on the basis of statistical data – that a shift had actually taken place. While prior to 1970 around 55% of all articles published in Biuletyn discussed the German occupation, between 1971–1976 the percentage of publications dealing with that period decreased to 36%.87 Nevertheless, the Holocaust continued to be one of the major issues raised in the Bulletin. 

A minor controversy that unfolded on the pages of BŻIH illustrates how the lack of qualified researchers reflected on the texts published in the periodical. The dispute occurred between a former prosecutor and a self-taught historian, Julian Leszczyński, and the former director of ŻIH, Artur Eisenbach, the author of the largest study on the Holocaust in the Polish language, titled Hitlerowska polityka zagłady Żydów.88 Since 1972, Leszczyński had published a series of articles in BŻIH and other journals on the subject of the Holocaust in the Warthegau. Based on a note by SS-Sturmbannführer Rolf-Heinz Höppner – a high-ranking Nazi official from Poznań responsible for the deportation of Jews and Poles to the General Government – sent to Adolf Eichmann in July 1941, Leszczyński concluded that Höppner played a vital role in the implementation of the so-called Final Solution.89 Indeed, in the aforementioned note, Höppner suggests collecting all the Jews from the Warthegau (that is, 300 thousand people) in a camp and killing those unable to work.90 Leszczyński speculates that Eichmann passed this document on to Reinhard Heydrich, and later, via Heinrich Himmler, to Hermann Göring, who – as Leszczyński assumed – accepted the idea suggested by Höppner and ordered Himmler to embark on the extermination of European Jews. Eisenbach rejected Leszczyński’s hypothesis in a lengthy polemic, which he based on his own research of many years in this area. According to Eisenbach, Leszczyński’s theory stemmed from an “erroneous identification and interpretation of only one German document”.91 Eisenbach’s opinion is also confirmed by more recent research,92 and in any case, Leszczyński could not refute the charges in his reply.93

Nevertheless, Leszczyński’s findings on the Holocaust in the Warthegau and the involvement of Höppner constitute a valuable and still widely-quoted input in the research on the subject. Leszczyński began analysing the role that Höppner had played in the Holocaust when he was still a prosecutor and a member of the Main Committee for the Investigation of Nazi War Crimes in Poland. The Austrian writer and journalist Martin Pollack, who devoted a reportage to Leszczyński and Höppner, describes how Leszczyński encountered Höppner’s note while securing the German documents in Łódź in April 1945. It was the beginning of his “obsession” with Höppner. Höppner spent ten years in Polish prisons, after which, in the mid-50s, he was released under amnesty and deported to West Germany, where he led a peaceful life. In the meantime, Leszczyński accumulated a substantial number of materials about the crimes Höppner had committed.94 However, contrary to Eisenbach, he missed a wider perspective that would allow him to place the case of Höppner in the historical context of the genesis of the “Final Solution”. 

The most important primary source published in BŻIH in the 1970s was undoubtedly the journal of Adam Czerniaków, the chair of the Warsaw Ghetto Judenrat – published in 1972 in a double issue devoted entirely to this text. Marian Fuks recalls that he learned about the existence of this diary while working in ŻIH. The original manuscript is located in the collections of the archive in Yad Vashem. Fuks received the Hebrew edition which also included complete facsimiles of the diary in Polish and a typed copy. He obtained permission to publish the Dziennik in Polish from Józef Kermisz, the director of the Yad Vashem archives at the time and from 1947–1949 the vice-director of ŻIH.95 Fuks recalls that he drafted the print version based on the materials from Yad Vashem, which he initially wanted to publish in book form in 1970.

What prevented it was censorship, supported by the decision of the authorities and party bodies forbidding the “rehabilitation of the collaborator”, which is how he [Czerniaków] was viewed by communist circles, including Jewish ones. However, having examined the manuscript, the Scientific Council interceded, especially its chair, Professor Stanisław Herbst, which allowed me to continue with the print.96

Unable to find a publishing house willing to publish the book, Fuks decided to print Dziennik on the pages of BŻIH.97 However, it seems that Fuks’s explanation that the portrayal of Czarniaków as a collaborator by communist propaganda was the reason for opposition by the censor and the reluctance of publishers is not sufficient. The circumstances of the publication should be viewed in the context of the anti-Zionist campaign of 1968 as well as the reluctance towards Jews or Jewish topics at that time in general. For instance, a number of entries regarding Jewish philosophers were removed from the book Filozofia w Polsce. Słownik pisarzy, published in 1971, because the censors had decided that the percentage of philosophers “linked to Jewish culture” was too high. In a report from the censorship office in 1970, it was noted that in many cases the goal of censorship was to prevent discrediting Poles with accusations of anti-Semitism.98 The history of Ringelblum’s journal, mentioned earlier, is a particularly painful illustration of this tendency at ŻIH.

Therefore, the problems with publishing the diary of Czerniaków did not only result from communist ideology, which considered him as a traitor. They were also rooted in the historical politics of national communists from the “partisans” faction, who strove to belittle the suffering of Jewish people during the war and to render the anti-Semitic actions of Poles as taboo, while highlighting the heroic and sacrificial struggle of non-Jewish Poles and the selfless help provided to Jews persecuted by the German occupier. Clearly, Adam Czerniaków’s diary did not subscribe to this narrative, therefore the publishers approached it with suspicion. 

The history of Czerniaków’s diary emphasises the significance of BŻIH for the Institute. Despite the prevailing censorship, which was less restrictive in the case of scholarly publications, ŻIH had the ability of publishing materials that other publishing houses would refuse. In 1983, Czerniaków’s diary as well as Ringelblum’s notes could finally come out as a book. It was in 1983 that the government tried to use the celebration of the 40th anniversary of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising to repair the reputation of the People’s Republic of Poland on the international arena. For this reason, permission was granted to publish numerous books on Jewish issues.

Marian Fuks experienced interference by the censorship office not only as an author. As the editor-in-chief (1971–1973) and the editorial secretary (1974–1988), he was responsible for submitting texts that were going to be published in BŻIH for the approval of the censors, and later ensuring that the instructions of the censors were followed. The double function that Fuks had to fulfil as the journal’s editor consisted of, on the one hand, evaluating texts according to their substantive quality, on the other, making an effort to avoid rejection by the censors, which contributed to the deepening of internal conflicts in ŻIH.
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This tension is evident in the case of Henryk Piasecki,99 who had already been in conflict with Fuks. Piasecki had been publishing in BŻIH since the beginning of the 1970s, and between 1974–1983, he worked in ŻIH. He recalls in his diary that he had written three biographical essays whose protagonists were Jewish activists of the Polish socialist movement from the first half of the 20th century: Józef Kwiatek, Feliks Perl and Herman Lieberman. While the first two appeared in 1974, the last essay was never published, “probably because H. Lieberman was a double jeopardy: as a Jew and a minister of the London Government”.100 Judging by the rules of censorship described above, which in the early 1970s applied to Jewish topics, this was probably true. Although BŻIH (as a scholarly journal devoted to Jewish history and aimed at reaching a small circle of readers) enjoyed more publishing freedom than periodicals of larger circulation, Lieberman, a socialist of Jewish origin who became a minister in the government-in-exile, was in fact not “kosher” enough even for BŻIH. Curiously, Piasecki, who must have dealt with censorship as the editor-in-chief of the periodical Głos Olsztyński (1957–1958) and a member of the editorial board in Życie Partii (1959–1968), held Fuks responsible for the censorship, and did not even consider the possibility that the censorship office rejected the text independently.

Regardless of who actually made the decision not to print Piasecki’s article and what reasons were given, both examples involving Fuks and also Datner from the period of Stalinism illustrate a negative effect that censorship had on relations between authors and editors of journals, since editors, willingly or not, became cogs in the system of censorship. The system functioned on at least three levels: first, the self-censorship of authors who knew that certain topics or phrases would be redacted by the censor that consequently compelled authors to avoid them altogether or only make allusions. On the second level, a journal’s editor or a publisher of a book had control over a text, and even more experience in what the censorship office might question. As the future of a publishing house depended on good relations with the censor, they therefore felt free to reject a problematic subject or moderate sensitive phrases before sending the text for verification, this way anticipating and preventing potential conflicts. The final level consisted of censors who had to ensure that the two above-mentioned mechanisms of internal control worked properly.101 As a result, the exact effect of censorship on the activity of BŻIH cannot be evaluated. 

Perceptions in an International Context 

BŻIH never experienced problems with international distribution, which in the case of a small Polish scholarly journal should be regarded as exceptional. One of the reasons was the previously discussed regular exchange of publications conducted by ŻIH with other institutions. In 1959, the Institute cooperated in this scope with 58 foreign institutions, of which two-thirds operated in the capitalist countries.102 ŻIH contacted some institutions from time to time, for instance, in 1957, Mark wrote to Jerzy Giedroyc and sent him several issues of BŻIH,103 which Giedroyc reciprocated with copies of Kultura. It worked similarly in other cases. Naturally, the scholars involved in working on areas discussed by the journal displayed the most interest in BŻIH, particularly those connected to institutions such as YIVO, Yad Vashem, the Ghetto Fighters’ House at the Kibbutz Lohamei Hagetaot, Le Centre de Documentation Juive Contemporaine in Paris, the Wiener Library in London as well as independent researchers such as Josef Wulf in West Berlin. Linked to New York’s YIVO, Philip (Filip) Friedman even asked Bernard Mark for an additional copy of each of the Institute’s publications, including BŻIH, because he wanted to have them in his private collection.104 Moreover, Friedman included the articles published in BŻIH in the bibliography of a volume compiled by him, Guide to Jewish History under Nazi Impact.105 BŻIH also reached the research institutions engaged in the recent history of both Germanies, such as the Institut für Zeitgeschichte (IfZ) in Munich, Deutsches Institut für Zeitgeschichte in East Berlin, and Institut für die Geschichte der europäischen Volksdemokratien in Leipzig.106

It is hard to determine how contemporaries received the contents published in Biuletyn. On the one hand, in the 1950s and 1960s, only a handful of researchers across the world engaged in the history of the Holocaust, and few spoke Polish. On the other hand, researchers, especially West Germans, might have felt reluctant to quote a journal published in the PRL, especially in the context of the history of World War II, which at that time the Federal Republic of Germany had not worked through yet. The first mention of BŻIH appeared in a periodical published by IfZ Vierteljahreshefte für Zeitgeschichte in 1976,107 while The Wiener Library Bulletin (WLB) had written about ŻIH since the beginning of the 1950s, and occasionally included information about the contents of recent issues of BŻIH108 on its pages, in so doing, contributing to the popularisation of BŻIH, although not always in a desirable way, as evidenced by the example below. 

In January 1961, WLB devoted one page to Polish-Jewish relations during the Holocaust when publishing a summary of the article by Tatiana Berenstein and Adam Rutkowski, “O ratownictwie Żydów przez Polaków w okresie okupacji hitlerowskiej”109 and the text Stosunki polsko-żydowskie w czasie II wojny światowej by Emanuel Ringelblum110 (both texts appeared in their original in various issues of BŻIH). Ringelblum’s text in particular, which very critically evaluated the attitude of non-Jewish Poles towards their Jewish compatriots (except for the last chapter), drew attention of Göttinger Arbeitskreis Ostdeutscher Wissenschaftler (GAK). GAK was a West German think tank based on the prewar Ostforschung traditions. Its main goal was to provide West German homeland expellee (Heimatvertriebene) organisations with information and materials from Eastern Europe, which could serve their revisionist activity.111 GAK openly supported shifting the borders again across the Oder and Nysa Rivers and had no qualms about compiling arguments to back their initiative. The researchers from this milieu (including renowned supporters of Nazi racism)112 continuously analysed the Eastern European press, especially in Poland, and published the so-called Pressedienst der Heimatvertriebenen (press service of expellees – hvp), which featured extremely biased texts. In March 1961, it ran an article summarising the information found in Stosunki polsko-żydowskie published in the bulletin of the Wiener Library. Ringelblum’s text was cited in the context of Eichmann’s trial taking place in Israel at the time, for which the Polish government had compiled documentation regarding the crimes committed by the accused. At that time, GAK wrote as follows: “It is still unclear whether [the documentation] also mentions the charges of Dr. Ringelblum […] that wide masses of the Polish population supported the persecution [of Jews], and partly even participated in them”.113 

The citation above shows explicitly that GAK’s interest in the work of Ringelblum was driven exclusively by its potential usefulness in the anti-Polish propaganda. Having gained access to the appropriate issues of BŻIH, GAK began translating Ringelblum’s texts into German. In 1963, the hvp featured the first selection of excerpts; ten months later, another selection was printed.114 While the first publication pointed to the work of Ringelblum’s Stosunki polsko-żydowskie w czasie II wojny światowej, published in BŻIH as the correct source, in the second case, the translated excerpts were presented as quotes from Ringelblum’s journal. In 1967, GAK even published a complete translation of Ringelblum’s work under a purposefully distorted title Ghetto Warschau. Tagebücher aus dem Chaos (The Warsaw Ghetto: Diaries from Chaos). The translation was based on the version that had been originally published in BŻIH. The GAK edition included the footnotes and even the “comments and remarks [uwagi i spostrzeżenia]” section found in the original, a kind of foreword the BŻIH editors placed before the first portion of Ringelblum’s work.115 GAK only added several footnotes that primarily served to highlight the actual and supposed cases of Polish anti-Semitism, as well as a preface by the Israeli sociologist Arieh Tartakower, who outlined the figure of Emanuel Ringelblum.116 GAK, naturally, did not ask ŻIH for permission to publish, nor did it even inform the Institute of its actions.117

The publication of the book was inscribed into the wider process unfolding in the press of the German expellees in the 1960s, steered by GAK. Ringelblum’s study devoted to Polish-Jewish relations was aimed not only at accusing Poles of anti-Semitism, but also at creating an image of World War II, where first the Nazis and Poles collaborated to murder Jews, and later the Poles worked to oust the Germans. Erwin Rogalla, who was involved with GAK, wrote in the press of the expellees in reference to Ringelblum about the Poles’ “hypocrisy”, who before and during the war had supposedly been the perpetrators of violence against Jews, and after the war − also on the Germans. In this context, Rogalla also mentioned labour camps in Łambinowice and Potulice, where the Germans were imprisoned after 1945, qualifying them as “extermination camps” and “death camps”.118 In the 1960s, Ringelblum became the main witness of anti-Polish argumentation found in the expellees’ press and GAK.119

With the publishing of the book, GAK hoped to use the growing interest in Jewish history (which spiked in the 1960s) in order to take their argumentation outside the circle of a relatively small community of exiles and introduce it into mainstream discourse. This is supported by the fact that there is no mention whatsoever about GAK in the book’s imprint. This was obviously meant to avoid suspicion by the mainstream press, which had remained rather critical of GAK. Although this goal was not achieved,120 the publication of the book turned against ŻIH during the anti-Semitic campaign from 1967–68.

The representatives of the nationalistic “partisans” faction gained access to several reviews of the book published in the West German press of the expellees and used them to attack ŻIH in a series of press articles. The author of one of them was Czesław Pilichowski. These texts, in reference to the theory about the cooperation of Israeli Zionists with West German revisionists, which was popular at the time,121 suggested that the Institute provided Yad Vashem with materials from the Ringelblum Archive, which were then passed on to the Federal Republic of Germany, where they were used against Poland. Poles, on the other hand, had no access to these materials, in which the authors of these texts accused ŻIH, which was supposedly withholding them.122 Meanwhile, it would have sufficed to take a glance at the discussed book to see that the accusations were false, because the source of the materials – that is, BŻIH – was clearly indicated. Therefore, while GAK used Ringelblum’s study about Polish-Jewish relations during World War II for its own anti-Polish campaign, the German edition served the “partisans” as a tool to attack ŻIH during the anti-Semitic witch hunt in Poland.

The history of the publication of Ghetto Warschau. Tagebücher aus dem Chaos, which until today is the only work of Ringelblum translated into German, is surely the most exceptional and, at the same time, inconvenient example of the reception of the work published in BŻIH. It can be assumed that there are more examples like this, perhaps less spectacular, and as such, more difficult to follow. According to Marian Fuks, the English edition of Adam Czerniaków’s diary, prepared by Raul Hilberg, Stanisław Staroń and Józef Kermisz, and published in 1979, was based on the Polish edition drafted by Fuks, originally printed in BŻIH. The editors of the English edition do not mention this in their preface. They only note the existence of the Polish edition on the pages of BŻIH and confirm that they had used the “materials developed by the Jewish Historical Institute in Warsaw”123 when compiling the footnotes. The translator of the German edition of the dairy acknowledges that the translation was based on the Polish edition.124

Numerous publications appearing in BŻIH gained recognition decidedly too late. This resulted from the fact that a number of studies, especially those devoted to the Holocaust, preceded their epoch. Their significance had not been noticed until research on the Holocaust became an important and dynamically developing area of scientific study. As noted by Dieter Pohl, Western scholars did not start exploring issues surrounding the Holocaust until the 1990s, while Polish researchers had written about them – primarily on the pages of BŻIH – as early as the 1950s and 1960s.125 Many of these texts had a major input into areas that they explored, regardless of their political leanings. As pointed out by Katarzyna Person, some texts published during the early years of BŻIH, particularly by Tatiana Berenstein and Adam Rutkowski, “still qualify as one of the most crucial studies in their area that have been published in Polish until this day.”126 Szymon Datner’s study on the extermination of Jews in the Białystok region127 even became the topic of political debates at the turn of the 21st century. During the national discussion of the events surrounding Jedwabne, sparked by the publication of Jan T. Gross’s book Sąsiedzi, it turned out that Datner had already written about the crime in 1966. In the article Eksterminacja ludności żydowskiej w Okręgu Białostockim, he lists Jedwabne among other similar incidents that took place in July 1941, when “the Germans enticed the dregs of the local population” to commit the crime against Jews.128 In discussions on the Jedwabne pogrom, organised by the Rzeczpospolita daily and involving such historians as: Jan T. Gross, Tomasz Strzembosz, Andrzej Żbikowski and Paweł Machcewicz, the journalist Andrzej Kaczyński and the prosecutor Radosław Ignatiew, the ambiguities of Datner’s text became the subject of various interpretations.129 Nevertheless, until the publication of the two-volume book Wokół Jedwabnego130 in 2002, it essentially had been the only study on the subject of anti-Jewish violence in this region in 1941. Hence, the example of Szymon Datner’s text illustrates how articles printed on the pages of BŻIH gained in significance even decades after their original publication.

Conclusions

Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego, while initially established in March 1950 as an information bulletin, was soon transformed into a fully-fledged scientific journal, publishing scholarly articles, source materials and reviews of work on Jewish topics, particularly the period of the Holocaust. Since the 1960s, it was the most important scientific journal of the Jewish Historical Institute, and in the 1970s and 1980s as well as after 1993 – the only one. During the PRL period, the journal experienced several very difficult moments. It is a historical irony that BŻIH had the highest circulation at a time of the most intense political repressions, that is, during Stalinism and the thaw of the late 1950s, when the journal’s low circulation nearly resulted in its shutting down. Despite a frequently challenging situation of the periodical and its editors at Biuletyn, numerous valuable source texts continued to appear, which would otherwise not have been available to scholars in Poland and abroad. The publications of BŻIH also served as the basis of translations, which was a mixed blessing, as illustrated by the examples of Ringelblum’s Stosunki polsko-żydowskie w czasie drugiej wojny światowej or Adam Czerniaków’s Dziennik. A number of articles that appeared on the pages of the journal have had a significant impact on research to this day. But because the work of some of these authors was ahead of its time, by the same token, it was not immediately met with full appreciation.
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The Editorial History of “Biuletyn ŻIH” and “Kwartalnik Historii Żydów”

Michał Czajka

The title Biuletyn Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego przy Centralnym Komitecie Żydów Polskich appeared for the first time in November 1949 as the Polish version of the information bulletin Yediyes. Biuletin fun Yidishn Historishn Institut in Poyln (“News. The Bulletin of the Jewish Historical Institute in Poland”), which was initially printed in Yiddish, and later also in Polish. Since 1951, the scientific periodical has been published under this title in Polish, at first (in 1951 and 1952) as a six-monthly. Since 1953, Biuletyn was a quarterly, but only in terms of numbering, because the issues continued to be printed 2 to 3 times a year. It was not until 1957 that 4 issues were printed. In the first years, Biuletyn was edited by a board whose members were not listed. Between 1953–1955, the journal was signed by: the director of ŻIH, Bernard (Ber) Mark (editor-in-chief) and Adam Rutkowski (editorial secretary). After 1955, the board’s members were listed and included Artur Eisenbach (deputy editor-in-chief), Tatiana Berenstein and until 1957, Franciszek (Froim) Kupfer, as well as Mark and Rutkowski. Following Mark’s death (4 August 1966), in 1967 the board was comprised of three people (Eisenbach as the editor, Berenstein and Rutkowski as editorial secretary). In that same year, Adam Wein joined the board. Between 1957 and 1967, Biuletyn was published regularly 4 times a year (except for 1962 and 1963, when 3 issues were published). 

The anti-Jewish campaign of the authorities of the People’s Republic, which began in 1967 and intensified in 1968, was catastrophic for the Jewish Historical Institute and its Biuletyn. The editorial board was scattered: Rutkowski left for France, Wein to Israel, Professor Eisenbach stayed in Poland but was removed from his position at ŻIH. The content of issue 4 (1968) illustrates that editorial activity had essentially ceased: the issue included only two diaries of concentration camps’ prisoners, prepared for print by Berenstein and Rutkowski.

From issue 4 (1968) until the end of 1969, Biuletyn was signed by the board (in 1968 and 1969, 3 issues were published annually). The documents at the archive of ŻIH show that the board included Szymon Datner (the editor in chief), Berenstein (editorial secretary) and Janina Morgensztern. In June 1969, Berenstein withdrew from editorial work with the intention to leave the country, and Janina Morgensztern assumed the responsibilities of the editorial secretary. Since the beginning of 1970, the names of the editorial members were listed as: Datner (editor) and Morgensztern (editorial secretary). Morgensztern died on 23 June 1970, and her name appeared one more time (in a mourning frame) in the imprint of no. 3 (1970). The next issue was again signed by the board. Since no. 1 (1971) the board included: Marian Fuks (editorial secretary), Józef Barski and Anatol Leszczyński. The same issue was also signed by Ruta Sakowska (at that time using the name Pups). In 1972, Michał Szulkin, and later Maurycy Horn (the new director of ŻIH) joined the board. In 1973, Horn started acting as the board’s head, and in 1987 as the editor-in-chief. Following the recruitment of Zygmunt Hoffmann in 1975, Biuletyn’s editorial staff remained the same until 1987. In the 70s, the quarterly was published 4 times a year in most cases. Double issues came out 3 times in that decade due to printed materials: in 1972, Adam Czerniaków’s Dziennik, prepared by M. Fuks, was published in a double issue, and in 1973 and 1978 the materials from the commemorative scientific sessions on the 30th and 35th anniversary of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. In the 80s, double issues were predominant (4 issues a year appeared only in 1981 and 1989, 3 issues a year – three times, 2 issues a year – five times). Since 1971, Biuletyn had a new graphic design. White covers were replaced with colour ones, and each year issues had a different colour scheme. 

In 1988, Elżbieta Horn joined the editorial board. At the same time, the Editorial Council was established, which included, aside from the editorial board (Maurycy Horn and Barski): Eisenbach (the head), Professor Jerzy Tomaszewski (deputy head), Professor Karol Grünberg, Szymon Rudnicki, Ruta Sakowska and Professor Stanisław Trawkowski. In 1990, Barski passed away, and Szulkin stopped his work in Biuletyn (he passed away in 1992). Also in 1990, Professor Horn stepped down from the position of ŻIH’s director while temporarily remaining the editor in chief of Biuletyn. Alina Cała and Sakowska joined the editorial board, whereas the reduced Editorial Council comprised Tomaszewski (the head), Daniel Grinberg, Eisenbach and Rudnicki.

Between 1991–1992, the editor in chief of Biuletyn was Professor Tomaszewski. The editorial board comprised Professor Tomaszewski with Cała, Hoffman, Horn, Sakowska and the editorial secretary Janina Żurawicka (in 1992, replaced by Bella Szwarcman-Czarnota). Horn moved to the Editorial Council, and was also joined by Professor Krzysztof Dunin-Wąsowicz and Michał Fridman, and a little later, Jerzy W. Borejsza. In 1992, Professor Eisenbach (30 October 1992) and Hoffmann passed away, while Elżbieta Horn stopped her editorial work. For a short while, Tomasz Kuberczyk and Bożena Umińska joined the editorial board, later being replaced by Grinberg and Rudnicki (who was also the editor in chief). In 1993, Grinberg became the editor-in-chief (and from 1994, also the director of ŻIH), and the Editorial Council ceased to operate. From 1995, the editorial board was comprised of Cała (the editor-in-chief), Rudnicki, Sakowska, Tomaszewski, Feliks Tych (the new director of ŻIH) and until 1997, the editorial secretary, Szwarcman-Czarnota. 

Between 1992–1999, Biuletyn was financed by the Scientific Research Committee. In 1993, Biuletyn adopted a new graphic design, and since then, all issues had an image resembling a fringed tallit on their cover. The next change occurred in 1998 – from that moment all the way until 2015, the cover featured the Hebrew letter Aleph, which was the institute’s logo. Although it often went unnoticed even by the people who knew the Hebrew alphabet, the letters Yod and He were incorporated into the letter Aleph, together forming the short form of the name Yidisher Historisher Institut (the orthography of Yiddish requires that the word “institut” starts with the silent Aleph).

The 90s saw difficulties in the work of Biuletyn. Following the publication of 4 issues in 1991, 3 issues were printed in 1992 and 2 issues in 1993. A shortage of valuable materials suitable for publication resulted in only 5 issues being printed between 1994–1996 (hence, 1 and 2/3 issue a year). In 1997 and 1998, 3 issues were published a year, and since 1999, the journal has come out regularly 4 times a year.

In 1998, Natalia Aleksiun joined the editorial board, and Edyta Kurek became the editorial secretary. At the end of that year, Jan Doktór and Michał Czajka appeared on the list of board members for the first time. In 1999, they assumed the positions of the editor in chief and the editorial secretary, while Cała left the editorial board. Kurek continued to be in charge of the organizational issues, and remained the editorial secretary until 2009 (the position was assumed by Magdalena Wółkowska, and since 2012, Agata Szydłowska). In 2000, the name of the periodical was changed to “Kwartalnik Historii Żydów” (“Jewish History Quarterly”). The decision about the change was made arbitrarily by the director of the institute at the time, Feliks Tych, but it was apt, because the new name better reflected the content of the quarterly. In 2001, financing of “Kwartalnik” was assumed by the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage. In 2003, Aleksiun left the editorial board.

In 2003, the Editorial Council was revived, comprising domestic and foreign scientists (Professor Tych again conceived the idea). The council included the members of the editorial board (except for the editorial secretary) and Professors Wolfgang Benz and Gertrud Pickhan from Germany, Dan Diner and Israel Gutman from Israel, David Gershon Hundert from Canada and Antony Polonsky from the USA.

In 2004, “Kwartalnik” entered the digital age. Since then, its electronic version has been available at the on-line library CEEOL (Central and East European Online Library).

According to the rule that each director of ŻIH participates in editing “Kwartalnik”, in 2007, Eleonora Bergman joined the board and in 2011 Paweł Śpiewak became a member of the board and the Editorial Council. In this period (from 2008 to 2012), “Kwartalnik” was financed by the Ministry of Culture and National Heritage together with the Ministry of the Interior and Administration (sometimes separately, sometimes together). In 2012, the subsidy conditions of the Ministry of Culture did not allow for the sale of “Kwartalnik” (the distribution of the journal was free that year). In order to avoid similar situations in the future, a decision was made to publish “Kwartalnik” together with the Association of the Jewish Historical Institute, and not apply any more for targeted subsidies for its publication.

Between 2011–2015, the following members of the board and Editorial Council passed away: Ruta Sakowska (22 August 2011), Israel Gutman (1 October 2013), Jerzy Tomaszewski (4 November 2014) and Feliks Tych (17 February 2015). New members of the board included: in 2012, Joanna Nalewajko-Kulikov and Helena Datner; in 2013, Professor Anna Michałowska-Mycielska; and in 2015, Daniel Grinberg and Rafał Żebrowski.
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The Oldest Register of Jewish Settlements in Poland, 1507

Maurycy Horn

There is only one reference to a register for a “Jewish Tax” from the beginning of the sixteenth century. It is found in Roman Rybarski’s study on Polish trade. He cites the total tax paid by Jews and lists twenty-two settlements where they resided, which paid a fee ranging from ten to three hundred zlotys.1 A broader discussion of the list is worthwhile because it contains important information about the geography of Jewish settlements at the time as well as data that can serve as a basis for determining the approximate relative size and importance of various centres of the Jewish population.

The register, originally titled Taxa Judeorum in civitatibus et opidis Regni existentibus, was part of the ledger of income and expenditure of the royal court.2 The ledger was 33 centimetres long and 15 centimetres wide, and the first entry was dated 2 February 1507, while the last one was made in 1515. The royal clerk divided it into four sections, assigning each of them to separate records, which he kept alternating with another clerk up to 1515. Much of the book was never used (pages 64v–85v, 96–108v, 111–131).

The list of Jewish settlements on the penultimate card in the book is not dated. Rybarski believed that it was made in 1507–1510. However, careful analysis of the entire text of the ledger and the fact that it was started just after the coronation of Sigismund I in Krakow on 25 January 1507 indicate that the document in question was created at the same time as the register of expenses and income related to the coronation celebrations – that is, at the beginning of February 1507. References to the same timeframe are found in the list of merchants and burghers of Kraków who lent the court money for the coronation, dated early February.3 All initial entries (of which three are dated) in four sections of the book are written in the same hand. Therefore, Taxa Judeorum is simply a register of crown taxes collected from the Jews in 1507.

The register for the most only indicates the city in which a Jewish settlement was obliged to pay the tax (hence the phrases: in Posnania, in Gniezna, etc.) and cites the amount paid. In two cases, the names of taxpayers are given.: Shapsai of Warta, who, together with his son-in-law who did not reside in the city, paid five florins (or zlotys); and Samuel of Potelych, who, together with the Jews living in Belz, also paid five zlotys of tax. There were two more cases when tax was paid to the Royal Treasury by two communities jointly. Jews living in Lublin, along with other Jews from Kazimierz, paid seventy-five zlotys; while “Kraków” and Tarnów Jews paid three hundred zlotys. Since the register was created about a dozen years after Jews were expelled from Kraków to Kazimierz in 14954 and the Jewish settlement in Tarnów was not big enough to manage such a large tax, it must be concluded that in the former case the clerk refers to Lublin and the town of Kazimierz in the Lublin voivodeship, while in the latter he means Tarnów and Kazimierz near Kraków (especially since in later documents Jews living in Kazimierz are described as “Kraków Jews”).

Taxa Judeorum lists urban clusters of Jewish populations in only four provinces of the Polish Crown: Greater Poland, Lesser Poland, Mazovia and Red Ruthenia. There is no mention of Jewish settlements in Royal and Ducal Prussia, Podolia nor the part of Mazovia that was incorporated directly into the Polish Kingdom in 1526.

In 1507, the highest number of communities and settlements were taxed in Greater Poland, in twenty-nine cities: Brześć Kujawski, Bydgoszcz, Dobrzyń, Dybów, Gniezno, Grodzisk Wielkopolski (in Grodzysko), Inowrocław (in Junivladislavia), Kalisz, Kcynia, Kleczew (in Klyeczow), Kórnik, Leszno (in Lesna), Łęczyca, Łobżenica (in Lobzynyecz) Międzyrzecz, Nakło (in Nakyel), Nowe Miasto, Oborniki, Ostroróg (in Ostrorok), Pakość, Poznań, Pyzdry, Rogoźno, Sieraków (in Suyerakow), Skwierzyna (in Squyrzyna), Szadek, Śrem (in Szrem), Warta and Wronki. In Mazovia there were ten: Bielsko, Błonie, Ciechanów, Gąbin (in Gambyn), Mława, Nadarzyn, Płock, Płońsk, Rawa and Sochaczew. In Red Ruthenia also ten: Belz, Busk (in Bossko), Chełm, Horodło, Lyuboml, Lviv, Olesko, Potelych, Sambir and Szczebrzeszyn. In Lesser Poland, there were five: Kazimierz Lubelski, Kazimierz near Kraków, Lublin, Sandomierz and Tarnów.

In total, the registry provides information about fifty-four Jewish settlements. This list is far from exhaustive, as it fails to include many settlements of followers of Mosaism known from earlier and later sources. Evidence that this assertion is true can be found in research on the Jewish settlement movement in Ruthenia.5 In the area in question, by 1507 there had been founded not ten Jewish communities, as the 1507 register seems to indicate, but rather at least twenty-seven.6 The same thing is most likely true of other provinces of the Polish Crown, but those areas have not been examined in such detail. Nevertheless, it is possible to name at least five Jewish settlements not included in the 1507 registry that had existed prior to that date in Lesser Poland (Zator, Bochnia, Jasło, Nowy Sącz and Proszowice7), nine in Greater Poland (Kopaszew, Kościan, Szamotuły, Konin, Sieradz, Włocławek, Nieszawa,8 Kłodawa9 and Opoczno10), and Gostynin in the western part of Mazovia.11 In total, at least thirty Jewish settlements are missing from the register, which can be explained by the fact that, as in the case of Belz and Warta, taxes were collected from people who lived not only in the towns listed but also neighbouring ones. In the Ruthenian voivodeship, the Lviv community was most likely responsible for collecting coronation tax from smaller Jewish settlements, in the Kraków voivodeship the task fell upon Kazimierz, in Lublin voivodeship – Lublin, etc.

While the 1507 Taxa does not contain a full list of Jewish communities in the Polish Kingdom, it is nevertheless an important source and the first evidence of Jewish settlements in thirty-one cities12 (earlier source information on which has either not survived or not yet been found). Also, as mentioned at the beginning, it provides the basis for determining the relative size and wealth of individual clusters of Jewish residents. Before the poll tax was introduced, the amount of which theoretically depended on the number of Jewish “heads”, taxes paid to the Royal Treasury (royal, station and coronation town tax [szos] and other occasions) were imposed on Jewish settlements and communities based on the wealth of their members. 

In light of the 1507 registry, the richest (although – I believe – not the most populous) was the community of Lviv, which paid crown tax to the tune of three hundred zlotys. Second in terms of wealth, but not the number of members, was the community of Kazimierz, which, after the upheaval caused by the forced resettlement of Jews from Kraków to Kazimierz in 1405, also paid three hundred zlotys jointly with the community of Tarnów. Third richest was the community of Poznań (two hundred zlotys), followed by Lublin (seventy five zlotys jointly with the Jewish settlement in Kazimierz Lubelski) and Gniezno (fifty zlotys). Between twenty and forty zlotys were collected from four Jewish settlements in Greater Poland (Brześć Kujawski, Inowrocław, Kalisz and Międzyrzecz), one in Lesser Poland (Sandomierz) and four in Red Ruthenia (Busk, Chełm, Lyuboml and Szczebrzeszyn). The Royal Treasury received from ten to sixteen zlotys in 1507 from Jewish residents of Dybów, Łęczyca and Łobżenica in Greater Poland, Horodło, Olesko and Sambir in Red Ruthenia, and Płock in Mazovia. The remaining smaller Jewish communities paid coronation tax between two and eight zlotys. In total, the Jews of Greater Poland paid 478 zlotys, which represents 34.3% of the total sum of 1391 zlotys, Lesser Poland – 399 zlotys (28.7%), Red Ruthenia – 457 zlotys (32.9%) and Mazovia – 57 zlotys (4.1%). As the statement clearly indicates, at the threshold of the modern era there was still a relative economic equilibrium between the three then most important centres of Jewish economic and cultural life: Greater Poland, Lesser Poland proper and Red Ruthenia. This balance was disrupted over the next 100–150 years and Red Ruthenia became the most prominent of the three provinces and the most important centre of Jewish and economic social life and cultural development.

Translated by Katarzyna Gucio
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Names of the Bodies of Jewish Self-Government in the First Republic of Poland (Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth)

Anatol Leszczyński

This article is the first attempt to discuss and systematize the extraordinarily diverse nomenclature of the three levels of organization within the former Jewish self-government found in sources and historical literature.

In the First Polish Republic (also known as the Republic of Nobles or the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth), the lowest level of autonomy was represented by communities (Polish: gmina, pl. gminy), referred to in the sources as “kahals”1 (Hebrew: kehila), “congregations” (Polish: zbór, pl. zbory)2 and “synagogues.”3 They were at that time administrative and religious associations of urban (and in several cases also rural) Jewish populations, with their own self-government (Hebrew: vaad hakehila), consisting of kahal elders. The names “kahal”, “congregation” and “synagogue” meant not only the authority, but also the entire Jewish population of the community. Here are some examples. In a warning from the elders of three provinces (zemstvos, Polish: ziemstwo, pl. ziemstwa) published in Lublin in 1622 and addressed to the elders of the board of the Grodno kahal and its rabbi, we read: “Kind regards (...) to the leaders of the holy flock, the holy kahal of Grodno.”4 On 31 March 1698, the voivode of Poznań, Wojciech Breza, addressed his proclamation to “the elders, the rabbi and the entire synagogue” in Poznań.5 In the mandate of 22 July 1702, the voivode of the Ruthenian lands, Jan Jabłonowski, said “at the behest of the elders of the infidels and the entire synagogue of Przemyśl.”6 

In the literature, various interpretations of the name kahal can be found. Meir Bałaban insisted that the meaning of “kahal” was restricted to its authorities.7 The author of the entry on “kahal” in the Jewish Encyclopedia interprets the word as “Jewish self-government and community.”8 A different interpretation of sources by M. Bałaban stemmed from the synonym of “kahal” – that is “kohoł” – which in one case means the community; while in another, only its authorities.

According to the preserved sources, communities were divided based on their place in the territorial administrative structure of the Jewish local government. There were “synagogues in major cities,” “county cities”, “principal cities,” “synagogues,” “kahals” and “parishes” (przykahalki).9 In a sense, this division is confirmed by the proclamation of John III released on 6 May 1677, which states that Jews living in “major cities” and towns, villages and estates, “as well as every single Jew of no fixed abode is subject to the jurisdiction and direction of his elders from the aforesaid major cities and county cities, to which they belonged according to the old custom and the division of districts and synagogues.” In the same proclamation, the King requested that “elders of the Jews of main cities” divide the state taxes among minor towns, villages and county estates.”10 The term “county cities” (Polish: miasta powiatowe) referred to the middle organizational level of Jewish self-government and will be discussed later in the article.

Other categories of communities can be found in the following sources. On 14 July 1699, Augustus II approved the declaration “of deputies and senior judges to the Olyka congregation and kahal.11 On 7 October 1750, Augustus III appointed a committee “for the liquidation of the debts of all the generality as well as synagogues and kahals of all infidel Jews staying in the Volhynia region.12 The same monarch, in a mandate issued on 9 July 1752 at the request of the Jews of Przemyśl, calls upon Jews “et omnes parochies ad synagogam Praemisliensem pertinentes, civitates, oppidas ac pagos” to fulfill their duties to the “principal community.13 In an announcement dated 18 October 1740, Wawrzyniec Lanckoroński, owner of the town of Wodzisław, used the following wording: “the infidel elders of the Jews and the entire populace of the synagogues of my hereditary town” and “parishes that have long belonged here.”14 The sources cited above indicate that “congregations” (zbory) and “synagogues” belonged to a higher category of communities, as “kahals” and “parishes” (przykahalki) fell within their administrative jurisdiction. The resolution of the chief organ of Jewish autonomy passed in Jarosław in 1692 and confirmed in 1712 – translated from Hebrew in modern times – the name of “general city” is applied to such kahal that is in charge of “particulars of towns and villages residing within two miles.”15

Simon Dubnow was one of the first historians to divide communities into three categories; namely district, medium and small kahals. According to this scholar, a district (Polish: okręgowy, Hebrew: galil) kahal was in charge of “smaller communities” situated in the wider territory of the district. Jews residing in towns and villages were assigned to medium kahals. Small kahals are described as communities that dealt with internal affairs on their own, while “officially” reporting to the authorities of the neighboring larger kahals. Such dependence was associated with the payment of taxes and “similar obligations.”16

M. Bałaban introduced an additional category of a community under the name of “free cities.” They were kahals that elected and sent delegates (deputies) to conferences of the chief body of Jewish self-government.17 The scholar defined a “capital” (parent) kahal as a community around which Jews settled in nearby towns and cities, later organizing their own kahals or przykahalki.18 Both S. Dubnow and M. Bałaban categorized przykahałek as a community whose authorities paid taxes through superior kahals.19 Mojżesz Schorr introduced the category of “adjacent kahals” (Polish: okoliczne), which were subject to the “chief community.”20

Based on previous studies and taking into account new sources, I would like to suggest (following S. Dubnow) dividing communities into three categories. The first should include “zemstvo” [ziemskie], “district” [okręgowe], and “voivodeship” [wojewódzkie] kahals, as well as kahals with zemstvo status [na prawach ziemstwa]. These kahals elected and sent delegates (deputies) to zemstvo, district and voivodeship congresses, and, first and foremost, to the congress of the chief body of Jewish self-government. In their administrative area, such kahals had przykahalki assigned to them, with the exception of kahals with zemstvo status, which were responsible for Jews living within two miles. The second category, that is “medium” kahals, should apply to communities that sent their representatives to zemstvo, district or voivodeship congresses, and in some cases the congress of the chief body of Jewish self-government. These two categories of kahals exercised authority over przykahałki (branches) and, in principle, paid taxes directly to the state. Przykahałki were communities that enjoyed limited powers of the Jewish self-government and paid state taxes through zemstvo, district or voivodeship kahals, as well as kahals with zemstvo status.

In the sixteenth century, kahals, representing the middle level of the Jewish self-government, fell within the jurisdiction of provinces (prowincje), lands (ziemie) or zemstvos (Hebrew: medina, erets), and following the fragmentation of kahal administration after the wars in the second half of the seventeenth century – districts and voivodeships. The authorities of that level were defined as the council of the province, zemstvo, district or voivodeship (Hebrew: vaad medina, erets or galil), as well as a small council (vaad katana).21 The council consisted of the elders (seniors) and rabbis of the province, zemstvo, district or voivodeship, representatives of land, district, voivodeship and medium kahals.

Sources mention the naming of mid-level Jewish self-government. The proclamation of Augustus III of 15 July 1750 uses the expression “the synagogues and kahals of the Ruthenian province.”22 As regards the name “province” [prowincja], the King was referring to the oldest period when, up until the wars in the second half of the seventeenth century, the middle level of Jewish self-government consisted of four provinces: Greater Poland, Lesser Poland, Ruthenia and Lithuania. The resolution of the congress of the Jews of the Zamoyski Family Fee Tail (Ordynacja Zamojska) of 14 January 1700 reads: “all assignations that have been issued by the zemstvo up until today to cities and towns, we hereby approve.”23 The same name is found in the manifesto and protest of 1702 “against the Jews residing in the cities and towns of the Poznań-Kalisz zemstvo.”24 Another term was found in the title of the document “Assecuratio for senior deputies from the county kahals of the Volhynia voivodeship” of 10 February 1700.25 Upon examination of sources relating to the listed province, Dubnow found the phrase “Volhynia Synagogue.” According to the scholar, the name applied to the “union” of all kahals in Volhynia, whose central body was the “district kahal diet” (okręgowy kahalny sejm).26 M. Bałaban used the names “Synagogue of Volhynia voivodeship” or “Volhynia Synagogue.”27 In a lawsuit of 7 June 1742, Jan Tarło, voivode of Sandomierz, used the phrase “elders of Sandomierz zemstvo” (starsi ziemscy sandomierscy).28 It can be unequivocally asserted that the word “ziemscy” is derived from the word ziemstwo – “zemstvo” and not ziemia – “land” (Hebrew: erets), as under the administration of the First Republic in most cases lands (ziemie) were part of the voivodeship. Thus, erets should not be translated literally as land, but as zemstvo.

Roman Rybarski pointed out that in the allocation of the Jewish poll tax, in some cases “counties” (powiaty) are mentioned, albeit not in the usual sense of the word. A Jewish county covered a greater number of regular counties, often the entire voivodeship.29 The issue is fundamentally clarified in the voucher issued by the Treasury of the Crown on 7 August 1692 to the “Jewish elders of the Ruthenian county.” It calls for payment of 610 zlotys by way of a poll tax. An acknowledgment accompanying that document suggests that the amount was paid “for public expenses by Jewish zemstvo elders of the Ruthenian voivodeship” (Żydzi starsi ziemscy województwa ruskiego).30 M. Bałaban cited the 1691 toll tax allocation with the phrase “county Jews of Kraków and Sandomierz” (Żydzi powiatowi krakowscy i sandomierscy).31 However, he did not explain the essence of the name, namely that it concerned the Jewish population of the Kraków-Sandomierz zemstvo. While discussing the categories of kahals in this article, I have mentioned the designation “county town”. According to sources, in conjunction with the term “county Jews”, it means a district zemstvo kahal (kahał ziemski okregowy) or voivodeship zemstvo kahal (kahał ziemski wojewódzki). Given that a “Jewish county” had a different meaning than a county in the First Republic, I believe that the term should not be used in historical publications.

District meetings of representatives of zemstvo, district and voivodeship kahals were defined as an assembly (zjazd),32 congress (kongres)33 or dietine (sejmik). Such meetings, held under the chairmanship of the Speaker of the Jews, settled issues such as financial matters (distribution of taxes) and served as a legislative body for the Jewish zemstvo, district or voivodeship.34 At these meetings, delegates elected deputies to the highest authority of the Jewish self-government and received deputy instructions before departure. Analogous (in some ways) organization and similar activities to dietines held by Polish nobles meant that Jewish zemstvo, district and voivodeship conventions and congresses were also described as “dietines”. Here are some examples. In the instruction for the Kiev deputies written in Volodymyr on 26 March 1698, the phrase “Jewish dietines” (sejmiki żydowskie) is used.35 The aforementioned assecuratio of 10 February 1700 reads: “We, the undersigned senior deputies (...) of the Volhynia voivodeship, as we once gave our assecuratio at our past Jewish dietine held in Lokachi on the fifth day of the month of July 1699.”36 Rabbis of the Zamoyski Family Fee Tail decided on 14 January 1700 that “all judgments are to be decreed by the dietine (...) neither a rabbi nor an elder is to have power to judge (...) unless appointed by the dietine.37 In a protest submitted on 17 April 1703 by the syndic of the Olyka kahal, the word “dietine”38 is used several times. In the Hebrew-language decision, issued in 1670 in the city of Jarosław, the supreme body of the Jewish self-government allowed Tykocin kahal authorities to use the treasury of the “assembly” to pay for “hotsaot sejmiks” (dietine expenses), allocating 100 zlotys for each dietine.39 Based on sources, Mojżesz Schorr determined that dietines, which occupied the intermediate position between kahals and general assembly, were described as “comitalia.”40 M. Bałaban used the names “assemblies” and “dietines,”41while I. Schiper – “dietines.”42 Therefore, it follows that the name “Jewish dietine” should be used in historical publications in contrast to dietines of the nobility.

The highest level of Jewish self-government from 1580 to 1764, that is until its dissolution, was represented by the supreme body – the council or assembly of four zemstvos (Hebrew: Vaad arba aratsot). Although in 1623, Lithuanian Jews, having separated from the Jews of the Crown, organized their own supreme body of self-government (Hebrew Vaad medina Lite or Vaad Lite),43 as long as the central authority existed, the Jews of the Crown described their representation as the Assembly of Four Zemstvos, even though in the eighteenth century there were about ten zemstvos and districts in the Crown. The Assembly of Four Zemstvos consisted of delegates, deputies, general elders44 and seniors of individual zemstvos, districts and voivodeships, as well as kahals with the status of zemstvos from communities in royal cities, namely Kraków, Lublin, Lviv and Poznań. The principal activities of the Assembly of Four Zemstvos as the supreme authority and representation of the Jewish population included, among other things: settling financial matters, tax (distribution), secular and religious legislation, and interventions with the relevant authorities. Sessions of the Assembly were chaired by the Speaker,45 who was also chairman of the seniority. The latter operated all year long and consisted of wierniks (treasurers of the community),46 rabbis and clerks of the assembly.47

Sources referred to the supreme body of the Jewish self-government as the “General Congress,”48 “General Jewish Congress,”49 “Jewish Congress,”50 “Congressus judaicus,”51 “Jewish General Assembly”52 “Assembly”53 “Generality of the Crown Synagogue”54 and “Generality.”55 An interesting wording has been found in a document that came out of the Royal Chancery. On 19 November 1669, Michael Korybut Wiśniowiecki granted “the Jews of Zamość the right to sit in consiliis with other Jews of the Crown lands.”56 The phrase “Jewish Crown elders” also meant the supreme body of the Jewish self-government,57 and its representatives acted “on behalf of all elders as well as the populace of all of our Jewish people living under the Polish Crown.”58

The supreme body is also listed in the sources as “diet” (sejm). On 23 May 1687 Tobiasz Pękalski, starost of Zabłudów and Master of the Hunt of Vilnius, addressed a letter to counsels (konsyliarze), and from this we learn that in Zabłudów “the Jews are holding now a general assembly according to their wishes, which they call their diet (sejm), so their rabbis are to come here from all over the Duchy of Lithuania.”59 The aforementioned instruction for Kiev deputies of 26 August 1698 makes a reference to “Jewish diets.”60 At the 1748 Diet, Stanisław Grodzicki, Vice Instigator (prosecutor) of the Crown, deputy of the Kraków land, demanded “abolition of the Jewish Diet.”61 The ordination of the voivode of Kraków, Jan Klemens Branicki, for the Jews of Kraków, dated 2 November 1747, stated that “they should elect two zemstvo elders for the Jewish diet.”62 The testimony of the Jewish elders of the Volodymyr kahal, dated 28 August 1666, reveals several references to the “Jewish diet.”63 In the “laudum” of the Jewish elders of the Crown lands, dated 8 November 1718, the phrase “Jewish diet of the Crown” is used, and the end of the document reads: “copied from Hebrew at the Jewish general diet, where approval was granted by the Grand Treasurer of the Crown Jan Przebendowski.”64 Oblatus of a copy of a judgment translated from “Jewish writing” in a case between the authorities of the Kremyanets kahal and “elders of the Crown Synagogue” stated that the ruling was “made by senior rabbis at the Diet in Jarosław on 9 septembris 1724.”65 The phrase “Jewish diet” appears in the lawsuit of the convert “honorable Jan Jakub Szydłowski,”66 dated 16 September 1740. The expression “General Diet in Jarosław” was used in the covenants concluded on 29 September 1740 between Lviv and zemstwo elders of the Ruthenian voivodeship.67

The Grand Court (Hebrew: Beit Din HaGadol)68 operated as a component of the supreme body of the Jewish self–government under the chairmanship of the Speaker. It is known in the source as the “Jewish Tribunal”69 or “Jewish Zemstvo Court.”70

From the cited sources, it appears that in some way representatives of the Jewish population tried to elevate the profile of their supreme body of authority in Poland. They believed “Vaad arba aratsot” to be an extension of the Sanhedrin of Jerusalem.71 The designations “diet” and “tribunal” were made for the same reason as using the name “dietines” in sources. As of today, the phrases “Jewish diet” and “Jewish tribunal” have not been found in any documents issued by the Royal Chancery.

Ludwig Gumplowicz was one of the first historians to introduce the phrase “Jewish diet.” He calls an assembly of rabbis and scholars from all over the country “like the main diet of Polish Jews.”72 M. Bałaban used different definitions for the supreme body of the Jewish self-government, namely the “Jewish diet,” “general Jewish diet,” “assembly of the Four Lands,”73 “Diet of the Jews of the Crown,” “generality”74 and “diet of the Jews in Lithuania.”75 In the title of one of his publications, Bałaban used the name “Jewish diet in Poland, or the Crown vaad,”76 which explained the essence of the supreme body of the Jewish self-government. S. Dubnow did likewise, formulating the title of his work as “Acts of the Jewish diet of the Crown, or the vaad of four districts.”77 M. Schorr preferred the expressions “diet of the Four Lands” and the “general assembly.”78 I. Schiper chose between “diet of the Four Lands,” “Jewish general diet,” “diet of the Jewish lands,” “Jewish generality” and the “great vaad.”79 Henryk Graetz used the name “synod” (Vierlandersynode),80 thus comparing the supreme body of the Jewish self-government to Jewish synods in Germany. The same phrase is found in S. Dubnow’s writings, but only at the beginning of his research.81 M. Schorr stated unequivocally that German synods could not be compared to the assemblies of Polish Jews. The former were meetings of priests (rabbis), heads of communities, acting on their own behalf, while the latter, in M. Schorr’s opinion, represented communities and were more secular and political in character.82

M. Bałaban called the court of the supreme body of the Jewish self-government “the diet tribunal” because in his opinion it operated based on the model of the Crown Tribunal,83 while Abram Gawurin named it the “supreme Jewish court of the Four Lands.”84 In historical literature of the postwar era the name “Jewish diets”85 is usually used, or, in rare cases, “Jewish diets called vaads.”86

Stanisław Kutrzeba used the phrase “Jewish synod or diet” and “vaad,” in which “deputies elected to the dietines”87 participated. Postwar legal and historical publications use the name “Jewish assemblies, the so-called vaads”,88 without taking into account other source names.

Based on the above examples, I believe that – aside from Polish and Hebrew source names – “diet of Polish Jews,” “diet of the Jews of Lithuania” (and, accordingly, “tribunals” and “diet courts”) can be used in historical publications in reference to the supreme body of the Jewish self-government in the First Republic of Poland.

Translated by Katarzyna Gucio








1 M. Horn, Regesty dokumentów i ekscerpty z Metryki Koronnej do historii Żydów w Polsce 1697–1795, vol. I. Czasy saskie (1697–1763), Wrocław – Warsaw – Kraków – Gdańsk – Łódź 1984, reg. 101, p. 18. In 1731, August II passed the jurisdiction of kahals of the Ruthenian voivodeship to the Lviv castellan.

2	Archiwum Główne Akt Dawnych (hereafter AGAD) Kapiciana 46, p. 340ff; proclamation of the Grand Treasurer of the Crown, Marcin Zamoyski, dated 16 December 1684, addressed to the “congregation of Tykocin” with regard to poll tax.

3	AGAD, Archiwum Gospodarcze Wilanów, Administracja Dóbr Opatowskich, (hereafter ADO), 1/109, p. 9; expenses of the Opatów kahal from 1752–1753.

4 S. Dubnow Akty evreiskogo koronnogo seyma ili “Vaada chetyryokh oblastey,”Tikotsinskaya kollektsiya (1612–1699), “Evreiskaya Starina” Petersburg 1912, R. IV, doc. 3, p. 73. The source also was published by A. Leszczyński, Spór pomiędzy kahałami Grodna i Tykocina o hegemonię nad skupiskami żydowskimi pogranicza Korony z Litwą w XVII w. w świetle dokumentów, vol. II, “Biul. ŻIH” 1981. no. 129–130, doc. 3, pp. 139–140. In footnotes 4 and 5, the author pointed out the diversity of the names of Jewish self-government authorities.

5	Archiwum Państwowe w Poznaniu (hereinafter: APP), Poznańska księga grodzka 1241, p. 751; proclamation of the election of the kahal.

6 M. Schorr, Żydzi w Przemyślu do końca XVIII w., opracowanie i wydawnictwo materiału archiwalnego, Lwów 1903, doc. 130, p. 280.

7 M. Bałaban, Ustrój kahału w Polsce w XVI–XVIII w., “Kwartalnik poświęcony badaniom przeszłości Żydów w Polsce” 1912, R. I, z. 2, p. 17, 24, 34; idem, Żydzi lwowscy na przełomie XVI i XVII w., Lwów 1906, p. 260.

8 Evreyskaya Entsiklopediya. Petersburg, b.r.w., vol. IX, p. 78.

9	Cf. Liczba głów żydowskich w Koronie z taryf roku 1765, (ed.) J. Kleczyński i F. Kulczycki, Kraków 1898, p. 19–20. The publication reported varied and inconsistent naming of each category of kahals, even within a single voivodeship.

10	Kapiciana 45, p. 168, 170–171, 174. The proclamation was published by A. Leszczyński, “Biul. ŻIH”, 1980, no. 113, p. 86–87. He found the document in a different source, archived at “Archiwum Główne w Warszawie” (Ind. Rel. 29f. 1297) R. Rybarski, Skarb i pieniądze za Jana Kazimierza, Michała Korybuta i Jana III, Warsaw 1937, p. 224.

11 M. Horn, op. cit., reg. 94, p. 17.

12	Ibid, reg. 335, p. 72.

13 M. Schorr, Żydzi..., doc. 140, p. 233–235.

14	Archiwum Państwowe w Krakowie (hereinafter APK), Castr. Cracoviensia, vol. 165 B, rel., pp. 3247–3248.

15 I. Halperin, Pinkas Vaad Arba Arazot, Acta Congressus Generalis Judeorum Poloniae (1580–1764), Jerusalem 1945, doc. 45, p. XLIII: work in Hebrew with annexes in Polish, German and Latin.

16 S. Dubnow, Istoricheskiye soobshcheniye, podgotovitelnye raboty dla istorii russkikh evreev, “Voskhod” 1984, vol. IV, p. 25.

17	17 M. Bałaban, Historia i literatura żydowska ze szczególnym uwzględnieniem historii Żydów w Polsce, vol. III, Lwów–Warszawa–Kraków 1925, p. 220–221.

18	Idem, Z zagadnień ustrojowych żydostwa polskiego. Lwów a ziemstwo rusko-bracławskie w XVIII (in:) Studia Lwowskie, Lwów 1932, p. 41.

19 S. Dubow, Istoricheskiye..., p. 25. M. Bałaban. Kahal (in:) Istoriya evreyskogo naroda, vol. XI, Moskva 1914, p. 160.

20 M. Schorr, Żydzi..., doc. 140, p. 233.

21	The “small vaad” of the Volhynia district in 1666 elected two delegates to the “great vaad,” S. Dubnow, Istoricheskiye..., p. 24; I. Schiper, Der tsusamenshtel funem vaad arba aratsot (Statement of the board of four zemstvos), “Historishe Shriftn” (Historical Writings), vol. I, Varshe 1929, pp. 78–79 (in Yiddish). Cf. M. Strzemski, Obraz Żydów polskich, “Znak” 1983, R. XXXVI, no. 339–340, p. 564. The author believes that “zemstvo” was an organization, and when applied in the context of “the Diet of the four zemstvos” means “lands” or “countries.”

22 M. Horn, op. cit., reg. 380, p. 79.

23	Archiwum Państwowe w Lublinie (hereinafter: APL) Sąd komisarski w Zamościu, ref. 6, p. 23. Present at the Assembly were “deputies from cities and towns, as well as rabbis;” cf. T. Opas, Sytuacja ludności żydowskiej w miastach szlacheckich województwa lubelskiego w XVIII w., “Biul. ŻIH” 1968, no. 64, p. 24 (the author cites the old ref. 1606).

24	APP, Poznańska księga grodzka 1236, p. 91: Oblata of zemstvo elders on Jews who failed to appear at the Assembly in Osieczna.

25	AGAD, Archiwum Skarbu Koronnego (hereinafter: ASK) VI, ref. assecuratio regarding the clerk of the Volhynia voivodeship;” the expression “country kahals” (kahały powiatowe) applies to communities within the counties of the voivodeship.

26 S. Dubnow, Istoricheskiye..., p. 28.

27 M. Bałaban, Evreyskiy seym v Polshe ili vaad korony i seymiki ili vaady okrugov (in:) Istoriya…, vol. XI, p. 166.

28	APK, Castr. Cracoviensia. p. 166. p. 1960–1961: Lawsuit in the case of disobedience to the rabbi of Kraków.

29 R. Rybarski, op. cit., p. 222.

30	ASK VI, ref. 24, p. 609.

31	31 M. Bałaban, Historia Żydów w Krakowie i na Kazimierzu (1304–1868), vol. II, 2nd ed. (1656–1868), Kraków 1936, p. 191. Cf. the phrase “Żydzi sandomierscy, wołyńscy, chełmscy, lubelscy i przemyscy” in the 1710 allocation of the toll tax, Biblioteka Czartoryskich Muzeum Narodowego w Krakowie (hereinafter: BCz), manuscript 2666, pp. 31–41; cf. 1737 allocation, ibidem, manuscript, pp. 176–193.

32 M. Kramer, Dzieje Żydów przemyskich na przełomie XVII i XVIII w., Warszawa 1934, master thesis, Archiwum Żydowskiego Instytutu Historycznego (hereinafter: AŻIH), no. 14, p. 87.

33	Biblioteka Ossolińskich we Wrocławiu (hereinafter: BOs), manuscript 303; p. 223. Copy of a commissary court ruling dated 6 September 1754; M. Bałaban, Z zagadnień..., p. 9.

34	In 1752, Speaker of the Jews of the voivodeship (zemstvo) of Kraków and Sandomierz was Nochim from Wodzisław. BCz, manuscript 1079, p. 251; allocation of toll tax from 1752 to 1753. Cf. I. Lewin, Dzieje sejmików Żydów wielkopolskich (in:) Z historii i tradycji. Szkice z dziejów kultury żydowskiej, Warszawa 1982, pp. 64–75.

35 Arkhiv Yugo-Zapadnoi Rossii izdavayemyi komissiei dla razbora drevnikh aktov sostoyashchey pri kiyevskom, podolskom and volynskom general gubernatorye, vol. III, part 2; Postanovlenya provintsyalnykh seymikov Yugo-Zapadnoy Rusi v 1698–1726 godakh; Kiev 1910, p. 11. The instruction obliged deputies to request dissolution of middle and top-level Jewish self-government.

36	ASK VI, ref. 25, p. 356, duplicate.

37	APL, Commissary Court in Zamość, ref. 6, p. 24v.

38 Arkhiv Yugo-Zapadnoi Rossii izdavayemyi komissiei dla razbora drevnikh aktov, Vol. I, Part. II: Akta o gorodakh, Kiev 1869 doc. 68, p. 207. Protest addressed to the Jewish self-government authorities not to convene dietines of the Volhynia voivodeship in Olyka.

39 S. Dubnow, Akty ..., doc. 13, pp. 81–82; resolution issued at the request of the kahal authorities.

40 M. Schorr, Organizacja Żydów w Polsce od czasów najdawniejszych aż do 1772 r. (głównie na podstawie źródeł archiwalnych), “Kwartalnik Historyczny” 1899, R. XIII, p. 757.

41 M. Bałaban, Z zagadnień..., p. 8.

42 I. Schiper, Der tsusamenshtel..., p. 73.

43	Cf. A. Leszczyński, Spór ..., “Biul. ŻIH” 1983, 126–127, p. 89ff. The author discusses the reasons for the separation of the Jews of Lithuania from the Jews of the Crown.

44	“Posłowie od kahałów delegowani”, BOs, manuscript 303, p. 223; Copy of a commissary court ruling dated 6 September 1754: “Jewish general elders” ASK VI, ref. 16, p. 335, voucher of 12 October 1674.

45	“Marszałek starszy generalności Żydów Majorek (Mejer) z Dubna”, BOs, manuscript 13705/III, p. 131: Ruling of the zemstvo court of the Sandomierz voivodeship of 2 May 1761 in the case of 1758.

46	“Wiernicy generalni Żydów Koronnych” BCz. manuscript 746. p. 89 (allocation of the toll tax from 1763 to 1764).

47	“Z podania starszych koronnych pisarzów” ibidem, manuscript 1079, p. 171: allocation from 1737.

48	ASK VI, ref. 6, p. 64. The congress was held in Pińczów in 1659.

49	49 M. Horn, op. cit., reg. 120, p. 22.

50 I. Halperin, op. cit., doc. 57, p. LV.

51 M. Schorr, Organizacja..., p. 486.

52 M. Bałaban, Historia Żydów w Krakowie..., vol. II, p. 267–268; I. Halperin, op. cit., doc. 60, p. LXI.

53	“Podział na zjeździe w Pińczowie przez starszych Żydów uczyniony.” ASK VI, ref. 16, p. 21, assignation of 9 September 1673; “Zjazd lwowski”, ibid., ref. 16, p. 357. Assignation of 2 October 1674. The assembly location was also determined using the term “fair” (jarmark), for example “St. Agnes fair” in Lviv in 1651. ASK VI, ref. 4, p. 344, 348, assignations of 16 April 1652; “Jarmark jarosławski,” Kapiciana 45, p. 173, (proclamation of John III of 6 May 1677).

54	BCz, manuscript 1079, p. 281 (allocation of the toll tax of 1756).

55	ADO, 1/109, p. 25: kahal expenses from 1759 to 1760.

56	AGAD. Sigillaty 11, card 29 (p. 58); cf. J. Morgenstern, Regesty dokumentów z Metryki Koronnej i Sigillat do historii Żydów w Polsce (1669–1696), Biul. ŻIH” 1969, no. 69, reg. 7, p. 73. In the regest: “w Żydowskim Sejmie Koronnym”.

57	AGAD Metryka Koronna (hereinafter: MK) 136. p. 132–133: Sigismund III imposes toll tax on 14 March 1591. Cf. J. Morgenstern. Regesty ... (1588–1632), “Biul. ŻIH,” 1964, no. 51, reg. 1, p. 60. In the regest: “w imieniu Sejmu Żydowskiego (Waad arba aracot).”

58	MK, 205, cards 54–57; MK 369, cards 235–238: authentication of the act of 18 May 1666. Cf. J. Morgenstern, Regesty… (1660–1688), “Biul. ŻIH” 1968, no. 67, reg. 133, p. 89. In the regest “w imieniu Sejmu Żydowskiego.”

59	AGAD. Archiwum Radziwiłłów, dz. V, teka 264, no. 11560 / III. I would like to thank prof. dr. hab. Tadeusz Wasilewski for providing me with information about the source.

60 Archives Jugo-Zapadnoj Rossii ... vol. III, part 2, p. 11.

61 Diariusze sejmowe z XVIII w., Diariusz sejmu 1748 r., (ed.) Władysław Konopczyński, Warszawa 1911. p. 253.

62 Zbiór aktów do historii ustroju sądów prawa polskiego i kancelarii sądowych województwa krakowskiego z wieku XVI–XVIII (in:) Archiwum Komisji Prawniczej Akademii Umiejętności w Krakowie, S. Kutrzeba (ed.), vol. VIII, part II, Kraków 1909, p. 224–225.

63 I. Halperin, op. cit., doc. 21, p. XXII.

64	64 Ibid, doc. 44, p. XLII–XLI.

65	65 Ibid, doc. 50, p. XLVIII–XLIX.

66	Ibid, doc. 60, p. LXI.

67	Ibid, doc. 61, p. LII.

68	Schiper I., Der tsusamenshtel… p. 78; M. Bałaban, Evreyskiy... p. 171.

69 Arkhiv Yugo-Zapadnoi Rossii… vol. III, part. 2, p. 11.

70	The court was held “at the assembly in Przeworsk” in 1726, Kapiciana 27, p. 233–234. The document was published by A. Leszczynski, Żydzi ziemi bielskiej w dokumentach XVII–XVIII wieku, “Biul. ŻIH” 1980, no. 116, doc. 8, p. 122.

71 71 Jawein Mecula, tj. Bagno Głębokie, kronika zdarzeń z lat 1648–1652, napisana przez Natana Hannowera z Zasławia i wydana po raz pierwszy w r. 1653 w Wenecji, translated from the original Hebrew by M. Bałaban, Lwów 1912, p. 75.

72 L. Gumplowicz, Prawodawstwo polskie względem Żydów, Kraków 1867, pp. 115–116.

73 M. Bałaban, Żydzi lwowscy ..., p. XVIII–XXI, p. 257.

74	Idem, Historia Żydów w Krakowie… vol. II, p. 20, 126, 255.

75	Idem, Historia i literature… vol. III, p. 225.

76	Cf. footnote 27.

77	Cf. footnote 4.

78 M. Schorr, Żydzi…, p. 10, 60; idem, Organizacja ..., p. 486.

79 78 I. Schiper, Wewnętrzna organizacja Żydów w dawnej Rzeczypospolitej (in:) Żydzi w Polsce Odrodzonej, vol. I, Warszawa 1932, p. 93.

80	80 H. Graetz, Geschichte der Juden, vol. IX, 4th ed., Leipzig 1907, p. 430–431. Cf. I. Lewin, The Jewish Community in Poland, New York 1985, p. 5. The author cites the name “Synod of Four Lands” and the “Council of Four Lands.” The phrase “Sejmosynod” (Diet-synod) is used in M. Strzemski, op. cit., p. 564.

81 S. Dubnow, Istoricheskie ..., p. 25.

82	82 M. Schorr, Organizacja..., p. 750. The author used an earlier edition of H. Graetz.

83 M. Bałaban. Historia Żydów w Krakowie..., vol. I, pp. 352–353.

84 A. Gawurin, Żydzi w Tykocinie (1522–1795), master thesis, Warszawa 1938, AŻIH, no. 37, p. 59. A copy of the thesis can be found at the Archives of the University of Warsaw.

85	83 Cf. footnotes 56–58; A. Leszczynski. Spór… Biul. ŻIH” 1983 No. 126–127, pp. 85ff., ibid., 1984, no. 129–130, p. 135 et al.

86 88 J. Tazbir, Tradycje tolerancji religijnej w Polsce, Warszawa 1980, p. 99.

87 S. Kutrzeba. Historia ustroju Polski w zarysie. Litwa, vol. II, 2nd ed., Lwów-Warszawa 1921, p. 150–151; idem, Korona, vol. I, 2nd ed., Kraków 1931, p. 257.

88 Z. Kaczmarczyk, B. Leśnodorski, Historia państwa i prawa Polski, vol. II, 4th ed.: Od połowy XV wieku do 1795 r. Warszawa 1971, p. 73; Historia państwa i prawa polskiego, 4th ed., J. Bardach, B. Leśnodorski and M. Pietrzak (eds). Warsaw 1985, p. 1822.




Ordinance for the Jewish Diet of the Crown Lands From 1753

Jakub Goldberg & Adam Wein

This ordinance came about as a result of the gradual introduction of tax reforms dating from 1740, and a simultaneous increase in the numbers of the standing army. For this reason the question of a poll tax payable by the Jews, as well as the activity of officials chosen by the Jewish congresses, was of concern. The distribution of the poll tax was overseen by the Jewish Council of the Crown Lands. The changes that took place in this regard directly influenced the social initiatives of Polish Jews, and also impacted other aspects of their lives.

The 1753 statute was situated within the scope of the lump sum tax system, which was passed by the Polish Diet of 1717. However, it introduced limitations to the competences of the Jewish Councils whilst simultaneously increasing the scope of the control by the Treasurer and his plenipotentiaries. As such, it may be considered as a step on the path towards radical changes, which in this regard were introduced by the Convocation Diet of 1764.

The author of the “Directive” was 32-year-old Kazimierz Granowski, who since 1746 had served in a parliamentary post and had been engaged in political activism.1 As the Radom Starost, he restored the Judiciary and Law chambers at his own expense, which in turn served the Radom Treasury Tribunal. On account of this civic magnanimity, in 1752, during a sitting of the Diet, it was decided for “His Majesty to devise recompense” for Granowski.2 At that time, the post of the Commissar of the Crown Treasury3 was awarded to the Radom Starost, while the Grand Crown Treasurer, Karol Odrowąż Sedlnicki, assigned him the task of collecting the Jewish poll tax and the organization of the central autonomy of the Crown Lands Jews. This was a handsome take, yielding high revenues from both unofficial and official sources.4 This was made clear in the budget presented in Granowski’s “Directive”. Kazimierz Granowski carried out this function during the Crown Lands Jewish Congress, which convened in October 1753 in Jarosław. This part of Granowski’s activity was not known to his biographer, who made much of Granowski’s ability to draw up regulations and compile reports. These talents came to the fore when in 1754 he became the Inspector of the Crown Infantry Regiments.5 Earlier, as the Commissar of the Crown Treasury, Granowski had honed his skills while overseeing the protracted business of collecting the poll tax, as well inveigling himself in the work of the central autonomy of the Crown Lands Jews.

As the author of the statute, Granowski was a witness to addresses in the Diet that made constant demands for increases in the standing army, made possible by the increased yield of the Jewish poll tax.6 It was earlier that the gentry, having protested against the changes to the tax system, also declared the need to increase payments by the Jewish community. The stance taken by Franciszek Kobielski, Bishop of Lutsk, was an exception.7

In the statute drawn up by Granowski, the competences of officials of the General Council were codified; at the same, officials were granted higher remuneration for their services. Furthermore, their numbers and the composition of the representatives of certain Crown Lands were determined.8 The position of the general Jewish plenipotentiary in the Radom Tribunal was eliminated, and was handed over to one of the officials, who was awarded with additional monies for every additional execution of duty. The “Directive” looked to address a flurry of Jewish matters, which threatened to overwhelm the Radom Tribunal, as Granowski perceptively discerned.9 The status quo of the territorial division of the kahals and Jewish zemstvos was consolidated, which until that time had been contentious flashpoints;10 and the decision of the Jewish Council of the Crown Lands was considered in those cases to have the final word. Given the incompetence of the Radom Tribunal, it is hardly surprising that its scope of activity was only broadened in respect of this one matter.

This was a time which saw increasing restrictions against Jews, in response to which the Jewish Council of the Crown Lands began to dedicate large sums of money to counteract the repression. Some of these funds were made through loans, with punitive rates of interest totaling as much as 30%.11 In July in 1753, Granowski, who had been delegated as the Commissar to the Jarosław Congress, was tasked with inspecting the registers and accounts of those officials who had been appointed after 1739. However, Jewish representatives failed to materialize in Jarosław a week after the agreed date, and it was only much later that the Marshal of the Jewish Diet, Abraham of Leszno, made an appearance. The excuse proffered by the Marshal contended that the officials had not yet completed their calculations, and also proposed another date when both parties should meet.12

Granowski’s uncovering of new debts meant that the statute would be more stringent in its restrictions than had been previously envisaged, especially since the reasons behind the loans were less than clear, which is why Granowski was prepared to cry foul when making an assessment of the actions of the Jewish officials. Making recourse to prevailing laws,13 he prohibited the drawing down of loans with an interest rate greater than 10%, but during the inspection he actually encountered loans with interest rates of 20% and 30%. This matter has been addressed by M. Nycz, who to date is the only researcher who has looked at the text of the “Directive” of 1753 with respect to general treasury matters. However, he erroneously interprets Granowski’s complex text, stating that: “Jewish dignitaries had filled their coffers with the proceeds from punitive rates of interest at 30%”14; and these sums had only concerned the debt incurred.

Addressing the increasing outlays and expenses of the Jewish Crown Council, Granowski first of all looked to secure the tax take; and this is why he conducted a stricter division, which was separate to the take of the Crown Treasury. Another division was made for the internal budget of the Jewish Crown Council. That is why the statute from 1753 specified the mode in which the sympla were decided, which was a certain sum of money that served as a special financial unit while dividing the tax according to kahals. The “Directive” introduced two different kinds of sympla, one of which was determined during the General Congress; accepted by the Commissar and then directed to the “Crown Treasury, alias the army.” The latter, which was called the “particular”, was intended to address the needs of Jewish institutions.

 The decision contained in the “Directive” also related to decisions taken in the interest of the gentry, and related to the poll tax paid by Jewish innkeepers living on their properties. It is known that already in the 17th century, the Polish Army independently collected tax sums destined for standing pay. This collection was sanctioned by the Silent Diet of 1717. Within this system, the kahals distributed the revenue gathered from poll taxes, which were also to have been collected from Jews belonging to the kahal branches (przykahałki). It is clear that this practice did not suit gentry property owners, as it gave rise to “injury upon injury”, as they so referred to the soldiers that collected taxes for the purposes of pay. The arrival of military tax collectors at the premises of a Jewish innkeeper proved to be particularly provocative, as the purpose of his presence was increasing the property owner’s profit and not a pretext for the plundering and pillaging of the village.

In this situation, many property owners who supported Jewish innkeepers often tried to arrange for their exemption from the payment of taxes15 so they could continue to run their inns. Some even tried to replace “their Jews” with “foreign Jews”. Such instances were common during Abraham of Leszno’s term of office as Crown Jewish Marshal, a position which he held until 1753. In a similar matter, the nobleman Błeszyński, owner of the town of Złoczew and treasury magistrate, petitioned the Marshal in a letter from 1744: “To the orthodox Jew Abraham Józefowicz, the Jewish Crown Marshal. I petition on behalf of my Złoczew Jews, so that they not be subjected to allocation, but in their place, primo from the Jewish leaseholder in Nowa Wieś near Złoczew 100 zlotys, and from the Jews in Uników 100 zlotys, from the Jewish leaseholder in Gronowo also 100 zlotys. Indeed, in this Your Lordship will have no impairment, and you will place me in your debt.”16 It is not known how this intervention was resolved, but in the statute from 1753 it was decided that in the allocations for the army, innkeepers from private villages and towns were to be exempted. To this end, the poll tax was to be allotted to more populous towns, and towns with a significant number of Jews. This eliminated the possibility of sending collectors, which up to then had also shown up at the gates of properties belonging to the gentry. The rest of the poll tax was assigned to the particular sympla, and directly collected by the Jewish Elders.

The repressive elements included in the ordinance predicted continued tax measures with respect to “punishment of the Jewish curse”, which had been in use since the 16th century; a stance which was not abandoned even during the time of the Four-Year Diet, when the authorities in principle rejected similar sanctions.17 Out of the budget of the Jewish Crown Council, as featured in the “Directive”, we omit recurring elements, as well as the tax allocation as quoted by Nycz.18

 This budget set out the financial foundations of the central autonomy of the Crown Lands Jews, and revealed that the influence that the Jewish Crown Council was to obtain in 1753 was weaker than in 1739, but stronger than in the previous years.19 In the Parliamentary Constitution of 1717, the lump sum of the Jewish poll tax was settled at 220,000 Polish zlotys,20 and according to the budget presented to the Congress in 1753, the revenue of the Crown Jewish Council amounted to 282,212 Polish zlotys.21 However, it is important to add that the actual tax burdens placed on Jews were higher than the sum officially listed in 1717.22

In the situation where the Jewish Crown Council and the kahals had the duty of administrating the distribution of taxes, the sources created in connection with those matters also concerned many other aspects of the lives of Jews of that time, and first and foremost related to the activity of the central autonomy of Jews in old Poland. Therefore, the substance of the “Directive” from 1753 ties in with the resolutions of the Jewish diets that were in session in Poland in the mid-18th century.23

This statute allowed for the Jewish Crown Council to take place without any inspections from the Treasurer’s commissars. It also anticipated severe punishments for the participants of any illegal “gatherings’. This stringent directive was also to be found in the constitution from 1764 that dissolved Jewish diets.24

The sympla register had been listed in Hebrew, and then, according to Granowski, translated “word for word” into Polish, and then placed in the statute. The author of the translation was a certain Hercko Berkowicz.25

The contents of the statute are made up of 41 points, with regulations for the Jewish Crown Council. Also, an account from the “Crown Treasury Allotment’” has been written down in the Statute, along with the register of the new sympla arranged during this Congress. The “Directive” has been preserved in its two original copies, one of which can be found in the Łojko collection in the Czartoryski section of the National Museum of Kraków.26 The Kraków copy of the “Directive” is included in a bound volume, which contains materials related to old Polish treasury matters that were collected as an aid to the drawing up of reforms undertaken in Poland during the reign of Stanislaus Augustus.

As the basis for this publication, we made recourse to a copy kept in the Kórnik Library. Previously, the same copy had been kept in the papers of either the landowner of Kórnik, Augustyn Działyński, or his relative, Władysław Szołdrski. It is a separate fascicle that is 20 pages long, including 5 pages that are blank. The Kórnik copy of the “Directive” was meant for the Jewish officials in Greater Poland and differs from the Kraków copy in that its cover features the inscription: “To the Poznań and Kalisz Voivodships.”

*To the Poznań and Kalisz Voivodships Numero Sexto

The Directive during the Jewish General Congress in the term of office of His Excellence, Count Karol Odrowąż Sedlnicki, the Grand Crown Treasurer, of the Order of the White Eagle, by The Honorable Kazimierz Granowski, the Radom Starost, etc., the Colonel of the Crown Artillery Regiment, of the Order of Beatae Virginis Mariae de Monte Carmelo ac S. Lasari Hierosolimitani, appointed to this Congress as Commissar of the Crown Treasury. To the voivodships, counties, so that all and sundry will know that it has been distributed in Jarosław after the closing of the Congress, die 22 octobris anno 1753.

1. On the date determined by the decree declared by the Grand Crown Treasurer for the current Jarosław Congress, according to the decree, so stating the determined day and place of meeting, the Crown Jews belonging to the Jarosław Congress, that is to say, the Marshal, land Elders, symplars, and officials, did not arrive. In response to this defiance, it has been so decided that when for a similar Congress, or for the arrangement of the yearly allocations, or for any other reason that would require the Elders to gather, as soon as the decree of the Grand Crown Treasurer is presented to the Marshal of the Jewish Crown Council, he will promptly copy and sign the decree with his own hand. Since the copy will be in agreement with the original, it should be immediately sent to all voivodeships and counties, and delivered into the hands of the Elder Jews of the voivodeships and counties, and from each of them a return copy is to be collected, so as to show that the decree has been delivered. With the arrival of the appointed day, known as the day marked by the decree of the Grand Crown Treasurer, to prove that he has fulfilled his duties, he should produce return copies with the signatures of the Elder Jews of the voivodeships and counties;27 and present to the Commissar delegated by the Crown Treasury. Whereas in the voivodeships the Elders are to announce this same fact in all synagogues, kahals, small towns, so that all will have sufficient knowledge about the assigned date of the Congress and the points included and so set out in the decree, so that in the future they will not excuse themselves from attending, as was the case for this current Congress, for a stated lack of knowledge of the event. If the current Marshal of the Jewish Crown Council fails to carry out the order, for this disobedience he will be not only removed from his post, but he will be arrested as a rebel and fined three hundred marks (grzywna), a fine payable to the Crown Treasury, and the Elder Jews of the counties will be also subject to this regulation. Now if any of the Jews that belong to the general Congress excuse themselves due to sickness and fail to attend the Congress on that due date, they are to swear that this excuse is not a pretext for non-attendance, and that they have in fact succumbed to a malady which has prevented them from attending on the day assigned by the decree.

2. The marshals and officials, who proceeded in a manner wherein without contributing to the Jewish Crown Council, furthering their own private interests in the name of the Jewish Crown Council, drew debt in their interest rather than in the public interest of the Jewish Crown Council, brought harm upon the Jewish community with the pretext of championing different Jewish rights. So, in order to avoid any further outrages, and especially the near ruination so threatening the Jewish community, the authorities of the Crown Treasury prohibit further activities on the part of the proclaimed current Marshal and his officials. I strongly prohibit the drawing down of debt under the pretext of the Jewish Crown Council. From this day forth, if any person acts against the will of the Crown Treasury; and if one of the officials draws down debt which is not in the name of the Jewish Crown Council, but in the name of the people that regulated and signed the paper, then this same person will receive a three-hundred marks fine, and will be relieved of his official post and will be declared dishonorable for the rest of his life for having gone against the will and order of the Crown Treasury. Since the Jewish Crown Council, according to the order of the constitutions of 170328 and 1717, resides in and is loyal to the Crown Treasury, it may be understood that if it claims significant funds in the name of Jewish needs, for which the current Congress, legislating for additional expenses, has deemed insufficient, then all counties and voivodeships should choose among themselves one person from each of them to be delegated to the Grand Crown Treasurer, and with full authorization from the Jews of the voivodeships or counties. And for that time, together with the Marshal and officials, they are to supplicate all rightful and just reasons for drawing down debt for their own interests, for which if permission is granted from Grand Crown Treasurer, the same consensus of the Treasury in scripto will be prepared and settled as to what suma quantitas, as will be allowed in the permit and settled upon. For each Congress should agree upon and compose a concession in originali.

3. For the past 14 years 30 zlotys per cent for the officials producing financial registries has been included in expenses. Therefore, God be feared, and in accordance with Crown law, this forbidden usury may not be practiced; in order to satisfy the request of the entire Jewish community, I forever erase and annihilate such stipulations on the basis of the law, and I expressly wish for the law to be so directed, that I declare a 10 per cent commission.

4. In regards to the relief of cities and towns that have fallen victim to hardship, I declare this order by law; if some city is touched with fire by God’s hand and suffers loss, and will consequently demand relief from the Crown Treasury, then two Elders of the stricken town will go to the castle court in whichever voivodeship, land or county the city is situated, where they will swear on the veracity of events which led to the burning down of the houses and other losses incurred by the fire; the same oath will be extracted and presented to the Elders of the Jewish counties, who must diligently inspect the stricken town and determine the amount of the tax reduction which can be rightfully requested. Following the estimation of the damages and the signing of papers by the county Elders, they are to appear before the Crown Treasury and apply for relief, which will be expedited by the Treasury Office. From the coffers of the current Congress in each county the outlay is established, from which the Jewish land Elders will refund the value of the relief granted, so that the monies issued by the Crown Treasury to the Crown Army of Poland is paid out without any evidence of the loss.

5. The Radom Treasury Tribunal is burdened with Jewish matters due to the issuing of fallible assignations, as a result of which the Crown Army suffers a significant loss in its receipt of regular pay. The reasons for fallible assignations are such: first, the Jewish Elders, primarily for their own benefit, do not declare principal towns to the Crown Treasury which could meet the obligation; in their place, quoting the lesser towns and leaseholders living in villages, where the tribunal official appointed for the collection of the tax, going from village to village, to get a dozen or so zlotys, sometimes loses money instead of making a profit, and sometimes even without having collected the poll tax, he is placed at a loss and must return. Secondly, the Elders, in order to hide their miscreant deeds, and to make obscure the apportionment made among themselves, conduct bills of exchange, wherein one county pays for the other. According to the arranged sympla during the Congress they make allocation to the Crown Treasury allocation according to the law, and they have certain recompense from the Jewish poll tax. In the first point, between the Crown Jews I declare order and so decide that the Elders of the lands and counties, and the principal cities and towns, pay the Crown Treasury a sum dedicated to the army, not daring to declare any village to the Treasury, be it a royal one or that of a nobleman, a leaseholder or innkeeper. Each and every village leaseholder, innkeeper, and publican, as well as the kahal branch, must pay tax to their kahals or towns, whilst the towns, in accordance with the State Treasury assignations must pay remuneration to the Crown Army. Jewish land Elders have at their disposal other means of collecting poll tax from the village leaseholders, innkeepers or landlords, that is, Jewish excommunications, baptisms, or funerals at Jewish cemeteries. It has been no minor loss of the prerogatives of the gentry, that until now the kahals of cities and towns sent the soldier executor to collect the Jewish poll tax in the gentry villages. From here on in, no village or leaseholder-innkeeper declared to the Crown Treasury through the allocation will be accepted. In the second point the Elders of the voivodeships, counties and the cities of the Jewish community are forbidden to pay for other bills of exchange; and to pay neither less nor more while not giving less or more. The voivodeship, county or city with the allocation to the Crown Treasury above the sympel, alias the sum allocated at the current Congress, this sympel, adopted at the current Congress, will be given ad acta to the Crown Treasury.

6. If unpaid assignations towards the army arise resulting from allocations provided by the Jewish land Elders from the leaseholders domiciled in villages, the unpaid assignations will have to be made by the kahals, cities and towns, to which congregation belong the leaseholders. And also the kahals shall retrieve these sums from the leaseholders in the said manner.

7. Pertaining to the constitution of 1717, and the will of His Excellency Grand Crown Treasurer, in no allocation should more than three officials be found, that is: one from the Greater Poland province, the second from the Lesser Poland province, and the third from Ruthenia. However, in the event of there being a greater number of these officials, then in each province the chosen officials should observe matters amongst themselves, not enjoying the assigned remuneration until such a time as an alternative has been settled upon.

8. Until present times a rather humble remuneration has been granted to officials, that is, 500 zlotys per official. However, in the accounts it has been seen that the travel expenses are sizeable, and there are other subtleties for the taking of moneys under pretext. In order to prevent this situation wherein through the different connivances on the part of those officials financial losses are incurred by the Jewish community, and that the Marshal and the officials receive their reward for their labour and service on the basis of law: for only three officials, that is one from every province, I hereby declare the granting of a pension of 300 Polish zlotys annually, and for the Marshal the sum of 2000 Polish zlotys annually. This remuneration, when each of these three officials diligently receive it, will hold no claim for journeys, lodgings at particular congresses, or gifts; in other words, nothing is to be extorted from the Jewish Crown Council, and those three officials, who will act alternately, shall receive 100 Polish zlotys, and the Marshal will be granted 3000 zlotys. They will have to secure that amount before the Marshal and the deputies29 and to obtain a receipt from the Marshal. Other officials, aside from their yearly postings, must not seek additional sums from the Jewish Crown Council above the said amounts. As there is only one official in Lesser Poland, an Orthodox Jew by the name of Icko Opoziński; he is to attend the Congress every year under the threat of a 1000 marks fine.

9. Due to the significant injury to the entire Jewish community, because of the manner that has been practiced hitherto, those who came, that is the land Elders and the officials, were issuing the Jewish Crown Council with various bills of exchange, without stating either the date or the need for the said allocation. So the bills of exchange were being signed by one another, whilst the community, not knowing what those bills of exchange were for, had to pay them, placing a great burden upon itself. Therefore, in order to prevent and free the community from having to suffer the heavy burden of paying falsified exchange, I strictly command that no officials are to issue bills of exchange, under threat of losing their position and incurring a fine of 300 marks, payable to the Crown Treasury. Furthermore, each bill of exchange, for which an official signs, that very same should not have any value, since from this time onwards, not officials, but the Marshal together with the deputies from the voivodships and counties, is to sign each allocation, whilst the officials are to adhere to the clauses outlined below. 
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