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For Jordan and Maya

If there were a sympathy in choice
War, death, or sickness did lay siege to it,
Making it momentary as a sound,
Swift as a shadow, short as any dream,
Brief as the lightning in the collied night,
That, in a spleen, unfolds both heaven and earth,
And ere a man hath power to say, “Behold!”
The jaws of darkness do devour it up;
So quick bright things come to confusion.

A Midsummer Night’s Dream

Foreword
If a “proud tower” had fallen in Europe, a new and better one was anticipated in its place. The carnage of 1914–18 had been the “war to end all  wars,” the war to “make the world safe for democracy.” Dynamic new successor states were rising from the debris of expired autocracies. Political  revolution was wresting the social terrain from once privileged elites. Had  a climate of authentic freedom and justice for the Continent dawned at last?
There was a sure and certain indicator. It was the Jews. No people ever  had experienced more of the Old World’s underside, its legal, vocational,  and physical repression. If the worst of the prewar inequities and anachronisms were now to be stripped away, the Jews would be the first to know.  Indeed, with their uniquely survivalist commitment to peace and freedom,  it was inevitable that they should be the first to hurl themselves into the  Continent’s explosive new chain reaction of political, economic, and cultural transformations.
Thus, in Eastern Europe, the Jews, long a people unto themselves,  would press the cause of ethnic “self-determination” to its farthest linguistic and communal dimension. In both Eastern and Central Europe, for  that matter, political messianists among them would lead the struggle for a  classless, even utopian society. And in Central and Western Europe alike,  Jewish liberal intellectuals would function at cutting-edge political and  cultural engagés.
Neither before nor since that postwar era has the fate of Europe’s Gentile majority and its Jewish minority been entangled as intimately, as passionately, as contentiously—as ferociously. Was the symbiosis in the end a  productive one? Was the dream of an ongoing entwinement of destinies a  puerile illusion or a visionary, even heroic ideal? Students of history will  draw their own conclusions, as this historian has drawn his.
In the preparation of this work, I have benefited from the generous observations and suggestions of colleagues and friends. They can only be listed  here, with my warmest appreciation. For Poland and the Ukraine: Professor Antony Polonsky of Brandeis University, Professor Ezra Mendelsohn  of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and Professor Muriel Atkin of  George Washington University. For Rumania: Professor Leon Volovici of  the Hebrew University and Ms. Eva Gover of Tel Aviv, formerly Lecturer  at the University of Bucharest. For Hungary: Mr. Charles Fenyvesi of  Dickerson, Maryland, journalist and author.
For Czechoslovakia: Ms. Paula Zeigova of Prague, historian and  teacher, and Professors Hugh Agnew and John Heins of George Washington University. For Austria: Dr. Stephen Beller of Washington, D.C.,  scholar and author. For Germany: Professor Henry Friedlander of the City  University of New York, president of the German Studies Association, and  Professors Mary Beth Stein, Andrew Zimmerman, Peter Rollberg, George  Steiner, and Nathaniel Comfort of George Washington University. At the  university’s Gelman Library, for access to publications in a wide variety of  sites: Dr. David Ettinger, Research Director, International Relations and  Social Sciences; Mr. Glenn Canner, Associate Director of Inter-Library  Loans; and Ms. Kim Tohuyen, Director of Consortium Borrowing.
Ms. Jane Garrett and Mr. Melvin Rosenthal of Alfred A. Knopf, my editors and close friends, have collaborated as intimately in this project as in  our numerous earlier joint ventures. Eliana Steimatzky Sachar, my wife  and tireless proofreader, has remained an indispensable partner in these  endeavors for thirty-eight years. My father, Dr. Abram L. Sachar, the pioneering author of Su ferance Is the Badge (also published by Knopf, in 1940),  was the inspiration for a work on Europeans and Jews in the aftermath of  the Great War. No longer with us, he remains that inspiration.
H.M.S.
Kensington, Maryland,
May 14, 2001
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I
A MURDER TRIAL IN PARIS
A Prosecution Begins
At 10:00 a.m. on October 18, 1927, the gates swung open to the Assize  Court of the Seine, the fourth of five courtrooms in the Palace of Justice’s  stately complex. Some fifteen hundred persons, who had clogged the  entryway since early morning, pressed forward to a chamber whose woodpaneled galleries accommodated barely four hundred spectators. Nearly  half of them were journalists, many from other countries. They had come  to witness a murder trial. Although both the victim, Simon Petliura, and  the accused, Sholem Schwarzbard, were natives of the former tsarist  empire, the crime had been committed in Paris a year and a half earlier.
Upon taking his seat on the dais, Presiding Judge Georges Flory  informed the twelve jurors that French law permitted simultaneous criminal and civil actions. Accordingly, the victim’s widow, Olga Petliura, and  his brother, Oskar Petliura, were sharing in the prosecution. Judge Flory  then turned to the prisoner in the dock. Sholem Schwarzbard, thirty-nine,  was a pale and diminutive man, yet with the muscular physique of a bantamweight boxer. He listened impassively while the judge defined the  various charges of premeditated homicide, as listed in Articles 294–298  and Article 301 of France’s Criminal Code. Flory explained that all carried the death penalty. How did the defendant plead? To each charge,  Schwarzbard responded with an emphatic “not guilty.” Hereupon the  judge invited Public Prosecutor Chrétien Reynaud to present the case for  the state. The ensuing trial would continue for eight days.
The basic facts of the defendant’s life by then had been extensively  described in the world press. Schwarzbard’s hometown was Balta, a predominantly Jewish community in the former tsarist province of Podolia,  where his parents owned a tiny grocery store. Balta’s Jews intermittently  were victimized by pogroms. In one of these, Schwarzbard’s pregnant  mother was killed. The surviving four children endured lives of acute  hardship. Sholem Schwarzbard as an adolescent was apprenticed to a  watchmaker in a neighboring village. During Russia’s “Octobrist” Revolution of 1905, the seventeen-year-old youth was imprisoned for participating in an antigovernment demonstration. Upon his release three months  later, he and his younger brother Meir fled Russia, working and often begging their way through Europe, before finally settling in Paris in 1910.  There they opened a watchmaker’s shop.
Although the brothers soon married and assumed family responsibilities, their reaction to the outbreak of war in 1914 was characteristically  uncompromising. Both immediately enlisted for military service, and both  were assigned to the French Foreign Legion. Afterward, both suffered  wounds in the Somme campaign, and both were awarded the Croix de  Guerre. It was during his convalescence in a military hospital in February  1916 that Sholem Schwarzbard first learned of the immense tragedy that  had befallen his people in Russia the year before. In December 1914, as the  German army launched its offensive on the eastern front, Russia’s supreme  military commander, Grand Duke Sergei, classified the dense Jewish population in the tsarist borderlands as a potentially subversive element. These  people, he decreed, should forthwith be transferred away from the principal battle zones. Thus began, in March 1915, a systematic expulsion of  Jews from Russian Poland, Lithuania, and Courland. Ultimately, some  half-million men, women, and children were uprooted and driven into the  Russian interior. Wherever transportation was provided, the exiles were  packed into freight cars and dispatched to inland villages on a waybill. But  scores of thousands of others were indiscriminately herded eastward without a fixed destination. Often they subsisted in wagons, boxcars, even in  open fields. At least sixty thousand Jews died of starvation and exposure  during the vast expulsion. Hundreds of thousands of others suffered economic ruin.
In March 1917, even before receiving his medical discharge from the  army, Schwarzbard learned of yet another upheaval in Russia. This one was  political. The nation had undergone revolution, the tsar had abdicated, a  liberal new regime had been installed. Thrilled by the news, Schwarzbard  immediately sought permission from the French government to return to  his homeland and seek out his family. His request was granted. Thus, in  August 1917, accompanied by his wife, Schwarzbard departed by ship for  Russia, and in September he rejoined his father, brothers, sisters, and stepmother in Balta. In Balta, too, he resumed his vocation as a watchmaker.
Yet Schwarzbard’s civilian career endured less than a year and a half. Following a second, Bolshevik, Revolution, Russia fell into the throes of civil war. In January 1919, Schwarzbard was conscripted into the Red Army and thrown into battle against the “White” counterrevolutionary forces. After participating in the Bolsheviks’ defense of Odessa, he was transferred in late spring to the struggle for Russia’s Ukrainian provinces. Here the battle was waged first against the rebel Ukrainian Republican army, then against General Anton Denikin’s “White”—  counterrevolutionary—army. Another year would pass before Schwarzbard  was released from military service. Exhausted by eighteen months of war  and privation, he returned then with his wife to France.

A Nation Is Reborn
These were the essentials of Schwarzbard’s life, as recounted in the trial by  his defense attorney. Normally, the little watchmaker’s sacrifices on behalf  of his adopted motherland would have warmed the heart of even the iciest  French cynic. But Madame Olga Petliura’s civil attorney, César Campinchi, offered another picture of the defendant. Schwarzbard was a professional revolutionary, Campinchi insisted, who had worked in league  with Russia’s Bolshevik regime. Here Campinchi cited Schwarzbard’s  youthful activities as a radical, his imprisonment during the 1905 Revolution, his arrest as a thief for stealing food while passing through Vienna in  1909. For the Ukrainian émigré groups that funded Campinchi’s prosecution, meanwhile, the trial offered more than simply the opportunity to  convict a murderer. There was a national record to put straight. Schwarzbard and his partisans were “desecrating” the facts of the Ukrainian people’s struggle for freedom.
That struggle had continued intermittently throughout modern history.  During the seventeenth century, it took the form of an uprising against the  ruling Polish Commonwealth. In later years, following the eighteenth-century partitions of Poland, the Ukrainians had staged periodic revolts  against both the governing tsarist empire and the Polish landowning aristocracy. By 1914, the Ukrainians numbered some 25 million, and if they  remained a peasant and largely illiterate population, their nationalists, like  those of Poland, still awaited their window of opportunity. It opened with  the Russian Revolution of March 1917. The Russian provisional government, under the prime ministry of Prince Georgi Lvov, expressed sympathy for a certain limited Ukrainian autonomy within a Russian-dominated  federation.
The Ukrainian nationalists were unimpressed. Rejecting the autonomist formula as vague and pallid, they encouraged Ukrainian conscripts to  desert the Russian army en masse and form their own military units. Subsequently, in November 1917, exploiting the chaos engendered by Russia’s  second, Bolshevik revolution, the Ukrainians formally proclaimed their  own autonomous republic. Establishing a central Rada—a parliament—in  the Ukraine’s historic capital city of Kiev, they appointed Mikhail Hrushevsky as the nation’s first president and Simon Petliura as its minister of defense. Over the ensuing weeks, the Ukrainian Rada issued “Second and  Third Universal Declarations,” successively enlarging its ambit of governmental jurisdiction.
In Petrograd, meanwhile, the Bolshevik leader Vladimir Lenin was  alarmed. Deeming the Ukraine’s vast agricultural bread basket, and its  naval ports and army bases, to be of critical economic and strategic importance to beleaguered Russia, Lenin insisted on a more limited version of  Ukrainian autonomy. He was rebuffed. The rift between the two governments soon became irreconcilable. Indeed, in January 1918, the Ukrainian  Rada and its Executive proclaimed the republic’s full independence. For  Lenin, therefore, the provocation demanded a frontal response. Two weeks  later, detachments of Red Army troops occupied Kiev. Yet, even then, the  Ukrainians were not without recourse. That same January, Major General  Max Hoffman, Germany’s plenipotentiary at the (ongoing) Brest-Litovsk  peace negotiations, signed a separate treaty of “recognition and peace”  with the Ukrainian separatists. Soon afterward, in early February of 1918,  the German army pushed forward into the Ukraine, sending the Russians  fleeing, and restoring the Ukrainian Rada to office in Kiev.
The “restoration” was a sham. The Rada functioned entirely by sufferance of the German army. Worse yet, the treaty the Ukrainians had signed  at Brest-Litovsk committed them to deliver a million tons of grain and livestock to the Central Powers. The burden soon proved insupportable. In the summer of 1918, as Ukrainian resistance to these shipments  stiffened, the Germans lost patience with their client regime. Dispersing the Rada and its Executive, they installed a puppet hetman—military  commander—of their own, a functionary who set about fulfilling the delivery quotas with obsequious zeal.
For the Jews, the Ukrainian nationalist struggle proved a trauma of agonizing dimensions. It always had. A Jewish presence in the Ukraine traced  back at least to the fourteenth century, when tens of thousands of Jews,  fleeing massacres in German-speaking Europe, began pouring as refugees into the Ukrainian and Lithuanian territories of the Kingdom of  Poland. Henceforth, under Polish royal protection, the Jews served the  landowning aristocracy as estate managers and as rent collectors from the  Ukrainian peasantry. The Ukrainians bitterly resented this double servitude. In their folklore, the Jews were not merely Antichrists. They were  economic allies of the Poles. In the mid-seventeenth century, therefore,  when the Ukrainian Cossack leader Bogdan Chmielnicki led his people in  an explosive revolt against Polish oppression, his campaign was directed  against Jews and Poles alike. Before the slaughter ended, in 1654, as many  as fifty thousand Jews may have perished. In ensuing centuries, the  Ukraine’s periodic anti-Polish and anti-Jewish outbursts consumed possibly another fifty thousand Jewish lives.
Nevertheless, whether under Polish or—subsequently—tsarist rule, a  Jewish nucleus in the Ukraine over the centuries managed to survive intermittent persecution and even to achieve a rather formidable demographic  base. By the Russian census of 1897, Jews living in the Ukrainian regions  numbered 1,927,000—almost 10 percent of the total population, and the  largest concentration of Jews in the tsarist empire altogether. Most were  town-dwellers. “Infidel,” urban, commercial, this was an alien minority all  but preordained to suffer majority xenophobia. In turn, with their long  exposure to that hostility, the Jews reacted to the wartime separatist movement with profound trepidation. In the spring and summer of 1918, to be  sure, under the brief, de facto rule of “civilized” Germany, they appeared  to be at least physically safe. But when the German presence in Eastern  Europe deteriorated in the autumn of 1918, Ukrainian nationalist forces  moved to seize effective control of their ancient homeland. In preparing  for independence, the Ukrainian Rada established a new administration, an  executive Directorate of five men. The Directorate’s president was Simon  Petliura.
Born in Poltava in 1879 to an impoverished cab driver, Simon Vassilievich Petliura was precocious enough as a youth to be admitted to a  Russian theological seminary, and tenacious enough to maintain his  Ukrainian cultural identity during ten years of educational Russification.  In common with most of his countrymen, the young man revered as his  heroes Bogdan Chmielnicki, the seventeenth-century “Ukrainian Cromwell,” and Taras Shevchenko, the great nineteenth-century Ukrainian  poet. Yet Petliura had become more than a passionate nationalist. For him,  a free Ukraine would become a land of social justice and equality for all  nationalities, spared the hateful tsarist incubus of anti-Polish or even anti-Jewish bigotry. In pursuit of that dream, the young man eventually left the  seminary (without graduating), and returned home to become active in the  underground Ukrainian Social Democratic party.
When the World War began, Petliura avoided direct military service in  the tsarist army by enlisting in a Red Cross medical unit assigned to  Ukrainian detachments. Three years later, immediately following Russia’s  Bolshevik Revolution, he set about mobilizing a Ukrainian brigade to protect his people’s newly proclaimed autonomy. In March 1918, the Ukrainian Rada confirmed Petliura as its minister of defense. The timing was less  than propitious. By then the Germans were in effective occupation of the  Ukraine. They chose to keep Petliura under house arrest in East Prussia.
Yet it was the Central Powers’ last gasp in Slavic Europe. By early  autumn of 1918 their contingents in the Ukraine were in retreat. Petliura  was released. In November 1918, when the Ukrainian Executive was  revived as a five-member Directorate, the thirty-nine-year-old Petliura  was selected as the nation’s ataman, its president. Thereafter it was Petliura—a slight man of less than middle height, given to wearing a flamboyant yellow cockade and a richly bemedaled blue uniform—who would  direct the Ukrainian national struggle. Then, too, the Jews would come to  know him well.

Testimony on a Murder Victim
Nine years later, in Paris, Sholem Schwarzbard’s defense attorney characterized the assassination of Petliura as an act of “moral justice.” This was  not the view of Ukrainian expatriates in the West. Petliura’s reputation had  become synonymous with their nation’s honor. To define and defend that  honor, Public Prosecutor Chrétien Reynaud called a succession of Ukrainian émigrés to the witness stand. Under Reynaud’s questioning, they  described the former ataman as a patriotic hero. As early as July 1917, they reminded the court, the newborn Ukrainian Rada had made a point of guaranteeing full civil rights and communal autonomy to all non-Ukrainian ethnic minorities. Russians, Poles, and Jews henceforth could be  represented in the Ukrainian government by their own “undersecretaries.”  Indeed, in November 1917, when the Ukraine first broke away from Russia’s new Bolshevik regime, the Jews were guaranteed not less than fifty  delegates to the Rada. Abram Revutsky was appointed minister for Jewish  affairs. Solomon Goldelman was appointed the Ukraine’s minister of labor.  Altogether, the witnesses testified, the last year of the war represented a  “honeymoon” between the Ukrainian and Jewish peoples.
The “honeymoon,” at best an uneasy one, would not endure. It was supplanted in the spring of 1918 by the German puppet administration. While  protecting Jews physically, the occupation regime effectively canceled their  communal autonomy. And, once the Germans pulled out of the Ukraine in  the autumn of 1918, and as Petliura remobilized his army, there appeared  to be no further leeway for pluralistic niceties. The Ukrainian people soon  faced a new danger to their hard-won independence. In February 1919, the  Soviet Red Army launched an offensive into the Ukrainian regions from  the east, even as a White counterrevolutionary army under General Anton  Denikin pushed into the Ukraine from the south. Compressed into a  shrinking territorial enclave, Petliura’s troops fell back to the west. By  spring, they were reduced to a tatterdemalion force of barely twenty thousand regulars. So it was, throughout 1919 and 1920, in the march and  countermarch of rival armies, that the Ukrainian Republic collapsed in  pandemonium, and soon in pillage and anarchy. Nearly a decade later, during the Schwarzbard trial, the civil prosecution’s co-counsel, Albert  Willms, paraded his own long retinue of Ukrainian witnesses who testified  to the chaos and misery of those years, the depredations suffered by Ukrainians, Poles, and Jews alike. If Jews were attacked, the witnesses  insisted, it was simply because they were Bolsheviks, or had vacillated in  their loyalty to the Ukrainian cause.
Schwarzbard’s attorneys gave this argument short shrift. Leading the  defense team was a prominent Jewish advocate, Henri Torrès. Thirty-nine  years old, a decorated war hero, and one of the most successful criminal  lawyers in Europe, Torrès was the grandson of Isaiah Levaillant, who had  founded the League for the Defense of Human and Civil Rights at the time  of the Dreyfus Affair. Like his grandfather, Torrès nurtured an intense  solicitude for the victims of persecution. Lately he had visited Rumania to  study that nation’s rampant antisemitism, and upon his return had organized a protest campaign against the Bucharest government. With equal  thoroughness, in his current preparations for the Schwarzbard trial, Torrès  had sent his assistant to the Ukraine to interview Jewish survivors. With  the financial help of American Jews, he brought several of these witnesses  to Paris.
It was their testimony now that provided a grim insight into the years  1919–20. Ukrainian army units, demoralized and enraged by their defeat at  the hands of both the Red and White armies, had redressed their losses by  victimizing unarmed local Jews. In the recollection of Solomon Goldelman, the former Ukrainian minister of labor, “[n]ot a single Jewish city or  town escaped a pogrom, robbery, or an [extortion] levied against it.”  Indeed, at least half a million Jews were reduced to destitution, and tens of  thousands of others were murdered outright, or were mutilated or raped  by Ukrainian military and guerrilla forces. The worst atrocities evidently  were committed by Ukrainian Cossacks. Thus, in March 1919, Cossacks  marched into the densely inhabited Jewish community of Proskurov. Upon  reaching Alexandrovskaya Street, testified one survivor,
they divided into groups of five to fifteen men and swarmed out into  the adjoining streets, which were inhabited exclusively by Jews. . . .  [Entering the] houses, [they] drew their swords and began to cut  down the inhabitants without regard to sex or age. They murdered  old men, women, and infants at their mothers’ breasts. They were  not content with killing, but thrust their victims’ bodies through with  bayonets. . . . The Jews were dragged out of the cellars and lofts and  murdered. Hand grenades were thrown into the cellars, and [thus]  entire families were put to death.
In Zhitomir province, the neighboring peasantry shared in the slaughter, and then in the frenzied spoliation of Jewish property. The killing and  looting continued through the spring of 1919, from town to town—Uman, Dubovo, Talnoie, Kristinovka, Ladyzhenka, Byasovok, Mankovka, Ivanka,  Buki—precisely where organized Ukrainian military resistance was collapsing. Marauding guerrillas often compelled Jews to dig their own graves  before shooting or bayoneting them. Between December 1918 and March  1919 alone, possibly thirty thousand Jews perished in the first wave of violence. A second, far larger wave of pogroms, beginning in the late spring,  would continue well into 1920.
These were the desperate circumstances in which Jews by the thousands  turned to the invading Red Army. Years later, in the Schwarzbard trial, the  prosecution made note of that collaboration. “We indignantly protest  against the massacres of Jews,” acknowledged Albert Willms, “. . . [but] we add that . . . very often . . . it was the very attitude of the Jews which provoked the pogromist movements.” A vigorous dissent came from a  renowned Russian-Jewish attorney, Arnold Margolin, who insisted in his account of the Jewish ordeal in 1919–20 that the Ukrainian military  leadership had created a self-fulfilling prophecy, and “[u]nder these conditions, to combat and kill Jews was synonymous with fighting against Bolshevism.” Ukrainian nationalists simply found “Jewish Bolshevism” an  effective pretext for mobilizing popular support.
Had Petliura cynically invented the charge of “Jewish Bolshevism”?  The prosecution’s retinue of Ukrainian witnesses insisted that the opposite  was the case—that the ataman had made every effort to curb anti-Jewish  atrocities. A few witnesses submitted photographic facsimiles of Petliura’s  declarations to his army. These were read aloud:
Officers and Cossacks! . . . The army, which brings fraternity, equality, and freedom to all peoples of the Ukraine, must not pay attention  to the provocateurs and adventurers thirsty for blood. The army shall  not be an instrument of mischief against the Jews. Anyone who tolerates the crimes against them is an enemy of our fatherland and must  be rejected as such from the human family.
Petliura then warned that “the penalty of death is instituted for those who  will be involved in pogroms.” Arnold Margolin himself recorded not a few  of these executions, and they were confirmed by the American Jewish Congress. The ataman unquestionably appreciated the need for Western Jewish goodwill. In July 1920, two members of an American Jewish  relief mission in the Ukraine, Dr. Israel Friedlander and Rabbi Bernard  Cantor, were waylaid and killed—apparently by local irregulars. Petliura  reacted with evident indignation and sought (unsuccessfully) to have the  murderers tracked down.
In the Ukraine of 1919–20, nevertheless, few Jews discerned evidence of the ataman’s solicitude. Testifying for the defense at the Schwarzbard trial,  Professor Elias Tcherikower, research director of the Jewish Scientific  Institute (“YIVO”), presented a vast accumulation of data taken from Jews  and Ukrainians alike. It revealed that Petliura evinced only a perfunctory  interest in the fate of the Jewish minority. Thus, informed of an impending  pogrom in Kiev, the ataman refused to block the violence. “Don’t make me  quarrel with my army,” he protested to a delegation of Kiev officials, who  feared the economic consequences of unrest in their city. “The army saved  the Ukraine.” In March 1919, when the threat of a pogrom loomed at  Zhitomir, Petliura declined to receive a concerned local Ukrainian delegation, and the pogrom afterward unfolded without interference. Indeed,  Petliura later elevated Petrov, the officer whose troops committed the  attack, to minister of war. As the ataman passed through the village of  Yaruga, a group of local Jews implored him to end the wave of recurrent  pogroms. “Well, this is nothing,” he replied. “The soldiers must amuse  themselves.” By Tcherikower’s testimony, Petliura’s role in the notoriously  gruesome massacre of Proskurov was incontrovertible. Two days before  the pogrom, on February 13, 1919, the ataman dispatched a telegram to  General Semesenko, his area commander. It stated:
Secret and important. All efforts of the Jewish population to organize  a Bolshevik uprising should absolutely be suppressed severely with an  armed force, so that no treacherous Jewish hand in [the province of]  Podolia should dare to raise itself against the independent Ukraine.
There were non-Jewish witnesses who similarly verified Petliura’s complicity. Henryk Pszankowski, the local Ukrainian representative of the  Danish Red Cross in 1919, recalled General Semesenko boasting to Petliura that the army distributed leaflets of incitement in advance of the  Proskurov massacre. On the witness stand in the 1927 trial, Professor Paul  Langevin, vice president of the League for the Defense of Human and  Civil Rights, declared: “After attentive study of the public documents, I  have no doubt of the abomination which took place in the Ukraine. . . .  There is even less doubt that at least half of these pogroms were the work  of regular Ukrainian troops through the orders of their chief.” Langevin  held his ground under the prosecution’s vigorous cross-examination.  Defense Attorney Torrès then summarized the case against Petliura:
There were some pogroms in all the armies in the Ukraine. . . . But  Petliura, the Ataman General Petliura, under whose government the  pogroms had been organized by the chiefs themselves, by the regiments, with their colonels in charge, by the squads with their [unit] atamans in charge, without any of these superior officers or generals  being punished, without any of them who had transmitted orders for  pogroms being chastened—that is the terrible and blood responsibility of Petliura.

A Triangular Horror
In rebutting the avalanche of testimony, the prosecution managed to register a single but not ineffective demurrer. It was to contrast the ordeal of the  Jews under Petliura’s Ukrainian army with their fate at the hands of General Denikin’s White army. Anton Ivanovich Denikin, a professional officer  in the imperial Russian command, served briefly as Russian chief of staff  after the first, March 1917 Revolution, but soon afterward was imprisoned  for conspiring to overthrow the liberal government of Aleksander Kerensky. Following the Bolshevik Revolution of November 1917,  Denikin managed to escape southward to the Don region and in April  1918 to emerge as generalissimo of White forces in southern Russia. A  resourceful commander, Denikin swiftly regained military control of the  former tsarist Caucasus, and in May of that year he launched a major offensive into the Ukraine. By the summer of 1919, his army had cleared the  region both of Petliura’s tatterdemalion rear guard and of isolated Bolshevik units.
Unlike Petliura, who still hoped to enlist Western support, Denikin felt  no need to maintain even a pretense of liberal moderation. He remained an unregenerate disciple of the late tsar. Thus, in August 1918, periodic White assaults on Jews—always favored scapegoats under the tsarist  empire—burgeoned into mass pogroms. Even the turn in the tide of battle,  as the Red Army’s larger manpower reserves pressed Denikin’s forces back  to the southeast, brought no respite to the Jews. In their frustration, the  Whites descended with vindictive fury upon the surviving belts of Jewish  towns and villages. Anathematizing the Jews as Bolsheviks and Antichrists,  Denikin’s troops often burned and buried their victims alive or drowned  them in wells, and raped and mutilated their women and children. Estimates of casualties vary, but none assessed the number of dead at less than  eighty thousand. Until World War II, the Ukrainian horror ranked as the  widest-ranging massacre of Jews in modern history.
It is of interest that Denikin himself escaped retribution of any kind.  Upon leading the remnant of his army into the Crimea, he transferred his  command to another White officer, General Piotr Wrangel, and then  departed Russia. Eventually Denikin made his way through Turkey to the  United States, where he lived quietly, if modestly, as a pensioner of the  émigré White Russian community. He died of natural causes in Ann Arbor,  Michigan, in 1947.
By the spring of 1919, meanwhile, Simon Petliura was facing his own  moment of truth. With his troops overwhelmed by the numerically superior Red Army, the ataman grudgingly accepted the need for an accommodation with the oldest of his people’s enemies, the Poles. In the late-eighteenth-century partitions of Poland, the defunct kingdom’s southwesternmost region, Galicia, with its mixed Polish-Ukrainian population,  had been awarded to Habsburg Austria, thereby becoming Austria’s easternmost province. Then, a century and a quarter later, in the autumn of  1918, as the Austrian Empire itself disintegrated, Ukrainian troops in the  Habsburg army deserted en masse to proclaim the eastern sector of Galicia  as the “West Ukrainian Republic”—and a few months later to negotiate a  federation with Petliura’s Independent Republic of Ukraine, with its capital in Kiev.
The Poles would have something to say about this grandiose Ukrainian  scheme. In late 1918, their political leadership similarly had declared the  independence of Poland and then had celebrated their new statehood by  launching an invasion of East Galicia—the “West Ukrainian Republic”—  and claiming the region as part of Greater Poland. In ensuing months, Polish troops drove steadily ahead under the command of their national hero,  General Jozef Pilsudski. By autumn of 1919, the hapless  Ukrainians were caught in a pincers. In the west, Pilsudski’s armies battered steadily ahead, investing almost the totality of the “West Ukrainian  Republic.” In the east, the Red Army was inflicting its own hammer blows  on Petliura’s exhausted troops.
At this point, in September 1919, Petliura in his desperation struck a  deal with Pilsudski, the Polish leader. The Ukrainians would renounce  their claim to East Galicia—the “West Ukrainian Republic”—if the Poles  would allow Petliura carte blanche in the far larger terrain of eastern—  integral—Ukraine. In April 1920, therefore, under Pilsudski’s strategic  command, the two armies embarked on a joint offensive into eastern  Ukraine. They enjoyed early success. The Reds, still heavily engaged with  Denikin’s White forces to the southeast, were obliged briefly to evacuate  Kiev. Within six weeks, however, the Soviet commander, General Mikhail  Tukhashevsky, succeeded in regrouping his forces and launching a powerful counterattack on his own, not halting until his army reached the outskirts of Warsaw. Yet here Tukhashevsky finally outran his supply lines. Whereupon, in August, reorganized by a French “adviser,” General  Maxime Weygand, Pilsudski’s Polish troops managed to hurl the Russians  back.
By then, however, Poles and Russians alike had reached a state of  exhaustion. Both sides expressed interest in negotiating a peace. In April  1921, after months of wrangling and periodic interruptions, a formal treaty  was signed in Riga. By its terms, the Poles accepted the restoration of Russian domination over integral—eastern—Ukraine. Polish rule in turn  was recognized over the territory of Galicia, including the doomed “West  Ukrainian Republic.” Indeed, Poland now reemerged as a territorial behemoth, the single largest country in Eastern Europe, after Soviet Russia. By  the same token, the Treaty of Riga left the new republic engorged with  millions of ethnic minority subjects, among them, Ukrainians, Byelorussians, Lithuanians, Germans, and Jews.
Betrayed by their erstwhile Polish ally, the Ukrainians had paid a grim  price in their four-year struggle. Their casualties, military and civilian, may  have reached three-quarters of a million. But the Jews had endured a proportionately far greater rictus of terror and loss. In the final Ukrainian  offensive—and subsequent retreat—of 1919–20, Simon Petliura relinquished virtually all control over his troops’ “extracurricular” activities.  Whether coming or going, the Ukrainian army paid its characteristic  respects to the Jews. It was an orgy of murder and pillage, a swath of horror  that claimed possibly sixty thousand additional Jewish lives. If the Ukrainian people in future years enshrined Petliura as a nationalist hero, those  Jews who survived the ataman’s ministrations preserved their own assessment of the man. For them, ever after, Petliura was the “ataman from hell.”

A Quest for Belated Justice
In early 1919, Sholem Schwarzbard, who had returned to Balta two years earlier, was mustered into the Red Army and into battle against the  Ukrainian and White forces. It was in the midst of this combat that  he personally witnessed the depredations wrought on Ukrainian Jewry. In  March 1920, he learned as well that Ukrainian guerrillas had slain his  father and stepmother. Stoically, Schwarzbard continued his military service with the Bolsheviks for three additional months. Finally, demobilized  in June, he departed Russia for the last time, returning to Paris with his  wife and daughter. There, he reopened a tiny watchmaking shop on rue  Menilmontant. There, too, in his free time, he contributed articles on  Ukrainian Jewish issues to several Yiddish-language newspapers published  in New York.
Others would depart Russia in this same period of Bolshevik triumph.  By the spring of 1926, France had become the home of some 400,000  White Russian émigrés. Possibly half the taxi drivers in Paris were veterans  of one or another of the Russian and Ukrainian armies. Former generals peddled newspapers or worked as hotel doormen. Their wives sold  embroidery or waited on tables in run-down cafés. And in Paris, too, in the  spring of 1926, lived Simon Vassilievich Petliura. After first taking refuge  in Warsaw, the former ataman had moved on to Switzerland in 1924, and from there to Paris a year later. Among the Ukrainians in the French capital was a galamorphy of political factions—monarchists, Social Revolutionaries, Social Democrats, even separatists favoring a revived “West  Ukrainian Republic.” Petliura was intent on uniting these dissident  groups. From the modest Left Bank walk-up he shared with his wife and  daughter on rue Thenarde, he embarked on the publication of a small  tabloid, Tryzub.  It was suffused with anti-Russian and antisemitic invective.  Although funds were chronically short and publication frequently was  interrupted, Petliura began to make some headway in establishing a rudimentary Ukrainian “government-in-exile.”
It was in September 1925 that news reached Schwarzbard of Petliura’s  arrival in Paris. From then on, the little watchmaker was a man possessed.  Feverishly, he sought out Petliura’s address and itinerary. In May 1926, he  came up with a vital clue. Petliura often took lunch in a working-class  restaurant, the Chartier, on rue Racine. In the early afternoon of May 25,  therefore, Schwarzbard departed for the Chartier. In advance, he dispatched two express letters from a local post office. The first was to his  wife. “My dear Anna,” it said. “I am performing a duty for our poor people.  I am going to avenge all the pogroms, the blood, the hatred of the Jews.  Petliura . . . must pay with his blood. As for you, conduct yourself heroically. Accuse no one. I alone am responsible. . . . God bless you, Sholem.”
The second letter was mailed to Henri Torrès, the Jewish lawyer who  was widely identified with human rights issues. Schwarzbard was uninterested in becoming a martyr. In Berlin five years earlier, he knew, a young  Armenian refugee, Solomon Teilirian, had assassinated Mehmet Talaat  Pasha, the wartime Turkish minister of the interior and one of the authors  of the 1915 Armenian genocide. In the ensuing trial, Teilirian had been  acquitted; his deed was proclaimed an act of historic justice. In Lausanne,  in 1923, a fugitive White Russian, Maurice Conrad, assassinated a Soviet  diplomat, Consul Vorovsky, and based his defense on Bolshevik atrocities  in Russia. A Swiss court acquitted Conrad on the same grounds of historic justice. Schwarzbard manifestly was anticipating a similar defense for  himself.
At 1:00 p.m. of May 25, he waited on the sidewalk outside the Chartier  restaurant as Petliura approached. Leaning forward, Schwarzbard asked:  “Are you Petliura?” Instantly sensing his danger, the Ukrainian lifted his  cane. Schwarzbard then pulled a revolver from his pocket. “Defend yourself, dog!” he shouted. Firing five times at point-blank range, he continued  shouting: “For the pogroms! For my brethren!” Petliura lay groaning on  the sidewalk for several moments, then fell silent. Immediately, bystanders  seized Schwarzbard, who made no effort to escape. When gendarmes  arrived, he handed over his empty pistol. “I have killed a great murderer,” he declared. Commandeering a taxi, the gendarmes rushed Schwarzbard to  a nearby police station.
Within days, a public debate began in the French press. Editorials, discussions, and interviews argued the legitimacy of an individual administering “historic justice” on his own. For Ukrainian émigré newspapers both in  Europe and in North America, the issue was much clearer. Petliura was a  martyr for his people, and Schwarzbard was an agent of Bolshevism whose  pistol “dripped with the blood of the Torah.” The Jews saw matters differently, of course. From thousands of anonymous Jews throughout the  world, money poured in for a Schwarzbard defense fund. Jewish public figures, among them the Socialist leader Léon Blum, the philosopher Henri  Bergson, the scientist Albert Einstein, the Zionist statesman Chaim Weizmann, volunteered their testimony on behalf of Schwarzbard. So did the  renowned non-Jewish writers Sinclair Lewis, H. G. Wells, Romain Rolland, and Vicente Blasco Ibañez.
Meanwhile, during the year and a half preceding his trial, Schwarzbard  from his cell in Paris’s ancient Prison de la Santé busied himself dispatching letters to friends and relatives, to Yiddish-language newspapers in  Europe and the United States. “I was too generous with this assassin,” he  wrote, typically, to New York’s Fraye Arbayter Shtime. “I have opened a new  chapter in our somber and bloody history. Enough of slavery, enough outpouring of tears, an end to supplication, crying, bribery. Lifting our heads,  sticking out our chests, we demand herewith our right, that of living equal  to all!” From beginning to end, Schwarzbard would maintain this defiant  stance.
Moreover, when the trial began on October 18, 1927, Schwarzbard in  the prisoner’s box insisted upon chronicling in fullest detail his people’s  long and historic ordeal in the Ukraine. Only near the end of his four-hour  testimony did he focus on the specific horrors of 1918–20. Disdaining to  base his defense on mental stress, Schwarzbard touched only briefly on the  fact that he himself had lost some two dozen relatives to the massacres. It  was Judge Flory who at last brought the testimony to a halt. Had the defendant intended to kill Petliura or not, he asked, and did the defendant in fact  commit the killing? Here Schwarzbard made his single concession to the  French criminal code, and more specifically to the jury’s moral requirement of a loophole for exoneration. He pleaded “not guilty” on all counts.
On October 26, the last day of the trial, Albert Willms presented a two-hour summation for the civil prosecution. While acknowledging the Jews’  suffering, he rejected the manipulation of their ordeal as a moral defense.  “[W]e feel . . . the same indignation . . . about the massacres of Christians,”  he argued. “And we add that it . . . was the very attitude of the Jews which  provoked the pogromist movements.” Schwarzbard’s entire life history, Willms insisted, was a tangle of anarchist associations and service in the  Red Army. Only the Bolsheviks stood to benefit from this “odious crime.”  Willms’s colleague, César Campinchi, was a Corsican whose summation  was rather more florid, even more harshly accusatory. “And you, Schwarzbard, who are you?” he declaimed. “Your hands, are they clean? An ‘idealistic anarchist,’ someone has said. Perhaps. But your idealism started with  burglary and ended with assassination.”
For the defense, Henri Torrès, a dominant presence, six feet tall, with  the physique of a wrestler and a booming voice, delivered his own summation. Beginning at 5:00 p.m., at a time when the participants and the courtroom’s thousand or more spectators were approaching exhaustion, Torrès  shrewdly limited his remarks to forty minutes. He also ignored the French  criminal code. Instead, he preferred to remind the jury of France’s “noble”  tradition of justice, its protests against Russian pogroms as far back as 1903  and against Turkish atrocities in 1915. Schwarzbard’s service to France,  Torrès emphasized, had been characterized by patriotism and heroism, and  the fate of his family was one of personal tragedy. Moreover, the ample testimony of witnesses revealed not only the magnitude of the Ukrainian horror but Simon Petliura’s culpability in tolerating it. Torrès then  recalled that other defendants, Solomon Teilirian and Maurice Conrad,  had been acquitted for acts of “moral justice.” “Gentlemen of the jury, I am done,” he concluded. “[A]cquit Schwarzbard because you have compassion. Gentlemen, today you are responsible for the prestige of our  nation and for the thousands of human lives that depend on the verdict of  France.”
Hereupon Judge Flory, in his final instructions to the jurors, once again  tersely emphasized that they were limited to consideration exclusively of  intent and consequence. Had Schwarzbard premeditated the deed, had he  actually fired the shots, and by firing the shots had he caused the death of  Petliura? No other matter was relevant. The jury then retired to deliberate. It was 5:50 p.m. Schwarzbard was led back to his cell. Three squads of  special police kept order as a large, restive crowd milled about outside the  Palace of Justice. Suddenly, only fifteen minutes later, a clerk rushed  through the gates to announce that the jury had reached a verdict. Incredulous, the crowd began to edge back into the courtroom, while judge, attorneys, and Schwarzbard himself resumed their former places.
At Judge Flory’s invitation, the jury foreman rose to declare that, on the  first count, of firing the shots that struck Petliura down, the jury found  Schwarzbard “not guilty”—and consequently there was no need to address  the remaining counts. Hereupon the courtroom erupted in prolonged  applause and cheering. Journalists and spectators alike joined in shouting:  “Vive la France!” Schwarzbard’s family members and friends tearfully embraced. Even Judge Flory could not suppress a smile as he announced  that the defendant had been acquitted and therefore was to be released  forthwith.
Throughout the Western world, news of the verdict was given front-page newspaper coverage and widespread editorial praise. Exoneration,  however, did not guarantee Schwarzbard’s personal safety. In Paris, as  Ukrainian émigrés gathered in spontaneous meetings, they left no doubt  that the final judgment on Schwarzbard had yet to be rendered, and that it  was they who would execute it. At the suggestion of the police, therefore,  Schwarzbard went into seclusion for several days. Never again did he  return to his watchmaker’s shop. Rather, in March 1928, he and his family  departed France altogether. His first choice of refuge was Palestine, but  British colonial authorities denied him a visa. Eventually Schwarzbard settled in Chicago. Yet here too he did not resume his vocation, and instead  eked out a precarious livelihood contributing articles to the Yiddish press  and addressing Jewish audiences. Ten years later, while on a lecture tour in  South Africa in the spring of 1938, Schwarzbard died suddenly of a heart  attack, at the age of fifty. The Cape Town Jewish community gave him a  hero’s funeral.
Sholem Schwarzbard’s acquittal offered the Jewish people only meager  post-factum satisfaction. The trial had revisited the most traumatic event  in modern Jewish history. The death by exposure and hunger of 60,000  Russian Jews in the forced exodus of 1915 was superseded by the Ukrainian  massacres of 1918–20, a slaughter that annihilated possibly 150,000 additional Jewish lives and orphaned at least twice that many children. Those  Jews who resided in free Western democracies needed little reminder of  their helplessness to protect their kinsmen in the East. Russia had been a  member of the wartime Entente, yet none of the Allied governments had  dared intercede with the tsarist regime on the Jewish issue. In the Ukraine,  despite occasional circumspect assurances of goodwill to the Jews, Simon  Petliura manifestly had been indifferent to the fate of this despised and  exposed minority race. And since the 1921 Treaty of Riga, the circumstances of the surviving Jewish population in the Ukraine, as in the Soviet  federation at large, would be determined by a hair-shirt Bolshevik cabal  that sustained no meaningful line of communication with the West.
As early as 1918, for that matter, it was the consensus of Western Jewish  leaders that all diplomatic efforts in behalf of East European Jewry should  logically be focused on the Paris Peace Conference. Here, the assembled  Allied prime ministers and foreign ministers would determine not only the  future of the defeated Central Powers but also the fate of a host of successor states—the Baltic republics, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Yugoslavia, even  “successor” Rumania. Beyond the inaccessible, Bolshevik-ruled Eurasian landmass, these were the nations, old and new, that encompassed the  largest reservoir of European Jewry. All of them presumably would be  bound by the constraints and guidelines imposed by Allied statesmen at the  Peace Conference. It was in Paris, therefore, birthplace of the Declaration  of the Rights of Man, that Jewish spokesmen from the Western democracies anticipated a unique and historic diplomatic opportunity. Here, at long  last, they would safeguard their tormented people’s future on the European  Continent.


II
A MINORITY “BILL OF RIGHTS”
Jozef Pilsudski’s Empire
The outbreak of war in 1914 found the Polish people, numbering approximately twenty million, divided among three great empires, and accordingly fractured in their political loyalties. The Poles of Habsburg Galicia  and German-ruled Posen and Pomerania vaguely favored a victory of the  Central Powers. With that triumph, the quasi-autonomous status they  enjoyed under Austrian rule conceivably might be extended to the far  greater number of their kinsmen living in tsarist Russia. By contrast, most  of the Poles living in the Russian-dominated regions were intrigued by a  promise issued by Grand Duke Nikolai, supreme commander of the tsarist  armies, a commitment to a reunited Poland “free in religion, in language,  and in self-government . . . under the scepter of the Tsar.” Thus, in Warsaw, Roman Dmowski, an influential nationalist spokesman for the “Russian camp,” assured his fellow Poles that allegiance to Russia’s Entente  partners, France and Britain, was their best guarantee of postwar freedom.
As it happened, neither a pro-German nor a pro-Russian orientation  appealed to Jozef Pilsudski, and it was Pilsudski who emerged as the single  most charismatic and influential champion of Polish nationalism. Born in 1867 in the Lithuanian province of the former Kingdom of Poland, and himself the scion of an aristocratic Lithuanian family, Pilsudski as a teenager had studied medicine at the Russian-language University of  Kharkov. There, caught up in student revolutionary activity, the young  man was arrested and condemned to five years of Siberian exile. It was in  Siberia, the “university for revolutionaries,” that Pilsudski became an  ardent convert to the Socialist branch of the Polish freedom movement.  Upon his—probationary—release from captivity two years later, after settling in Lodz, he rose swiftly in the ranks of the Polish Socialist Democratic party. Then, in 1901, serving as editor of the party newspaper,  Pilsudski was arrested again and convicted for sedition. This time, by disbursing bribes among his guards, he managed to escape over the border, to Habsburg Galicia. And it was consequently in this Polish-inhabited province that Pilsudski, with Austrian government approval, set about  organizing a “Polish Legion,” a reserve force to be mobilized in the event  of war with Russia.
Accordingly, when hostilities began in late July and early August of  1914, Pilsudski wasted no time in leading his modest, four-thousand-man  detachment across the Russian frontier, and advancing some one hundred  miles inland. Yet, at the same time, he pressed Berlin and Vienna for their  commitment to a fully independent Poland. The Central Powers were  unresponsive. They had a rather less grandiose scenario in mind. It was the  “liberation” exclusively of Russian Poland. In July 1917, therefore, unwilling to be put off any longer, the embittered Pilsudski resigned his command. The Germans in turn placed him under immediate “house confinement” in Prussia’s Magdeburg Fortress. There Pilsudski remained  until the end of the war. There, too, in March 1918, he learned that Germany and Austria under the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk had amputated a  major slice of Poland from Bolshevik Russia, and transformed the region  into an occupied satellite. For the Poles, this shattering manifestation of  Central-Power imperialism resolved their competitive political loyalties.  Henceforth, their nationalist leadership, Pilsudski and Dmowski alike,  placed their hopes exclusively in the Western democracies. Soon afterward, Dmowski surfaced in Paris as the spokesman for a “Polish National  Committee,” and was given instant recognition by the Allied governments.
On November 8, 1918, only three days before Germany’s surrender,  Jozef Pilsudski was released from his Magdeburg internment. Hastening  back to Warsaw, he took it upon himself to proclaim the reunion of all Poland’s divided sectors—Russian, Austrian, German—as an independent Republic of Poland. Whereupon all Polish factions, nationalists and  Socialists alike, transferred their powers to Pilsudski, as the republic’s  “chief of state.” To present the nation’s best face to the world, moreover,  both parties then designated the renowned pianist Ignacy Paderewski as  prime minister. The constellation of leadership—Pilsudski, Dmowski,  Paderewski—evoked immediate resonance in the West. Yet it was Pilsudski  who remained the uncontested star of that constellation. The man radiated  charisma and dynamism. Even non-Poles fell under his spell. After visiting  him in May 1919, the American jurist Arthur Goodhart described the fiftytwo-year-old chief of state as “an extremely tall man, powerfully built and  looking every inch an athlete. His shaggy eyebrows, aquiline nose and long  black moustache are typical of the daring soldier of fortune he has actually  been.”
Pilsudski’s aura reflected his nation’s. No liberated people ever entered  the postwar years with a deeper reservoir of Allied goodwill. The partitions  inflicted on their country in the eighteenth century, the gallantry of their successive revolts in the nineteenth century, their heroism in the recent  war, all evoked their belated reward. In his January 1918 State of the Union address to the United States Congress, President Woodrow Wilson unequivocally committed the Allies to a restored and self-governing  Poland. Subsequently, the immediate post-Armistice period became a  moment of exhilaration and limitless hopes for this emancipated nation.
It was significant, however, that Wilson made no mention of Poland’s  future borders. These remained indeterminate. At the Peace Conference,  France’s Foreign Minister Stephen Pichon won Allied support for a Polish  western frontier that would include former Prussian Posen and Silesia, as  well as a substantial measure of Austria’s former Galician possessions. But  it was the issue of the eastern frontier that proved more difficult. The Allies  were prepared to award West Galicia to the Poles; but East Galicia, substantially Ukrainian in population, was claimed not only by Pilsudski’s  Poland but by Petliura’s Ukraine and Lenin’s Russia. With the Russians not present at the Peace Conference, the Allied leaders could do  little more than tinker with a rough ethnographic division of the disputed  territory. Ignoring Ukrainian claims altogether, they segmented East Galicia between Poland and Russia along the Bug River. This was the so-called  “Curzon Line,” named for the British diplomat George Curzon, who  chaired the commission that produced the formula.
It was not Pilsudski’s idea of a settlement. Early in 1920, in tandem with  Petliura’s Ukrainian army, the Polish chief of state launched a major offensive that drove some one hundred miles beyond the Curzon  Line. Within a month, the combined Polish and Ukrainian forces occupied  the historic Ukrainian capital of Kiev. Then, six weeks later, the military  balance in the Ukraine shifted yet again, as a powerful Soviet army suddenly cracked the Polish-Ukrainian lines and drove westward toward Warsaw. Finally, in August, with the help of General Maxime Weygand’s  French military mission, Pilsudski launched his troops on a “counter”  counterattack of their own. It was successful. The overextended  Red Army fell back in disarray, and the Poles pushed forward into the  Ukraine.
This was the state of mutual Polish and Russian exhaustion that produced the Treaty of Riga in April 1921. The new demarcation line, extending irregularly between thirty and forty miles beyond the Curzon Line,  split the Ukraine essentially between Poland and Soviet Russia. If the Poles  did not achieve the totality of their irredentist ambitions, Pilsudski’s two-year struggle for a “Greater Poland” nevertheless won considerable success. But the costs were heavy. Much of the World War itself, after all, had  raged back and forth over Polish soil. Following the Armistice of November 1918, the ensuing two years of ongoing conflict along Poland’s eastern frontiers had simply compounded the ruination suffered by Poles and  Ukrainians alike. And still another people experienced the full impact of  Ukrainian, Polish, and Russian nationalism.

The Price of Vulnerability
It was the Ukrainian upheaval of the mid-seventeenth century, and the  Polish government’s political dysfunctionalism in the eighteenth century,  that critically undermined the Jews’ physical security and economic viability in Eastern Europe. So, even more decisively, did the partitions of Poland among the three great central-eastern monarchies in the late  1700s. Claiming the lion’s share of the defunct Polish Commonwealth—  and of its extensive majority and minority populations alike—tsarist Russia  subsequently imposed a harsh grillwork of restrictions on the territory’s  nearly one million Jews. Feared and despised by the Russians as a mercantile and infidel people, the Jews henceforth were confined by tsarist imperial rescript to a “Pale of Settlement,” a vast geographical ghetto comprising  essentially the areas of their former Polish-Ukrainian habitation.
It was under tsarist rule, too, that this Jewish population continued to  grow exponentially, reaching perhaps three million by the mid-nineteenth  century, and well over five million by the time of the 1897 Russian census.  Ironically, the demographic upsurge proceeded in tandem with economic  atrophy. By the early twentieth century, marginalized still further by the  Russian and Austrian industrial revolutions, the Jews no longer could fulfill  their historic role as artisans and small traders—either in the tsarist Pale of  Settlement or in Habsburg Galicia. Their very economic redundancy, in  turn, further inflamed Polish and Ukrainian judeophobia. In a classic profile of displaced nationalism, these two subject nations preferred to direct  their political frustrations against the most vulnerable and despised of their  own minorities.
The chauvinist fury reached its apogee in the era of the Great War and  the early postwar years. From 1917 on, we recall, it was Ukrainian irredentism that took the grimmest toll on Jews. But the Poles, too, in their  burgeoning imperialism, nurtured a comparable malice against this seemingly indigestible Jewish presence. As early as 1912, Polish antisemitism was exploited during the election campaign for the imperial Russian  Duma. When the Jews of Warsaw expressed an interest in the candidacy of Jan Kucharzewski, a Polish moderate and an opponent of Roman  Dmowski’s right-wing “Endek”—National Democratic—party, the Endeks  encouraged anti-Jewish riots throughout tsarist Poland, in tandem with an  economic boycott of Jewish businesses.
Almost as soon as war broke out in 1914, moreover, several of the leading Polish newspapers accused the Jews of spying for the Germans, of sabotaging the tsarist army’s route of march. The charges were fake.  Nevertheless, in late 1914 the Russian government made its decision to  uproot some half-million Jews from the critical border regions. Little wonder that the Jewish populations of this intermingled terrain—of Central Poland, Western Ukraine, Lithuania, and Byelorussia—welcomed  German military occupation in the years 1916–18. They anticipated more civilized treatment. From its headquarters in Warsaw, General Erich Ludendorff’s eastern military administration protected Jewish personal  safety and communal autonomy, even appointed four Jews to serve in its—  essentially puppet—“Polish Council of State.” It was a less than idyllic  existence. The Germans restricted, requisitioned, and confiscated among  Poles and Jews alike. Even so, the Jews’ experience of German rule at least  was incrementally more tolerable than their ordeal under the Russian tsar.
The interlude ended with the collapse of the Central Powers. At first,  on November 7, 1918, declaring the independence of a “free, democratic”  republic of Poland, the Polish National Council offered its assurances of  political and civic equality for all its future citizens, regardless of origin,  religion, or nationality. The declaration unquestionably expressed the  intention of Jozef Pilsudski. In one of his first acts as chief of state, the Polish leader invited a delegation of Jewish political spokesmen to his office  and reiterated to them his personal commitment to their people’s well-being and communal autonomy.
But Pilsudski, the lifelong Socialist, with his pluralistic vision of Poland  as a federation of nationalities, was not necessarily speaking for his people.  The average Pole viewed with horror the very notion of living on a basis of political and communal equality with millions of non-Poles—with  Ukrainians, Lithuanians, Byelorussians, Germans, or, worst of all, with  Jews. In the warning of Roman Dmowski and his Endek party, the Jews,  the most alien of minority peoples, infidels in a land of Christians, merchants in a land of farmers, should be apprised instantly and decisively of  their second-class status in a newly independent Poland. The Endeks  ensured that their views were disseminated widely among Polish soldiers  and civilians alike.
In truth, Pilsudski himself bore more than a little personal responsibility for anti-Jewish violence. Early in November 1918, as he launched his  war of “reunification” through Eastern Galicia and Lithuania, the chief of  state was too preoccupied with military issues to constrain an upsurge of  successor-state chauvinism. Thus, even as Polish troops battled Ukrainians  for supremacy in the border regions, they found time to launch their own  assaults against local Jewish communities. In November 1918 alone, Polish  soldiers and armed civilians attacked, pillaged, beat, and occasionally murdered Jews in Lvov, Kielce, Lublin, Lida, and some one hundred other,  smaller towns. Local police often collaborated. Informed of these atrocities, Pilsudski sternly condemned them. Yet, as the military campaign  raged on throughout East Galicia—“Western Ukraine”—he was unable to  exert direct control over his forces. The number of Jews actually slain at  the hands of Poles did not exceed four or five hundred, and their ordeal  surely could not be equated with the raw genocide committed by Petliura’s  and Denikin’s armies in eastern, “integral” Ukraine. But it was violence  committed by the darling of the Western Allies, a country that was flaunted  as the glittering symbol of revived and heroic nationhood.
At the Paris Peace Conference, meanwhile, the assembled statesmen  unanimously agreed that further desecration of that symbol could not be  permitted. In the major cities of the West, Jewish mass meetings already  were issuing resolutions of protest and supplication to the Allied governments. The Allies in turn raised the issue of Jewish mistreatment with  Poland’s Prime Minister Paderewski. Paderewski took the warnings seriously. At his urgent intercession, the worst of the anti-Jewish violence  appeared to ebb by February 1920. But in the late spring of the same year,  the Red Army launched its mighty counteroffensive in the Ukraine, eventually pushing deep into integral Poland, to the very gates of Warsaw. During their headlong retreat, Polish troops in their frustration and rage  inflicted a more extensive series of assaults on the Jewish populations of  Minsk-Mazowiecki, Siedlice, and other, smaller towns. Kangaroo courtmartials ordered the execution of alleged Jewish “spies.” In Plock, a local  rabbi was shot for “directing Bolshevik fire from his balcony.” Survivors  recalled that the worst of the excesses were committed by General Jozef  Haller’s “Blue Army,” a fifty-thousand-man force made up of expatriate  American Poles. Returning to their former homeland, these transplanted  inhabitants of Chicago, Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Buffalo, and other American industrial cities evidently were determined to be “more Catholic than  the Pope.” It was the “Blue Army” that doubled the number of casualties  suffered by Jews throughout the earlier year and a half.
At the same time, other Americans were taking the lead in marshaling a  response to the renewed wave of violence. These were the Jews of the  United States.

An American Patron
It did not escape Jewish, Ukrainian, Byelorussian, Lithuanian, and other  victims of Pilsudski’s military campaign that the Poles were seeking to reincarnate their empire under the aegis of Wilsonian “self-determination.”  The American president, after all, was the first Western statesman to extend recognition to Poland’s provisional government, in December  1918. In that same month, Wilson authorized the appointment of Hugh  Gibson, the American consul in Warsaw, as minister to the new Polish  Republic. At Wilson’s behest, too, the Allied leaders granted the Poles  “Associate” status at the Peace Conference—a gesture extended to no  other successor nation. It was specifically this American influence and  prestige that the Jews were intent on mobilizing in behalf of their traumatized kinsmen in Eastern Europe.
Although numbering less than four million on the eve of the war, the  Jews of the United States even then were approaching the threshold of  economic security and of a certain modest political influence. In 1914–15,  they wasted no time in springing to the relief of hundreds of thousands of East European Jews caught in the zone of conflict between Russia and  the Central Powers. Within months, they succeeded in establishing the  American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee—known ever after simply  as the “Joint.” No philanthropic instrument, not even the Red Cross,  proved more effective than the Joint in raising funds and dispensing supplies to victims of these eastern war zones. When the war ended, the relief  effort for East European Jews steadily broadened, and all the more during  the military campaigns in the Ukraine. By 1920, the Joint maintained a  network of some five hundred soup kitchens and clinics throughout integral Poland and the Ukrainian battle areas.
By the same token, the Joint’s personnel were the first to witness and  assess the magnitude of Jewish vulnerability and suffering in the East.  Arriving often within hours of pogroms committed by Polish military  forces, they shared their information immediately with Jewish leaders in the United States. In turn, the most influential component of that leadership was the American Jewish Committee, a group of affluent and acculturated Jewish “veterans” whose antecedents lay principally in German-speaking Central Europe. On November 16, 1918, Louis Marshall, the Committee’s president, dispatched an urgent letter to Woodrow  Wilson, entreating him to warn Poland’s government that its “aspirations for a new Poland cannot receive sympathetic consideration” unless it  behaved with the “spirit of justice and righteousness.” Wilson’s response  was cautious. He preferred to await the Peace Conference, he explained to  Marshall, when “I shall deem it a privilege to exercise such influence as I  can.”
Yet, even before the Peace Conference began, the State Department  was making its own discreet inquiries about anti-Jewish violence in Poland.  Early in December 1918, William G. Sharp, United States ambassador to  France, discussed the Jewish question with Roman Dmowski, the Endek  leader who functioned as chairman of the Polish National Committee in Paris. Dmowski in turn insisted that reports of pogroms were “greatly  exaggerated,” and mere “organized propaganda” by Jews in Poland and  Russia. Some of these Jews, he added darkly, were secret agents of Bolshevik Russia. In reporting Dmowski’s observations, Sharp offered no comment or rebuttal.
The reaction was not uncharacteristic of American officials in Europe.  In a long cable to Washington in May 1919, Minister Hugh Gibson in  Warsaw explained that the Jews, as merchants, “had a practical monopoly  of all trade, particularly in foodstuffs,” and that this state of affairs created  much hardship among the Poles. “If a Jew is injured,” observed Gibson, “it  is called a pogrom. If a Christian is mobbed, it is called a food riot,” and  Washington therefore should react skeptically to press accounts about  “alleged massacres” in Poland. Gibson’s and Sharp’s bland responses infuriated American Jewry. On May 21, 1919, they gathered by the thousands  at Madison Square Garden to ventilate their shock and outrage. The banking patriarch Jacob Schiff dispatched a lengthy cable to President Wilson (then in Paris) demanding firm American pressure on the Poles. The United States Senate felt impelled to issue a resolution against the  pogroms.
A week earlier, on May 16, 1919, Louis Marshall and his colleague  Cyrus Adler, in Paris to defend Jewish interests at the Peace Conference,  had secured an interview with the president. After discussing the question  of treaty guarantees for Jews in Poland and other East European states, the two Jewish emissaries also pressed Wilson for an official  mission of inquiry into anti-Jewish atrocities and economic discrimination.  The president complied immediately. That same afternoon, he directed  Secretary of State Robert Lansing to compile a list of prospective members  for the investigative group. Within the week, Lansing came up with a panel of names. Indeed, his recommendation for the chairmanship was an  authentic brain wave. It was Henry Morgenthau.
A real-estate millionaire of German-Jewish background, a major Democratic party financial contributor, and a former United States ambassador  to Turkey, Morgenthau seemingly possessed ideal credentials for reassuring American Jews and impressing Polish officialdom. He would be bracketed by two “objective” professionals, Brigadier General Edgar Jadwin, an  army engineer with much reconstruction experience in Eastern Europe;  and Homer B. Johnson, a California attorney with an extensive record of  public service. The mission’s proposed legal adviser would be Arthur L.  Goodhart, a distinguished scholar of jurisprudence, a future Master of  University College, Oxford, and the second Jew in the entourage. The four  men dutifully accepted their nominations. Morgenthau in fact was eager to  regain the limelight he had enjoyed as ambassador to Constantinople.
On July 13, 1919, the Americans arrived in Warsaw, where they were  greeted by Minister Gibson and ushered to their headquarters at the luxurious Raczynski Palace Hotel (partly owned by the Paderewski family).  The American presence in Poland would continue for two months. From  the outset, Morgenthau and his colleagues set about diligently querying  Polish and Jewish representatives. Each side vied to make its case. Thus,  Pilsudski, Paderewski, and numerous other eminences and aristocrats  wined and dined the Americans, warmly proclaiming their nation’s goodwill toward the Jews. If there were “occasional petty excesses” (Pilsudski’s  phrase), these often could be attributed to the Jews’ propensity for Bolshevism or economic exploitation. But the sixty-one-year-old Morgenthau was hardly a novice in diplomatic negotiations. Although rather  wizened and deceptively frail in appearance, the ex-ambassador vigorously,  even aggressively dunned his interlocutors for evidence. In turn, reports of Morgenthau’s “stubbornness,” his “obdurateness,” much offended  Poland’s right-wing press, which soon branded him as “Wilson’s Jewish  servant.”
Less than a week after their arrival, Morgenthau and his colleagues  embarked upon a tour of the areas that had undergone the heaviest  pogroms. Everywhere the awaiting Jewish inhabitants greeted their visitors with near-messianic expectations, with flowers, flags, and cheering,  with Zionist boy-scout troops leading processions of welcome. For his  part, Morgenthau listened sympathetically as Jewish communal spokesmen  described the glowering hatred, the ongoing economic boycott, and the  threat of violence still looming over them. Visiting the cities of Brest-Litovsk and Minsk-Mazowiecki, the Americans witnessed personally the  devastation that lately had been inflicted on Jewish homes and shops. In  Bialystok, it did not escape the team that Jews were fearful of speaking to  them, as blue-uniformed officers of Haller’s Army lurked ominously outside synagogues and Jewish communal offices. In Vilna, the Americans  were shown scores of freshly dug graves, heard accounts of wholesale murder, of mass looting that palpably had left thousands of Jews on the edge of  destitution.
In the following weeks, nevertheless, Morgenthau’s judgment could not  remain untinctured by his personal ideology. In the recollection of Boris  Bogen, the “Joint’s” field director in Poland, and an unofficial adviser to  the mission, Morgenthau on one day would promise to intercede vigorously with the Warsaw government in behalf of afflicted Jews; then, on the  next
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