
В И П У С К  3 ( 1 4 2 )  
 

УДК 94(4)"1914/19" 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.17721/1728-2640.2019.142.1 

J. Gierowska-Kałłaur, Dr. Habil., Professor 
ORCID: 0000-0001-8191-678X 

Institute of History, Polish Academy of Sciences, Warsaw, Republic of Poland 
 

GERMAN POLICIES WITH RESPECT TO LANDS OF FORMER POLISH-LITHUANIAN 
COMMONWEALTH IN WORLD WAR I ERA. PRO-LITHUANIAN AND PRO-BELARUSIAN,  

OR DIRECTED AGAINST POLISH ASPIRATIONS?1 
 
The Germans did not fight the Great War to liberate anyone. Their goal was to expand Germany's borders. This paper seeks 

to develop an old thesis of Franz Fischer about the expansionist nature of the German war objectives through the examination of 
yet unknown primary sources found, for the most part, in archives in Vilnius. As Fischer demonstrated, Bethmann-Hollweg 
planned to push away Russia as far as possible from the German borders, and to abolish Petrograd's hold over non-Russian 
vassal peoples already in September 1914. Berlin intended to establish a Central European economic union operating de facto 
under German leadership, although with preservation of the external equality of its members. It seems that this plan was 
maintained through the war. The Bethmann-Hollweg peace terms, transmitted to Wilson in January 1918, stipulated, among other 
things, that the lands of the former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth should be included in the German economic and military 
sphere of influence. 
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In 1959, Fritz Fischer found that the German war 

objectives had already been formulated by the Prussian 
Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg on 9 September 1914. In 
terms of Eastern policies, he planned as follows: Russia 
ought to be pushed away – as far as possible – from the 
German borders, and its hold over its non-Russian vassal 
peoples abolished. Germany intended to establish a 
Central European economic union operating de facto 
under German leadership, although with preservation of 
the external equality of its members12. 

Among the numerous memoranda of the WW1 era, one 
draws special attention, namely the "Memorandum of 
Dr. Krupp" from 1915, entitled "On the necessity of 
acquiring new colonisation areas" [1; 16, pp. 64-67]. 
Dr. Gustav Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach, a reputable 
industrialist of that period, believed that Courland, as well 
as the Kovno and Suwałki governorates, should be 
colonised in the first place. Krupp also expected 
colonisation to some extent in other parts of Lithuania and 
Congress Poland. 

In the late summer of 1915, the Russian army was 
leaving the Lithuanian lands of the former Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania, and the German army would soon take its 
place. Eventually, Vilnius would also fall to the Germans 
on 5 September 1915. In the conquered areas, the 
Germans introduced their own administration called Ober-
Ost. The official name of the occupied region – Ober 
Ost – stemmed from the abbreviation of the German 
military title of Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg, Chief 
Commander in the East: Oberbefehlshaber Ost. The 
extent of the territories occupied by Germany grew in 
February 1918 (between the first and second round of 
negotiations in Brest), and now involved the majority of 
the lands of the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania.  

On 5 November 1916, the Governors-General of 
Warsaw and Lublin issued a manifesto on behalf of both 
emperors (Franz Joseph I of Austro-Hungary, and 
Wilhelm II of Germany), which contained a declaration on 

                                                           
1 The paper was presented at the panel "The Great War End on the 

Eastern Front. The Brest Peace Conference and the international relations 
in Central Europe, 1917–1918", organized by Aliaksandr Piahanau, at the 
7th International Congress of Belarusian Studies on 17 September 2017, 
Collegium Civitas, Warsaw, Poland. 

2 "A Central European economic union ought to be established through 
common customs agreements, involving France, Belgium, the Netherlands, 
Denmark, Austria-Hungary, Poland and possibly also Italy, Sweden and 
Norway. This union, though lacking a common constitutional superstructure 
and preserving the external equality of its members, yet remaining under 
German leadership, will have to consolidate Germany's economic domina-
tion (wirtschafliche Vorherrschaft) over Central Europe". See: [13]. 

the creation of an independent Polish Kingdom on the 
territories of the Russian Sector of partitioned Poland. It is 
difficult to assess this decision unequivocally. 
Undoubtedly, the manifesto allowed for the inception of 
Polish statehood and brought the Polish issue onto the 
international scene. However, given that it involved solely 
territories of Congress Poland, it is impossible to ignore 
the fact that this constituted a step towards the 
fragmentation of the lands of the former Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth – erased from the map of Europe by the 
three partitioning states at the end of the 18th century.  

The most ardent and proactive Lithuanian Poles left 
Vilnius for Warsaw in order to join the creation of the Polish 
state. Ludwik Abramowicz, a journalist and activist of the 
krajowcy movement in Vilnius who had been living in 
Warsaw since 1916, remained in close contact with the 
Political Department of the Provisional Council of State in 
1918. It is precisely among Abramowicz's works that I have 
found a translated transcription of a speech pronounced at a 
secret meeting of the budget committee by German 
Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg, merely four days after the 
act of November 5th. On November 9th, he would declare: 
"For the sake of the Eastern Campaign, we have to employ 
a certain diplomatic stratagem. The proclamation of a Polish 
state will ensure the submissiveness of the Poles, fill the 
notches in our regiments, allow us to introduce new taxes, 
and, ultimately, it will empower us in our dominance over 
that country. We alone will rule in newly-founded Poland; no 
other solution is acceptable. The territories located further to 
the east are perfect for future colonisation, at which, with 
God's help, we shall succeed" [2; 3]. 

This approach was ultimately confirmed by Gen. Silvio 
Alois Max Broederich-Kurmahlen in his 1916 work "Das 
Neue Ostland". The plans of Poles, which conflicted with the 
interests of the German state, would never be taken into 
account: "As much as it is important to ensure that Poles are 
freed from the Russian yoke for all times, it is also necessary 
that Poles understand that they will obtain self-government 
in Congress Poland only if this does not interfere with the 
interests of the German State in any way" [12; 15]. 

On 1 August 1917, the pope Benedict XV3 issued a 
peace note addressed to the warring states, in which he 
called for peace with neither victor nor vanquished. The 

                                                           
3 On 3 September 1914, i.e. already during World War I, Giacomo 

Paolo Battista della Chiesa was elected Pope under the name Benedict XV. 
From the very beginning, the newly-elected Pope organised assistance for 
victims of war. He established an office for support to POWs and an 
information centre about POWs and missing persons. See: 17, pp. 441–443. 
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papal note coincided with Germany's special policies in the 
East. If, in a situation of military superiority, they were to 
bring about peace on "their own terms" – just seemingly 
taking into account the expectations of the newly-created 
states, yet retaining full control over the economy and 
foreign policies of the latter–they would achieve the 
German war objectives in an extremely modern manner, 
and formally in accordance with the Pope's words.  

In September 1917, Leopold of Bavaria4 issued the 
so-called September Acts, which would determine the 
fate of those of the Eastern lands of the former Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth that remained under German 
occupation, but had not been covered by the act of 
November 5th. From the standpoint of German policies, it 
was a step aimed at separating Congress Poland from 
the lands which used to constitute – back in the times of 
the Commonwealth–an equal and integral part of a 
common state structure with Poland [4]. 

Until the conclusion of the Brest Treaty, Germany 
exercised military and civilian power in the territories 
under Ober-Ost administration, which included the Baltic 
coast and the regions around Vilnius, Grodno and 
Suwałki. The lands of the former Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania, which fell under German occupation, were 
ethnically and religiously heterogeneous. However, even 
before the Germans entered Vilnius, almost all Orthodox 
Christians had left those of the territories of the former 
Grand Duchy, which later came under the Ober–Ost 
administration. Essentially only Jews and Catholics 
remained in Vilnius (in equal proportions), and Poles were 
decidedly a majority among the latter5. In the early 
autumn of 1917, the Germans allowed for the 
organisation of several conventions: Belarusian, Zionist, 
international, and Lithuanian ones; basically all those, for 
which requests had been filed... save for a Polish one. 
For the German authorities, recognising the Lithuanian 
Poles as co-hosts of this land was out of the question6. 

The reluctance towards the creation of an independent 
Polish state in the territories of the former Commonwealth 
was common for – toutes les proportions gardées – both 
the Germans7 and the Lithuanian politicians alike. The 
latter began to take advantage of the German policies for 
those of their own goals that had been unachievable so far.  

The Lithuanian Congress, organised in September 
1917 in Vilnius to the delight of the German authorities, 
resulted in the establishment of the Taryba. The Taryba 
constituted the core of Lithuanian statehood with Vilnius as 
its capital; a city, which the German historian and politician 
Hans Delbrück, a supporter of moderate objectives in the 
ongoing war, had described publicly in the autumn of 1917 
in the following words: "Vilnius is the most exceptional city 
in the world. It is the capital of Lithuania, it is located on 

                                                           
4 Leopold of Bavaria was appointed Commander-in-Chief of the joint 

armies of the German and Austro-Hungarian empires on the Eastern Front 
(OberbefehlshaberOst) on 29 August 1916. 

5 All the censuses carried out in Vilnius showed a minimal percentage 
of Lithuanians in the city, i.e. below 3%. The number of Poles was estimated 
at about 50%. 

6 Unfortunately, the leaders of Vilnian Poles failed to draw appropriate 
conclusions from this. What was even worse for the Polish inhabitants of the 
former Grand Duchy was that, in June 1918, "certain governmental circles in 
Warsaw deluded the Polish Clubs in Lithuania with the prospect of merging 
Vilnius with Poland". According to the correspondence of Marian 
Świechowski with LudwikAbramowicz, the prime responsibility for this 
should lie with, among others, Kucharzewski. See: 5. 

7 As is known, the lands of the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania were 
ethnically and religiously heterogeneous. The Germans' strategy obliged 
them to maintain tighter control over the eastern part, which did not tanta-
mount, of course, to losing control of the western part, i.e. former Congress 
Poland. Whoever dominated the western part of the former Commonwealth 
could act as a driving force in its eastern part. Such a policy would allow the 
Germans to take advantage of Lithuanian demands presented back in 1905 
in a memorandum addressed to Russian Prime Minister Sergei Witte.  

Belarusian land and inhabited by Poles and Jews; on the 
other hand, it has almost no Lithuanian residents, maybe 
three in a hundred. How do you imagine Lithuanian culture 
in a situation where Lithuania's capital does not belong 
ethnically to that country? [...] and for Poles, Vilnius is, next 
to Kraków, their most important cultural centre, even more 
so than Warsaw" [6]. 

The first proclamation of Lithuania's "independence", 
one very problematic in its attitude towards Germany, 
occurred on 11 December 1917. Then, after some internal 
perturbations, the Lithuanians declared independence for a 
second time on 16 February 1918, i.e. during a break in the 
talks in Brest. This time, the new declaration contained no 
paragraphs that would strip Lithuania of sovereignty, as it 
was the case before. 

The developments in the war were favourable to 
Lithuanians and allowed them to achieve their state goals. 
Politicians such as Smetana or Kirys would systematically 
misinform the international public opinion about the ethnic 
composition of the population in Vilnius, claiming that 33 
thousand Lithuanians lived there, as opposed to merely 3 or 
4 thousand Poles). This lie would divide the Polish and 
Lithuanian inheritors of the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania 
for many years. A policy of perpetuating antagonisms within 
the community of the former Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth was therefore implemented throughout the 
entire interwar period, to the benefit of the common enemies 
of the inheritors of the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania (an 
integral component of the Commonwealth). This plan 
coincided with the intentions of Lithuanian politicians, 
laboriously erecting the Lithuanian nation state.  

If it had not been for the unfavourable development of 
the situation on the war front in the summer of 1918, 
German politicians would have instrumentally and 
unscrupulously exploited the Lithuanian aspirations, and 
the young and weak Lithuanian state would have fallen 
under German political and economic influence in a way 
unpredicted by Lithuanian politicians. The reliable, clever 
and well-informed chronicler Aleksander Szklennik made 
the following remark on 5 October 1917 in his diary: 
"Having emphasised the official nature of his statements, 
Oberleutnant Kugler, in his conversation with Stanisław 
Kognowicki, director of Vilnius Bank and representative of 
Vilnian Poles, asserted among others: 'Whoever reckons 
with the Lithuanians? They are as children.' We, the 
Germans," he continued, "are determined to keep Lithuania 
for themselves in order to protect it from Russia and 
Poland; therefore, we must arrange the entire country 
according to our needs" [10]. 

As is known, the foreign policies of Vienna and Berlin 
differed significantly during WW1. Aleksander Szklennik 
believed that the difference lay in that Vienna showed 
more flexibility, while Berlin – more confidence [11]. 
Historians now already know that Vienna had indeed 
been seeking to end the war in a way that would meet the 
expectations of dependent peoples to the most extent 
possible. Berlin, on the other hand, hoped to end the war 
on its own terms, which formally meant "with no 
vanquished", and in practice "with some conquered 
nations". One of the first goals to achieve in this matter 
was to exclude a future revival – in any form – of an 
Eastern European federation (i.e. a new instalment of the 
former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth). It constituted a 
sine qua non for the success of the German plans. 

Contrary to the general understanding of the 
importance of the provisions of the Brest treaties for 
Ukraine or the Chełm Land, their influence on Lithuanian 
matters remains underestimated. Marian Świechowski, 
journalist and politician greatly involved in Lithuanian 
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affairs, drew attention to the essence of this problem 
already in 1918 in his memorandum entitled "The Polish 
issue and the partition of the lands of the Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania under the Brest treaties" [7; 8]. 

He stated: "By force of the first treaty concluded with 
Ukraine, the whole of Polesie with the Pripyat river basin 
was torn away from the Grand Duchy; the second one, 
concluded with Russia, tore the remaining area into two 
parts [--] The Brest treaties have, in effect, destroyed the 
grounds for development of the Polish element in Lithuania, 
subjecting it to the hegemony of other peoples – thus 
creating a source of eternal frictions and animosities" [8]. 

Based on the ideas expressed in Benedict XV's peace 
note calling for peace with no victor nor vanquished, 
Germany "supported" the establishment of Congress 
Poland, Ukraine, Finland, Baltic provinces, and 
Lithuania – all independent of Russia. These countries 
were attractive to Germany, by virtue either of their 
access to the seas, or their natural resources. The 
question whether they would also remain independent 
from Germany in the future was, of course, not discussed. 
In the case of Poland, one additional goal was to 
neutralise any possible actions, which could lead to the 
restoration of the former Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth 
in a new, 20th-century form. The terms provided in 
confidence to Wilson in January 1918 (by Bethmann-
Hollweg) stipulated, among other things, that the lands of 
the former Commonwealth be included in the sphere of 
German economic and military influence [18, p. 205]. 

Until 1916, the German authorities assumed that the 
Belarusian lands that were not under Ober-Ost 
administration, were undoubtedly part of Russia. Within 
the Ober-Ost area, on the other hand, the Germans 
disbanded all possible organisations (including the 
Belarusian Teachers' Association), pursued exploitative 
policies, and looted everything that could actually be 
looted. At the same time, in addition to supporting the 
Lithuanians in Vilnius, they pursued an intensive de-
Russification policy throughout the Ober-Ost area. 

In line with the German policy of supporting separatism 
in Russia, von Külhmann (German politician, diplomat and 
businessman, Secretary of State of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs in 1917-1918) demanded on 27 December 1917 in 
Brest that Russia recognise the independence of Poland, 
Lithuania, Courland, and parts of Estonia and Livland, in 
accordance with the Soviet declaration on the right of 
nations to self-determination. Just like the Polish leaders in 
Warsaw and the Lithuanian ones in Vilnius, the Belarusian 
leaders in Minsk placed great hopes in Germany since the 
latter further broadened the extent of their occupied 
territories (February 1918)8. However, the representatives 
of Belarusians, through no fault of their own9, "did not 
make it" to the talks in Brest. 

The Treaty of Brest divided the Belarusian lands of the 
former Grand Duchy of Lithuania without taking into 
account not just Polish, but also Belarusian national 
aspirations. Germany, having forced the Russian side to 
recognise a number of states established on the ruins of 
the Russian Empire (and already acknowledged on the 
international scene), committed itself not to approve any 
"newer entities".  

Surprising news would reach Vilnius, claiming that the 
German troops entering Minsk distributed leaflets with 

                                                           
8 The Germans took advantage of this situation by seizing Dvinsk, 

Minsk, Polotsk, Borisov, Zhlobin, Rechytsa, Kalyenkavichy, Rogachov, 
Gomel', Orsha, Mogilëv; they occupied almost the entire territory of Belarus. 
Russia was left with the Smolensk Governorate, and just fragments of 
Mogilëv and Vitebsk governorates. The Bolsheviks fled from Minsk. 

9 This situation was caused on purpose by the Soviets; they couldn't 
pass through Baranavichy, and had to take a detour via Kiev and Zhytomir. 

portraits of Józef Piłsudski (who was actually imprisoned 
at that time in Magdeburg) and Józef Dowbór-Muśnicki. 
The new occupiers were allegedly announcing that Polish 
legions were following in their steps. What could be the 
aim of this, if not to arouse a sense of threat to Belarusian 
interests among the Belarusian activists that were in the 
city at that time?  

In Minsk, Poles made up about 30% of the population. 
Their social influence was even greater. Polish volunteer 
units – already existing, and not just "planned" ones – took 
control of all strategic spots in the city. The Belarusian 
military disregarded the presence of Polish troops in Minsk 
and attributed authority in Minsk to the Executive 
Committee of the First All-Belarusian Congress; however, 
they even lacked sufficient manpower to supervise the 
strategic areas of the city. A Belarusian–Polish agreement 
was eventually reached. During the night of February 
19/20th, the Polish representative, Chmyzowski, and his 
Belarusian counterpart, Jazep Varonka, issued a joint 
statement on the Polish–Belarusian rule in the city. But 
already on 21 February 1918, in that very same Minsk, 
the Executive Committee of the First All-Belarusian 
Congress would issue the first Constitutional Charter 
(hramota) entitled "To the nations of Belarus...", through 
which, following the principle of self-determination, it 
declared itself the sole provisional authority in Belarus. 

The assessment of the military and political potential of 
both entities by the Germans was evidenced by their 
proclamation, stating that ethnic Belarusians could stay in 
Minsk, while the Poles – soon to be subordinated (in May 
1918) to the Regency Council set up by the Germans in 
Warsaw – were obliged to leave the city. 

The commander of the 10th Army, Gen. Erich von 
Falkenhayn issued an order on 27 March 1918, effectively 
placing all state institutions responsible for trade, industry, 
education, social welfare, propaganda, and refugee-related 
issues under the jurisdiction of the BNR 
Council [Byelaruskaya Narodnaya Respublika = Belarusian 
People's Republic], and authorising the organisation of a 
local government. At the same time, the decision of 
depriving the BNR Council of its seat, banners and treasury 
was maintained. The Germans did tolerate the activity of 
the BNR Secretariat, but they would not recognise it 
officially, thus treating its activists as volunteers. In 
principle, Varonka's cabinet controlled only socio-cultural 
and educational institutions. 

The co-option of activists from centrist and right-wing 
organisations and parties by the Council on 12 April 
changed the BNR's stance from socialist to centrist, but it 
could not have influenced the German policies after the 
conclusion of the Brest Treaty. The memorandum dated 5 
April 1918, issued by the BNR Government and 
addressed to the German Chancellor, demanding the 
recognition of Belarusian independence, has been 
rejected – just as every other subsequent request. They 
had to be rejected, as the Germans would not want to 
breach the terms set out in Brest. 

The suspicions of Edmund Iwaszkiewicz (Vice-
President of the Polish Council of the Minsk Land) 
regarding the German plans in relation to Belarus, found 
their confirmation in a conversation with a certain "very 
intelligent and knowledgeable" German national employed 
in the superior administrative apparatus of the occupying 
authorities of Minsk10. The official willingly detailed the 
plans of the German colonisation of Belarus as imagined in 
Berlin [9]. The "local population was to obtain the option of 
joining Poland or Lithuania", and since this German 

                                                           
10 It is worth recalling here the talks conducted at the same time in 

Vilnius by Stanisław Kognowicki and oberleutnant Kügler. See: 14, pp. 24–27. 
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functionary had no doubts that the "locals" would choose 
Lithuania, this would supposedly bring Belarus under the 
authority of the German state. The borders of this German 
colony were to stretch as far as the Dnieper and Dvina 
(Daugava) rivers.  

The ostensibly pro-Belarusian actions undertaken by 
the Germans – in accordance with the provisions of the 
Brest Treaty – were not aimed at satisfying the state 
ambitions of Belarusian political leaders. It appears that 
their objective was to paralyse the so-far reasonably acting 
Polish community of the Minsk region, and to turn the 
Belarusian leaders against them. 

As a reminder: at that time, the Poles still constituted an 
important military and political force in this area, while the 
BNR had no army nor administrative structures, and the 
Belarusian leaders had failed to obtain recognition of their 
independence by either Berlin, Vienna or the Bolsheviks. 

In this situation, it seems logical that the BNR would 
focus on diplomatic measures11. On 7 May 1918, the 
decision was made to set up, under the People's Secretariat, 
a commission for the drawing of a strategic map of Belarus, 
which was de facto carried out by colonels of the German 
staff12. In March 1918, under the benevolent eye of the 
German authorities, BNR politicians began to address 
various notes, letters and memoranda criticising Polish 
imperialist ambitions, to various members of the Entente. Of 
course, the Germans discreetly supported, and maybe even 
instigated, the actions of Belarus – especially anti-Polish 
ones, which they found especially convenient. But they had 
nothing to offer to the Belarusians. The speeches 
pronounced by Belarusian leaders therefore brought no 
political benefit for their country on the part of the Germans. 

In conclusion. The objectives of German policies were 
definitely in conflict with the interests of Polish political 
leaders, who identified with the heritage of the former Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth. According to German plans, this 
historic Eastern European Union could by no means be 
revived in any form. The collapse of the multinational and 
multicultural community of the former Polish-Lithuanian 
Commonwealth was increasingly intensive for a number of 
reasons, and the German policies have not only consistently 
exploited these trends, but sometimes even exacerbated 
them, notably in the territories of the Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania. Following Benedict XV's peace note and the Brest 
Treaty, the Germans modified their strategy, now assuming 
the role of the tutor of the newly-emerging "modern peoples" 
of the former Grand Duchy of Lithuania seeking 
independence. The Germans consistently pursued their 
policies, focused on achieving political and economic 
expansion towards the east, throughout the entire war–
regardless of their military situation. 

 
Sources: 
1. Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warszawa, Drzewiecki archive, ref. 2, 

folders 11–17. Dr. Krupp, Memorandum. 
2. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 

168-36. German Chancellor's speech about Poland. Second part of speech 
by German Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg, delivered in the morning meeting 
of the Parliament's budget committee on 9 November 1916. Translation (1). 

3. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 
251-352 l. 1-1v-2-2 v. A different translation (2) of Bethmann-Hollweg's 
speech on 9 November 1916 with the handwritten annotation "Literal 
translation from German transcript". 

4. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 
168-26, folders 366-366v-367-367v Manuscript of Marian Świechowski, 
1918. 

5. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 79-
53, folders 9-10. 

                                                           
11 A committee for international affairs was set up on 29 March 1918. 
12 On 5 June a group of cartographers – colonels of the German staff – 

was co-opted: Dmitriy Betcher, Alexander Brandt, Alexander Goherz, Col. of 
Engineer Forces Ivan Beniksen, Ryhor Yanushkowski. 

6. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 79, 
file 822. Excerpt from Das neue Litauen an. 1917 No. 5. 

7. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 9 – 
3462, Partition of the territories of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania by force of 
the Brest treaties in 1918, folder 8. 

8. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 
168-26, folders 52-53. 

9. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fond 79, 
t. 31, 2-68. Edmund Iwaszkiewicz's letter to Ludwik Abramowicz, dated 
13 June 1918. 

10. Lietuvos valstybes istorijos archyvas, Vilnius, fund 1135, inv. 4 
v. 38, folder 85. Aleksander Szklennik's diary, note dated 5 October 1917. 

11. Lietuvos valstybes istorijos archyvas, fund 1135, inv. 4 v. 38, 
folder 86. Aleksander Szklennik's diary, note dated 6 October 1917.  

12. Brödrich-Kurmahlen, S. Das Neue Ostland / S. Brödrich-
Kurmahlen. – Berlin: Charlottenburg Ostlandverl, 1915. – 46 s. 

13. Fischer, Fr. Deutsche Kriegsziele Revolutionierung und 
Separatfrieden im Osten, 1914-1918 / Fr. Fischer // Historische Zeitschrift. – 
1959. – Vol. 188, Issue 1. – Pp. 249-310. 

14. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. Zarząd Cywilny Ziem Wschodnich (19 lutego 
1919–9 września 1920) / J. Gierowska-Kałłaur. – Warszawa: Wydawnictwo 
Nertiton & IH PAN, 2003. – 447 s. 

15. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. Question of the access of restored Polish 
State to the Baltic Sea, in opposition to German interests / J. Gierowska-
Kałłaur // Local memoriei şi al desfăşurărilor geostrategice / F. Anghel, 
G. Stelian Manea, M. O. Marea. – Târgovişte: Editura Cetatea de Scaun, 
2014. – Pp. 225-238. 

16. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. Józef Piłsudski wobec obcych planów w 
stosunku do ziem byłej Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodów / J. Gierowska-
Kałłaur // Międzymorze w polityce II Rzeczypospolitej. Nadzieje i 
ograniczenia / Ed. by Elżbieta Znamierowska-Rakk. – Warszawa: Studium 
Europy Wschodniej Uniw. Warszawskiego, 2016. – Pp. 63-88. 

17. Kelly, J. N. D. Encyklopedia papieży / J. N. D. Kelly. – Warszawa: 
Państwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1997. – 503 s. 

18. Krasuski, J. Historia Rzeszy Niemieckiej 1871-1945 / J. Krasuski. – 
Poznań: Wydawnictwo Poznańskie, 1978. – 480 s. 

 
References: 
1. Archiwum Akt Nowych, Warszawa, Drzewiecki archive, ref. 2, 

folders 11–17. Dr. Krupp, Memorandum. 
2. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 

168-36. German Chancellor's speech about Poland. Second part of speech 
by German Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg, delivered in the morning meeting 
of the Parliament's budget committee on 9 November 1916. Translation (1). 

3. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 
251-352 l. 1-1v-2-2 v. A different translation (2) of Bethmann-Hollweg's 
speech on 9 November 1916 with the handwritten annotation "Literal 
translation from German transcript". 

4. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 168-
26, folders 366-366v-367-367v Manuscript of Marian Świechowski, 1918. 

5. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 79-
53, folders 9-10. 

6. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 79, 
file 822. Excerpt from Das neue Litauen an. 1917 No. 5. 

7. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 9 – 
3462, Partition of the territories of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania by force of 
the Brest treaties in 1918, folder 8. 

8. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fund 
168-26, folders 52-53. 

9. Lietuvos mokslų akademijos Vrublevskių biblioteka, Vilnius, fond 79, 
t. 31, 2-68. Edmund Iwaszkiewicz's letter to Ludwik Abramowicz, dated 
13 June 1918. 

10. Lietuvos valstybes istorijos archyvas, Vilnius, fund 1135, inv. 4 
v. 38, folder 85. Aleksander Szklennik's diary, note dated 5 October 1917. 

11. Lietuvos valstybes istorijos archyvas, fund 1135, inv. 4 v. 38, 
folder 86. Aleksander Szklennik's diary, note dated 6 October 1917.  

12. Brödrich-Kurmahlen, S. (1915). Das Neue Ostland. Berlin: 
Charlottenburg Ostlandverl. 

13. Fischer, Fr. (1959). Deutsche Kriegsziele Revolutionierung und 
Separatfrieden im Osten, 1914-1918. Historische Zeitschrift, 188(1), 249-310. 

14. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. (2003). Zarząd Cywilny Ziem Wschodnich (19 
lutego 1919–9 września 1920). Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Nertiton & IH PAN. 

15. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. (2014). Question of the access of restored 
Polish State to the Baltic Sea, in opposition to German interests. In 
F. Anghel, G. Stelian Manea, M. O. Marea (Eds.), Local memoriei şi al 
desfăşurărilor geostrategice. Târgovişte: Editura Cetatea de Scaun. 
Pp. 225-238. 

16. Gierowska-Kałłaur, J. (2016). Józef Piłsudski wobec obcych planów 
w stosunku do ziem byłej Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodów. In 
E. Znamierowska-Rakk (Ed.), Międzymorze w polityce II Rzeczypospolitej. 
Nadzieje i ograniczenia. Warszawa: Studium Europy Wschodniej Uniw. 
Warszawskiego. Pp. 63-88. 

17. Kelly, J. N. D. (1997). Encyklopedia papieży. Warszawa: 
Państwowy Instytut Wydawniczy. 

18. Krasuski, J. (1978). Historia Rzeszy Niemieckiej 1871–1945. 
Poznań: Wydawnictwo Poznańskie. 

R e c e i ve d  b y t h e  e d i t o r i a l  bo a r d  0 8 . 0 7 . 1 9  



ISSN 1728-2640                                                   ІСТОРІЯ. 3(142)/2019 ~ 9 ~ 

 

 

Йоанна Ґеровська-Калаур, д-р іст. наук, проф. 
Інститут історії Польської академії наук, Варшава, Польща 

 
НІМЕЦЬКА ПОЛІТИКА ЩОДО ЗЕМЕЛЬ КОЛИШНЬОЇ РЕЧІ ПОСПОЛИТОЇ ЗА ПЕРШОЇ СВІТОВОЇ ВІЙНИ:  

ПРОЛИТОВСЬКА ТА ПРОБІЛОРУСЬКА, ЧИ АНТИПОЛЬСЬКА? 
У статті зроблено спробу дослідити національну політики Німеччини щодо територій колишньої Речі Посполитої, окупованих в 

роки Першої світової війни. Аналізуючи джерела, віднайдені в архівах Вільнюса, авторка розвиває давню тезу Франца Фішера про екс-
пансивну природу німецьких воєнних планів. Авторка окреслює плани німецького канцлера Т. фон Бетман Ґольвеґа по створенню 
центрально-європейського економічного союзу – виключно під егідою Німеччини – до якого б увійшли народи, позбавлені російського 
впливу (поляки, українці, білоруси, литовці). Відзначається, що цю стратегію німецька влада намагалася імплементувати протягом 
всієї війни, причому незалежно від успіхів чи невдач на фронті. У висновках авторка зазначає, що національна політика Німеччини на 
окупованих територіях Східної Європи враховувала і використовувала міжнаціональні суперечності, що існували колись в багатонаці-
ональній Речі Посполитій. Відповідно, Німеччина мала стати наставницею для "модерних народів", що отримали б незалежність на 
теренах колишніх Речі Посполитої чи Великого князівства Литовського. В дійсності, вказує авторка, таким чином керівництво Німе-
ччини лише намагалося розширити на Сході межі свого економічного впливу. 

Ключові слова: німці, поляки, литовці, білоруси, Перша світова війна, колишня Річ Посполита, колишнє Велике князівство Литов-
ське, Бетман-Ґольвеґ, Ґустав Крупп, Брьодріх-Курмеглен. 
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МІЖКУРДСЬКИЙ КОНФЛІКТ В ІРАКСЬКОМУ КУРДИСТАНІ 

 
У статті досліджуються витоки і перебіг конфлікту між провідними курдськими організаціями Іраку – Патріотич-

ним союзом Курдистану (Дж. Талабані) та Демократичною партією Курдистану (М. Барзані). Відзначено, що на почат-
ку 1990-х років склалися сприятливі умови для виникнення курдської державності на базі Курдського автономного 
регіону в Іраку. Одначе, конкуренція за лідерство між двома політичними організаціями курдів вилилася у повномас-
штабний збройний конфлікт, який розгорівся у 1994-1996 роках. Автор встановлює основні чинники, що вплинули на 
припинення конфлікту та призвели до порозуміння між двома політичними організаціями курдів Іраку. 

Ключові слова: Іракський Курдистан, міжкурдський конфлікт, Демократична партія Курдистану, Масуд Барзані, 
автономія. 

 
Напередодні вторгнення Іраку в сусідній Кувейт, 

режим Саддама Хусейна жорстко контролював більшу 
частину Іракського Курдистану. До того ж, централь-
ною владою робилися спроби змінити демографічну 
ситуацію в цьому районі, ізолювавши його так званого 
"арабським поясом" від можливих джерел постачання 
з курдських діаспор Ірану й Туреччини. Насильно ви-
селялися десятки тисяч курдських родин, а на їхнє 
місце привозили переселенців-арабів. Напад іракських 
військ на Кувейт у серпні 1990 р. спонукав лідера Пат-
ріотичного союзу Курдистану (далі – ПСК) 
Дж. Талабані заявити: "Курди вірять, що ця війна пок-
ладе край диктатурі Саддама Хусейна". Події після 
поразки Іраку від багатонаціональних сил на початку 
1991 р. показали, що "курди не втратили ні рішучості, 
ні здатності боротися за свої права" [1, c. 16] 

У березні 1991 р., скориставшись дезорганізацією 
державного та військового управління країною внаслідок 
військової поразки Іраку, а також через залучення най-
більш боєздатних сил іракської армії до придушення по-
всталих шиїтів на півдні країни, курди перейшли в наступ 
і встановили контроль над усією територією їхнього ком-
пактного проживання, включаючи міста Мосул, Ербіль і 
Сулейманія. Деякий час вони контролювали і м. Кіркук. 
Таким чином, практично всі провінції північного Іраку 
виявилися в руках Національного фронту Іракського Ку-
рдистану. В умовах, коли велика частина країни перет-
ворилася на арену народного повстання, Саддам Хусейн 
прийняв пред'явлені йому Радою Безпеки ООН умови 
припинення вогню та врегулювання наслідків агресії про-
ти Кувейту, а потім поступово відновив контроль над 
ситуацією в країні, спочатку розправившись з арабами-
шиїтами, а згодом і з курдами. Повсталі курди та їхні сім'ї 
були змушені втікати з міст і населених пунктів у важко-
доступні гірські райони Іраку, сусідні Іран і Туреччину. 
Іракська авіація бомбила курдські селища, дороги, скуп-
чення біженців. У ході придушення повстання десятки 

тисяч курдів загинули і були поранені, понад 2 млн ірак-
ських курдів залишили свої будинки, ставши біженцями 
та вимушеними переселенцями. 

Незважаючи на те, що повстання арабів-шиїтів і ку-
рдів були багато в чому спровоковані закликами амери-
канського керівництва, Вашингтон нічого не зробив для 
запобігання операцій іракських збройних сил на півдні і 
півночі країни. У відповідь на наполегливі звернення 
курдських лідерів М. Барзані і Дж. Талабані за допомо-
гою до Дж. Буша, адміністрація США довгий час трива-
лий вичікувальну позицію й не наважувалася віддати 
наказ своїм військам вторгнутися вглиб Іраку. 
Дж. Талабані навіть відвідав Вашингтон, де заявив, що 
"якщо в Іраку буде демократичний режим, то курди бу-
дуть щасливі залишатися іракцями" [2] 

Тим часом, іракські курди продовжували нести ве-
ликі людські втрати, піддавалися новим репресіям із 
боку саддамівського режиму й опинилися на межі гума-
нітарної катастрофи. У цій ситуації Рада Безпеки ООН 
була змушена прийняти резолюцію № 688 від 5 квітня 
1991 р., встановивши так зв.ану"зону безпеки" на північ 
від 36 паралелі. Із цього району було повністю виведе-
но іракські урядові війська, припинено роботу центра-
льних органів влади, спецслужб і поліції, провінції Су-
лейманія, Ербіль і Дохук склали, як було прийнято в той 
час називати цей район, "Вільний Курдистан" [3, c. 117]. 

Це стало важливим кроком створення де-факто ку-
рдської міні-держави; центральна іракська влада при-
пинила репресії проти курдського населення. До Курд-
ського автономного району (далі – КАР) стали надходи-
ти вантажі міжнародної гуманітарної допомоги, яка вря-
тувала населення від гострого браку продовольства. 

Мир, який наступив в Іракському Курдистані, ство-
рив сприятливі умови для практичного здійснення гасла 
"Курдистану – справжню автономію". Найпершим за-
вданням у цьому напрямку стало формування нових 
владних структур. 19 травня 1992 р. пройшли перші 
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