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PRIEKSVARDS

Nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas gadi (1941-1945), kurus parasti tautd déve par vacu
laiku, Latvijas vésturé bija sarezgits, loti pretrunigs un grati vértéjams laiks. Nacistu
okupécija nomainTja tukstoSiem latvieSu sapigi izjusto un pardzivoto pirmo padomju
okupaciju, kuras rezultatad de facto tika iznicinata Latvijas valsts. Ar vacieSiem tika
saistitas ceribas uz Latvijas neatkaribas atjaunosanu, kas izradijas nepamatotas.
Nacistu sakotnéjos planos neietilpa suveréna Latvija, tie paredzeja Latvijas paklau-
$anu un germanizésanu. Latvija kluva par Austrumzemes (Ostlande) reihskomisariata
sastavdalu (generalapgabalu). Ta saukta LatvieSu Zemes pasparvalde, ko izveidoja
1942. gada marta, bija tiesibas ierobezota izpildvara. Vacu suveréno varu Latvijas
generalapgabala realizéja reihskomisaram paklautais generalkomisars.

Nacistu okupdacijas vara Latvija ignoréja starptautiskas tiesibas. Ta bija pilna
méra atbildiga par Latvijas teritorija izdaritajiem smagajiem noziegumiem pret civil-
iedzivotajiem. Nacistu teroram bija spilgti izteikts politiski rasistisks raksturs. Bez ebreju
holokausta iznicinaja ar ¢iganus un garigi slimos. Vacu represijas skara komunistus
un padomju aktivistus, ka art nacionalas preto$anas grupu dalibniekus. Vietéjos iedzi-
votajus iesaistija vacu okupantu izveidotaja represivaja sistéma, mobiliz€ja militarajos
forméjumos, ka arT sitfja uz Vaciju darba dienesta. Nacistu saimnieciska politika bija
virzita uz Latvijas pilnigu izlaupi$anu.

1998. gada nodibinata Latvijas Vésturnieku komisija jatami aktiviz€ja pétniecibu
par Vacijas okupacijas varas politiku Latvija Otra pasaules kara gados. Darba iesaistiti
daudzi Latvijas, ka arT citu valstu vésturnieki, novérojams pat Tsts pétniecibas bums.
Izpétes procesa izvirzas un atklajas arvien jaunas problémas, kuru risinagjuma iespéja-
mi dazadi varianti. Ar pétniecibas jaunakajam atzinam par nacistu okupacijas politikas
ievirzi Latvija iepazistinaja 2003. gada 12. un 13. janija starptautiska konference
“Latvija nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas vara, 1941-1945", kuru organizéja Latvijas
Vésturnieku komisija sadarbiba ar Latvijas Universitates Vestures un filozofijas fakul-
tati un LU Latvijas véstures institdtu. Konferenci ievadija Latvijas Valsts prezidentes
V. Vikes-Freibergas un Latvijas Universitates rektora |. LaCa uzruna. Konferencé pie-
dalijas vésturnieki no devinam valstim un interesenti varéja noklausities 26 saturigus
referatus. Saja rakstu krajuma publicéti 16 referati (papildinati un parstradati), kuri
tika nolastti trijas no Cetram konferences ietvaros notikuSajam plenarsédém. Referati
par holokausta izpéti Latvija tiks publicéti atseviska s€juma.

Pirmaja plenarsede “Nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas politika Latvija: avoti un histo-
riografija” tika aplikotas vacu okupacijas politikas avotpétnieciskas problémas un to
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atspogulojums historiografija. Visparéju parskatu par nacistu politikas dazado aspektu
izvertéjumu vestures literatlira sniedza Latvijas Universitates profesors A. Zunda. Par
karikatru ka “kara iero¢a” izmantoSanu nacistiskaja propaganda referéja Latvijas
Universitates doktorants D. Olehnovics, savukart ASV stratégisko dienestu parvaldes
darbtbu un tas savaktos dokumentus par Latviju nacistu okupacijas laika analiz&ja
Latvijas Okupacijas muzeja pétnieks U. Neiburgs. Interesantu un rosinoSu referatu
“Vermahta karaviri Latvijas iedzivotaju atmina (péc mutvardu véstures avotiem)”
nolasija Daugavpils Universitates asociéta profesore |. Saleniece. Vina uzsvéra, ka
Otra pasaules kara historiografija dominé “uzvarétaju versija” ar tendenci parspilét
uzvaréto noziegumus un mulkibas un ignorét savéjas. Sis versijas piekritéji turpina arf
misdienas izplatit vienpuséju viedokli par launumu un varonibu. Nozimigs ir I. Sale-
nieces secinajums, ka “Latvie$i, budami starp uzvarétdjiem un uzvarétajiem, nevar
savu pagatni vértét vienpusigi”.

Otro plenarsédi “Nacistu okupacijas politika Latvija: pétniecibas problémas
un uzdevumi” ievadija Latvijas Universitates profesora I. Feldmana referats “Vacu
okupacija Latvija (1941-1945): izpétes aktualas problémas un risinajumi’, kura tika
kritiski izvertéta Rietumos sameéra izplatita, bet vienpuséja un vésturiskas patiesibas
noskaidro$anu neveicino$a Otra pasaules kara koncepcija, kura, balstoties uz uzva-
rétajlielvalstu panakto ta saucamo Nirnbergas konsensu, centra izvirza tikai vienu
launuma paradigmu — nacismu. Referenta skatijuma “Otra pasaules kara norises
Latvija nevar izprast un objektivi novértét, ja nepatur prata divas [aunuma paradig-
mas — komunismu un nacismu”, jo nacistu okupacija nomainija tikstoSiem latvieSu
sapigi izjusto un pardzivoto pirmo padomju okupaciju, kuras laika de facto tika iznici-
nata Latvijas valsts, bet tlkstoSiem tas iedzivotaju paklava teroram un deportacijam.
Tiesi “pirma padomju okupacija un centieni atgat valsts neatkaribu liela méra ietekméja
Latvijas iedzivotaju noskanojumu un darbibu, ka ari noteica vinu attieksmi pret vacu
okupacijas varu”.

. Feldmanis raksturoja arT svarigakas pétniecibas problémas, kuras paslaik risina
vésturnieki, aplikojot vacu okupacijas laiku Latvija. Ipadu uzmanibu referents pie-
vérsa tam, ka vesturnieku pétrjumos tiek skatita varas mainas norise Latvijas terito-
rija 1941. gada vasara péc Vacijas uzbrukuma Padomju Savientbai, vertéta LatvieSu
legiona vésture un LatvieSu Zemes pasparvaldes darbiba, ka uztverta un definéta
pretoSanas kustiba Latvija Otra pasaules kara gados. Referents secinaja, ka: “Joprojam
nav dota pietiekami skaidra, izsvérta un vispusigi argumentéta atbilde uz jautajumu, kas
bija pretoSanas kustiba Latvija”, kada ir tas battba un kadas grupas varétu un kadas
tomér nedrikstétu pieskaittt Sai kustibai. Vina skatfjuma Latvijas situacijas savdabiba
(Otra pasaules kara laika ta pardzivoja divas okupacijas) nosaka, ka pretoSanas
kustiba bltu ieklaujamas tikai tas grupas, kuras pauda gatavibu cinities pret abiem
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okupantiem, ka mérki izvirzot Latvijas neatkaribas atjaunoSanu. PretoSanas kustiba
nebatu ieskaitama “vietéja komunistiska pagride un sarkanie partizani, kuri gan cinijas
pret vacieSiem, bet par padomju okupécijas atjaunoSanu. No Latvijas nacionalo intereSu
viedokla vini vairak bija kolaboranti, nevis pretoSanas kustibas daltbnieki.”

Latvijas Okupacijas muzeja Pétniecibas programmas vaditajs H. Strods sava
pétljuma aplikoja pirmas padomju okupacijas laika (1940-1941) darbinieku, aktivistu
un atbalstitaju turpmako likteni, bet Stokholmas universitates Baltijas studiju katedras
pétnieks K. Kangeris savu uzstasanos veltija Igaunijas zemes pa$parvaldes darbi-
bas raksturoS$anai pirms 1942. gada marta reformas. Savukart Latvijas Universitates
doktorants E. Evarts refer&ja par vacu okupacijas varas ekonomisko politiku Latvija,
pasvitrojot, ka ta bija nekonsekventa un virzita uz Latvijas izlaupiSanu, bet vina ko-
legis J. Pavlovis aplikoja jautdjumu par okupéacijas varu mainas Tpatnibam Liepaja
un tas tuvakaja apkartné. J. Pavlovi¢a referats, kas bija analitisks, izsvérts un labi
fundéts avotos, vértejams ka nozimigs ieguldijums interregnum problémas risinasana.
levéribu pelna vina secinajums, ka sakara ar ak{ivo karadarbibu ap Liepaju “bezvaras
stavoklis pilséta bija 1ss (28.-29. jinijs) un ta laika, baidoties no Liepaja palikusajiem

Konferenci noslédza plenarséde “Latvija Otra pasaules kara gados: kolaboracija,
pretoSanas, sabiedriskd doma un aréjie faktori”. Referatu par Lubjankas darbibas
galvenajiem virzieniem Latvija (1941-1945) bija sagatavojis Krievijas Federacijas
Valsts arhiva specialists A. Kokurins, bet par pretvacu noskanojumu vacu okupétaja
Latvija refergja ASV Tieslietu ministrijas Tpasas izmeklédanas biroja vésturnieks
R. Vaits. Svarigo kolaboracijas tému risindja profesors A. Ezergailis (ASV), izsakot
Saubas, vai pats jédziens “kolaboracija” ir piemérots Austrumeiropai un Latvijai. Vin$
parstaveja netradicionalu uzskatu, apgalvojot — jo “maigaka okupacija”, jo plasaka
kolaboracija. Ipadu uzmanibu referents pievérsa latviesu piedavatajam, bet vaciesu
noraiditajam sadarbibas formam, raksturojot arT nacistu “uzspiestas kolaboraci-
jas” veidus.

Berlines Tehniskas universitates doktorante K. Reihelte pievérsas Latvijas ne-
atkaribas dienas lomas noskaidroSanai nacistu okupacijas politika, bet Helsinku
universitates docents J. Talonens analizéja Latvijas evangéliski luteriskas baznicas
nostaju vacu okupacijas laika. Par attiectbam starp Baltijas vacieSiem un Zviedrijas
izlikdienestiem Otra pasaules kara un péckara laika referéja Stokholmas universitates
Starptautiskas migracijas un etnisko attiecibu centra pétnieks M. Délands. Savukart
Tibingenes universitates doktorants B. Felders referata “SS Jagdverband Ost (1944—
1945): gadijumizpéte” iztirzaja vacu slepeno dienestu lomu un darbibu pretpadomju
partizanu sagatavo$ana Latvijas teritorija. Autora skatljuma “SS Jagdverband Ost”
bija pretruniga attieksme pret kurelieSu vienibam, ar kuram ta sakuma sadarbojas,
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bet vélak piedalijas to likvidéSana. levéribu pelna vina atzinums, ka latvieSu l1dzdaltbu
“SS Jagdverband Ost” noteica antikomunistiskd un nacionalistiska nostaja. Vairakas
grupas péc kara dazus gadus turpinaja cinu pret padomju varu ka “meZabrali’.

Konference visai uzskatami paradija, ka pédéja laika ievérojami kvalitativaki ir
kluvusi vésturnieku pétijumi par vacu okupacijas laika svarigakajam problémam Latvija.
NolasTtajos referatos tika ieskicéti jauni pétniecibas virzieni un izteiktas daudzas jaunas
ierosmes. TaCu Latvijas vésturniekiem vél daudz kas jadara, lai varétu uzrakstit pladu,
stingri zinatnisku un apkopojoSu darbu par vacu okupaciju Latvija, kas bdtu brivs no
visada veida mitiem un kura katrai problémai bitu ieradita ta vieta, kadu ta pelna
pec nozimiguma. Turklat jaapzinas, ka Latvijas vésture Otra pasaules kara gados ir
integrala Eiropas vestures sastavdala. Tapéc visi jautajumi jarisina Eiropas véstures
noriSu konteksta, iesp&jami plasi jaizmanto salidzinama metode. Latvijas vésturnieku
svarigakais un neatliekamakais uzdevums ir izsakams divos vardos — sakartot un
ieklaut.

Inesis Feldmanis



Latvijas Republikas Valsts prezidentes VAIRAS VIKES-FREIBERGAS
uzruna konferences dalibniekiem

Augsti godatais rektora kungs! Komisijas priekSsedétaja kungs! Cientjamie konferences
dalibnieki! Ekselences! Damas un kungi!

Péc Latvijas vésturnieku iniciativas Sodien Latvijas Universitates Lielaja aula kopa
sanakusi vésturnieki no Latvijas, ASV, Vacijas, Izraélas, Zviedrijas, Krievijas, Lietu-
vas, Somijas un vél citam valstim, lai analizétu un vértétu |oti sarezgrtu un pretrunigu
laikposmu Latvijas vesturé — nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas periodu no 1941. gada lidz
1945. gadam.

Latvijas vésture 20. gadsimtenT ir bijusi sarezgita un smaga. Tika pardzivota revold-
cija Krievija, Pirmais pasaules kars, Otrais pasaules kars, padomju okupacija, nacistiskas
Vacijas okupacija, vélreiz padomju okupécija un aneksija. Sie notikumi atstaja sekas
uz Latvijas ekonomisko attistibu, iedzivotaju demografisko sastavu, sabiedribas vértibu
sistému un morali.

Otrais pasaules kars, komunistu un nacistu okupacijas rezims atnesa lidz tam ne-
pieredzétas cieSanas un postu ne vien Latvijai, bet arf daudzam citam Eiropas valstim.
Miljoniem cilveku tika iznicinats karalaukos, tika sagrauta tautsaimnieciba, gruvesos par-
vérstas pilsétas un ciemi. Latvijas specifika bija ta, ka, nomainot viens otru, valsti okupéja
abi sava starpa karojoSie totalitarie reZimi, kam katram bija savs mérkis, bet neviens no
tiem neparedzéja Latvijas valstiskuma atjaunoSanu.

Latvijas valsts un tas iedzivotaji pret savu gribu tika ierauti kara dzirnavas un kluva
par nacistu un komunistu rezima upuriem. Otra pasaules kara gados Latvija zaudéja
gandriz treSo dalu savu iedzivotaju, vairak neka simttokstoSi krita kaujas lauka, cinoties
zem sve$a karoga.

Nacistu okupacijas laiks Latvija ir saistits ne tikai ar 20. gadsimta, bet ar visu laiku
lielako [aunumu — ar holokaustu. Ta bija nacistiskas Vacijas rezima realizéta politika, kas
smagi skara ne tikai Latviju, bet arT paréjas okupétas Eiropas valstis — Poliju, Lietuvu,
Igauniju, Cehoslovakiju, Ungariju un citas. Ebreju iedzlvotaji masveida tika iznicinati $ajas
zemes. Latvija un daudzas citas valstis ir zinams, kas kara laika notika Rumbula, Biker-
nieku meza, Skédes kapas un citas vietas, kur gaja boja ne tikai Latvija tolaik dzivojosie
ebreji, bet arT |oti daudzi, kas tiesi 8§im nollkam tika atvesti no citam Eiropas malam.
Pateicoties Latvijas Vesturnieku komisijas atsevisku pétnieku paliniem, més zinam par
Sim véstures tum$ajam lappusém un zinam daudz vairak, neka tas bija iesp&jams pirms
neatkaribas atjauno3anas. Ir skaidrs, ka ta bija nacistu centralizéti organizéta, vadita un
izpildita akcija, kura tika iesaistiti arT vietgjie iedzivotaji.
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Es ceru, ka holokausta pétnieciba Latvija, pateicoties Vésturnieku komisijas aktivi-
tatém, sekmigi turpinasies un més pakapeniski, lauzot mitus un stereotipus, tuvosimies
objektivai vésturiskajai patiesibai. Tada veida Latvija apliecinas savu toleranci, savu
uzticibu demokratijai un visparejam cilvéciskam vertibam.

Pétot ta saucamos vacu laikus, vesturnieki un sabiedriba Latvija pievérs uzmanibu
arT tadiem jautajumiem ka kolaboracionisms, pretoSanas kustiba un LatvieSu legions.

Tik tieSam, nacistu okupacijas sakumposma daudzi Latvijas iedzivotdji, atceroties
1940.-1941. gada pastradatos padomju varas noziegumus, ienakoSo vacu armiju sa-
gaidija ka atbrivotaju no komunisma jiiga. Sadu talu centas sekmét un izplatit arf nacistu
propagandas masina. Tomér driz vien sekoja latvieSu tautas vilSanas, jo Vacija izturéjas
pret Latviju ka kara laupTjumu, pat nedomajot atjaunot tas valstiskumu, neatdeva atpakal
padomju varas konfiscétos TpaSumus, tapat aizliedza izkart pie majam sarkanbaltsarkanos
karogus, ka tas bija noticis jau komunistu okupacijas laika. Un ta joprojam. Jau 1941. gada
nogalé Latvija sakas nacionala pretoSanas kustiba vacu okupacijas rezimam. 1943. gada
tika izveidota Latvijas Centrala padome, protams, pilnigi slepeni, kam bija bitiska nozime
pretoSanas kustibas koordinacija, bet ko atmaskoja un iznicinaja gestapo.

1943. gada sakuma péc Adolfa Hitlera pavéles saka formét Latvie$u SS brivpratigo legio-
nu. Legiona veidoSana un darbiba jaskata un javérté ciesa konteksta ar nacisma rezima vis-
pargjo realizéto politiku. Sakoties gratibam Austrumu fronté, Vacija, parkapjot starptautiskos
[igumus un konvencijas, nelikumigi mobilizéja savos Brunotajos spekos okupéto apgabalu
iedzivotajus. LatvieSu legions nebija nekads iznémums. Lidzigas vienibas veidoja arf no
franCu, ukrainu, valonu, ungaru, italieSu, serbu, igaunu un citu okupéto zemju iedzivotajiem.
LatvieSu legionari cinjas pret Padomju Savienibu, vini cinfjas pret to, lai vinu zemé atkal neat-
grieztos ienistais komunistu reZims, ko vini pazina ka terora izpausmes, Stalina laika rezimu.

Legionari necinijas pret Rietumu lielvalstim — ASV un Lielbritaniju, tiesi otradi — vini ceréja
ar savu cinu iegut Rietumu lielvalstu atzintbu un atbalstu saviem neatkaribas centieniem, vini
ceréja uz atbalstu Latvijas valstiskuma atjauno$anai. Latvie$u legionari nekad nav cinfjusies
par nacionalsocialistiskas Vacijas kara mérkiem, kuri viniem bija maz saprotami un miglaini,
vini katra zina necinijas par Hitlera “Jaunas Eiropas” idejam. Vini nekad nav bijusi nacisti,
bet gan drizak, apstaklu spiesti, tika iesaistiti vacu un padomiju kara ka tas zemes iedzivotdji
un dzivais speks, kas Seit bija parocigi pieejams un izmantojams fronté par lielgabalgalu.

Domaju, ka Sodienas starptautiskas vésturnieku konferences uzdevums ir vispusigi
izvertét nacistu okupacijas laiku Latvija, méginot rast atbildi uz lidz $im Iidz galam ne-
skaidriem un pretrunigiem jautajumiem, un tadu vel ir daudz. Mums jasaprot, ka Latvijai
20. gadsimta atskirtba no citam valstim bija divi ienaidnieki reizé — nacisti un komunisti.
Abi Sie totalitarie rezimi ir atstajusi briesmigas pédas Latvijas vesturé.

Es ceru, ka ST konference rosinas apskatamas témas talaku pétniectbu, jaunas idejas
un uzmundrinas paSmaju un arvalstu vésturniekus turpmakaja darba.

Velu jums visiem sekmes $is konferences darba un jlsu pétniecibas darba vispar!
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Antonijs Zunda

Vacijas okupacijas varas politika Latvija (1941-1945):
vértéjums historiografija

Kaut arT kop$ Otra pasaules kara beigam pagajis gandriz seSdesmit gadu, jauta-
jums par nacistiskas Vacijas politiku Latvija, ka arT citas okupétajas Eiropas valstis
1939.-1945. gada nav zaudgjis aktualitati. Daudzas valstis, to skaita art Latvija, ik
péc zinama laika paradas arvien jauni vésturnieku pétijumi. Masdienas, pateicoties
Latvijas Vesturnieku komisijas pétnieku aktivitatém, Latvija ir noverojams pasi liels
pétijumu skaita pieaugums par apskatamo tému. Latvijas Universitate tiek izstradatas
piecas doktora disertacijas.

Vacu rezima politikas izvértgjums historiografija ir sarezgita probléma. BieZi vien
vienu un to pasu notikumu vésturnieku dazadu skolu parstavji interpreté atskirigi. To
ietekmé&jusi daudzi faktori. Pétniecibas skolu vai virzienu konceptualas nostadnes ir
atkarigas ne vien no metodologiskajiem principiem, politiskas parliecibas, ideologijas,
bet arT no valsts, kura Sis pétijums tiek veikts, dazkart no paSa pétnieka biografijas
(t.i., vai vin§ ir vai nav piedalijies aprakstitajos notikumos). Kopuma vacu okupacijas
varas politikas Latvija historiografiju nosaciti var iedalit Cetras grupas: padomju perioda
darbi, latvieSu trimdas autoru pétijumi, arvalstu vesturnieku atzinas, ka art Latvija péc
neatkaribas atjaunoSanas veiktie pétijumi.

Jaatzime, ka analizéjamas historiografijas raksturiga iezime ir ne tikai nosaukto
vésturnieku grupu atskiriga pieeja problému izvértejuma (kas bitu izskaidrojama ar
tas parstavju dazado politisko orientaciju, avotpétniecisko bazi un metodém), bet
pat viena virziena ietvaros. Ipasi tas raksturigs trimdas parstavjiem. T4, pieméram,
A. Silgaila, R. Bangerska, V. Haznera, O. Dankera darbos un atminas, kas tika izdotas
driz vien péc Otra pasaules kara, secinajumi par nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas politiku
Latvija batiski atSkiras no 80.-90. gadu autoru — A. Ezergaila, M. K. Baltais, H. Bieza
un K. Kangera atzinam.

Pamata vesturnieki pieversusies dazadu apskatamas problémas aspektu izpétei.
Analizgjot temas pétniecibas visparéjas tendences, var konstatét, ka lielakaja dala
darbu tiek aplukota nacistiska rezima militara politika Latvija. Te galvena probléma ir
Otra pasaules kara laika daZzados Vacijas militarajos forméjumos iesaistito Latvijas
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iedzivotaju darbibas novértéjums. Ka atzimé ievérojams 8T jautajuma pétnieks K. Kan-
geris, tad problémai nav tikai akadémisks raksturs, bet ta ir ciesi saistita ar aktualo
politiku, sevidki ar Latvijas starptautiskajam attiecibam. “Lai Latvija virzitos uz Eiropu —
iek|Otu Eiropas Savieniba —, no tas prasa, lai ta izvértétu savu neseno vésturi.”

Profesors H. Strods, vértgjot LatvieSu legionu izveidoSanu, ka arf Latvijas pilsonu
iesaukSanu PSRS militarajos forméjumos, atzimé, ka “LatvieSu karaviru nelikumiga,
plasa mobilizacija un iesaistiSana abu noziedzigo, totalitaro reZimu kara bija lielaka no
20. gs. latviesu tautas tragédijam2. Latvie$u cinas gan bol$eviku, gan nacistu pusé notika
zem sveSa karoga. Atskirigs viedoklis ir trimdas vésturniekam |. Kazocinam, kas sava
darba “LatvieSu karaviri zem svesiem karogiem, 1940-1945" uzsver: "LatvieSu legiona
karaviri bija drosmigi un uzticigi kalpojusi Vacijas Brunotajos spekos, jo tie bija devusi
viniem vienigo iespéju cintties pret savas tautas iznicinatajiem — komunistiem. LatvieSi
bija ceré&jusi ar savam asinim izcinit tautai tiesibas atjaunot komunistu izpostito valsti.”

Precizas atbildes nav arT uz jautajumu par latvieSu karaviru skaitu, kas karoja
nacistiskas Vacijas pusé. K. Kangeris savos pédgjos pétijumos raksta, ka kopuma
vacu okupacijas laika 1941.-1945. gada aptuveni 110000 latvieSu tautibas kadreizéjo
Latvijas pilsonu dienéja vacu militarajos forméjumos.* Savukart U. Neiburgs uzskata, ka
kopuma tadu bijis ap 115000 cilveku.® Vésturnieks A. Ezergailis savos pétijumos norada
140000 viru.6 Pulkvedis A. Silgailis gramata “LatvieSu legions” uzskata, ka daZados
Vacijas militarajos formé&umos bijusi iesaistiti aptuveni 148000 Latvijas pilsonu, kas
bija 8% no iedzivotaju kopskaita.” H. Strods doma, ka tadu bija 150000.8

Nozimigu ieguldijumu patiesibas noskaidroSana, vai latvieSu militarie formejumi
Vacijas Brunotajos spekos vairakuma bija brivpratigie vai mobilizétie, devis A. Ezergai-
lis, K. Kangeris, M. K. Baltais u.c. A. Ezergailis uzskata, ka Sie jautajumi péc kara
beigam ir ik péc zinama laika diskutéti Rietumos un kop$ neatkaribas atguSanas tie
ir svarigi arT latvieSiem Latvija. Emigranti ir allaz centuSies uz So jautajumu atbildét
noliedzo8i, bet sastapusies ar naidigu un neticigu pasauli.®

Lai gan A. Hitlera pavélé izveidot LatvieSu SS legionu bija noradits uz brivpra-
tibu, A. Ezergailis atzimé, ka vaciesi, to neieveérojot, talit organizéja iesauk$anu. Jau
1943. gada februar izzinoja 1919.-1924. gada dzimuso mobilizaciju, vélak to paplasinot
ar 1906.-1926. gada dzimusajiem. Pirms Rigas krianas generalis F. Jekelns pavéléja
iesaukt 1900.-1905. gada dzimuSos. Gaisa izpaligos iesauca 1927.-1928. gada dzi-
musus zénus.

A. Ezergailis ir parliecinats, ka ar $adiem lemumiem Vacija parkapa Hagas starp-
tautisko konvenciju. Kaut arT ta maskéja iesaukSanu savos Brunotajos spékos ar
A. Rozenberga 1941. gada 19. decembra darba likumu, kas pielava okupéto zemju
iedzivotaju iesaistiSanu darba vienibas, ta tomér bija starptautiski atzitu likumu ne-
ievéro$ana. lesauktie galvenokart nonaca legiona un citas militaras vientbas.
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Papildinot A. Ezergaili, vésturnieks U. Neiburgs atzimé, ka kara sdkuma dala
latvieSu karaviru bija brivpratigie, kas iestajas kartibas dienesta (policijas) bataljonos
un iesaistijas cinas Austrumu fronté no Somu [i¢a lidz pat Melnajai jurai. Bez Vaci-
jas izdotajiem “Noteikumiem par darba pienakumu ieve$anu ienemtajos Austrumu
apgabalos” iesauk$anu motivéja arT ar Latvijas Karaklausibas likuma ievéro$anu.
Diskutejot par brivpratibas principu, U. Neiburgs atgadina, ka tas tomér pastavéja
visu karalaiku.

Péc K. Kangera domam, tas, ka vacu okupacijas vara visur lietoja apziméjumu
‘brivpratigie,” bijis tikai manu manevrs, lai sléptu lietas patieso batibu, proti, ka mobili-
zacijas akcijas "dienestam ar ieroci” bija nelikumigas. ArT pasaulei (un arT nakamajam
paaudzém!) ar vardu “brivpratigie” bija jadara zinams, ka viss tacu noticis “likumigi”
un “brivpratigi”."

Trimdas profesionala militara vésturnieka |. KaZocina koncepcija par legiona
veidoSanu maz at8kiras no Latvijas jaunakas paaudzes vésturnieku uzskatiem. Ari
vins atzist, ka komunistu valdibas nodaritais posts Latvijai Baiga gada laika nodro-
Singja nacistu okupacijas sakuma posma brivpratigo pieplidumu Vacijas militarajos
formé&jumos. 1941. gada septembrT jau bija saforméti pirmie tris kartibas dienesta
bataljoni. LatvieSu karaviri, péc |. KaZzocina domam, bija parliecinati, ka bataljoni bls
pirmas vienibas atjaunojamaja Latvijas armija."

Situacijai Austrumu fronté pasliktinoties, kara apstak|i prasija arvien lielaku lat-
vieSu karaviru skaitu un brivpratigo saka pietrokt. Tapéc 1943. gada februara vida
generalkomisars O. H. Drekslers izsludinaja pirmo iesauk$anu it ka darba dienests,
kas faktiski noziméja iesauk$anu vacu militarajos forméjumos. I. Kazocin$ konstatéjis,
ka Tstentba iesauktajiem nedeva ne izvéli, ne brivpratibu. NepaklauSanas gadijuma
tos sodija un nosatija uz Salaspils koncentracijas nometni.!3

Kaut arT par LatvieSu legiona vésturi ir neskaitami pétijumi, neskaidribu un
pretrunu vél ir daudz. Ass diskusiju objekts ir jautajums, vai legions pieskaitams SS
karaspékam. Péc Nirnbergas Kara tribunala principiem SS tika pasludinata par no-
ziedzigu organizaciju, tatad arf visi Latviesu legiona karaviri skaitfjas kara noziedznieki.
A. Ezergailis dokumentu krajuma “Latvie$u legions ..” ar ASV arhivos atrasto materialu
palidzibu cenSas apstridét So apgalvojumu. Vin$ atzimé: “LatvieSi apstridéja nacisma
apziméjumu divéjadi. Pirmkart, noliedzot, ka latvieSu karaviri bija nacisti. Un, otrkart,
apgalvojot, ka LatvieSu SS brivpratigo legions nebija SS un brivpratigs. K& daudzi
latvieSu dokumenti un memorandi noradija, starp latvieSu SS un vacu Waffen SS bija
daudz atskirtbu."4

ArT K. Kangeris savos pétljumos uzsveéris, ka talit péc Vacijas kapitulacijas un
baltieSu karaviru atbrivoSanas no glsta ASV un britu militaras un politiskas iestades
gadiem ilgi diskutgjusas, ka izturéties pret 8o militarpersonu grupu. Ipasi sarezgitas
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Ss diskusijas bija attieciba uz Waffen SS formejumiem piederigajiem. 1950. gada
12. septembrT ASV Parvietoto personu komisija nonaca pie $ada secinajuma: “Bal-
tijas iero¢u SS vienibas (Balltijas legioni) to mérka, ideologijas, darbibas un sastava
kvalifikacijas zina ir uzskatdmas par savrupam un no vacu SS atskirigam vienibam,
tade| komisija tas neuzskata par ASV valdibai naidigu kustibu saskana ar Likuma par
parvietotdm personam 13. paragrafa izdarito labojumu.”®

Kanadas vésturnieks H. Otto no Vacijas arhivos atrastajiem dokumentiem konstateé,
ka vacu militara vadiba nekad nepieskaitija Latvie$u legionu Tstajiem SS forméjumiem.
To apstiprina arf tas, ka legiona generalinspektors obergrupenfirers R. Bangerskis, ka
ari citi legiona latvieSu vecakie virsnieki nebija nacistu partijas biedri.'s

Detalizéti $im jautdjumam pieiet M. K. Baltais. Vina atzimé, ka 1stas SS karaspéka
dalas bija nacistu partijas elitarais militarais spéks, A. Hitlera personiska gvarde.
Waffen SS dalas, kam pieskaita arf LatvieSu legionu, 1944. gada oktobrf bija 38 divi-
zijas ar aptuveni 910000 karaviru. Tas nebija kaut kads elitars forméjums. Vacija
vienkarsi nolema no okupéto valstu iedzivotajiem veidojamos militaros formé&jumus
ieskaitrt Waffen SS. Sajas karaspéka dalas nebija arf tadas ideologiskas un politiskas
atlases ka SS vienibas. M. K. Baltais sastaditaja krajuma atlasitie dokumenti no
dazadu valstu arhiviem atspéko apgalvojumu par latvieSu formé&umu piederibu SS
karaspéka vienibam.!”

Izvértjot ar Latvie$u legionu saistito jautajumu izpéti historiografija, var konstateét,
ka misdienas nav kompleksa darba par $o |oti sarezgito un kontraversalo véstures
problému. Atsevidki autori, ka, pieméram, K. Kangeris, A. Ezergailis, U. Neiburgs,
M. K. Baltais u.c., apskata tikai vienu vai vairakus 81 jautajuma aspektus. Uz vis-
aptvero$a, dzili analitiska darba statusu nevar pretendét arf Toronto 70.—80. gados
izdotais daudzsé&jumu dokumentu un atminu krajums “LatvieSu karavirs Otra pasaules
kara laika".'8 levérojot pasaules preses regularos uzbrukumus Latvijai, par LatvieSu
legionu ir nepiecieSams vispusigs pétijums, kura bitu izmantoti Krievijas, Vacijas, ASV,
Lielbritanijas un Latvijas arhivu dokumenti. Rakstot jaunu legiona vésturi, tas jadara
atbilstosi visiem faktoriem, kas ietekméja 8o procesu — ka Latvija bija divreiz okupéta;
ka ta bija zaudgjusi savu valstiskumu; ka ar pilnu jaudu stradaja nacistiskas Vacijas
propagandas masina utt.

lzvertejot vacu okupacijas varas politiku Latvija un tas galveno problémjautajumu
izpéti historiografija, jaatzimé, ka vesturnieki diezgan lielu uzmanibu ir pieversusi
art tadai smagai problémai k& kolaboracionisms. Ta bija vairak vai mazak tipiska
paradiba visas okupétajas Eiropas valstis. Kolaboracijas jautajumiem Latvija pie-
vérsusies K. Kangeris, |. Sneidere, R. G. Vaits, M. Kotts, E. Pelkaus u.c. K. Kangeris
uzskata, ka okupétajas Baltijas valstis vérojamas visas kolaboracijas formas: neit-
rala, beznoteikumu, zindmu noteikumu izvirziSana sadarbiba ar okupacijas varu un
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taktiska kolaboracija.’ Uz Latviju var attiecinat arf polu vésturnieka C. Madajgika
izstradato tipologizacijas shému, kas okupéto valstu iedzivotaju rictbu raksturo $adi:
brivpratiga vai piespiedu kolaboracija; okupétas zemes interesém kaitiga lojalitate; ar
kara realitatem saistita pielago$anas vai no tas izrietoSa pasivitate; pasaizsardziba,
kad nacionala eksistence apdraudéta; bégSana uz arzemém u.c.20

K. Kangeris pievér§ uzmanibu tam, cik sarezgita un pretruniga ir bijusi atsevisku
politiku riciba okupacijas apstaklos. Vini vienlaikus bijusi gan kolaboranti, gan pre-
toSanas kustibas dalibnieki. Spilgts piemérs ir “Pérkonkrusta” vaditajs G. Celmins.
Okupacijas sakumposma vin$ atgriezas Latvija kopa ar vacu armiju un atbalstija
nacistu politiku, bet péc gada jau organizéja preto$anas kustibu. L1dzigi rikojas arT
atseviski Zemes paSparvaldes darbinieki, kuri pildija gan vacu iestazu uzdevumus,
gan sadarbojas ar nozimigako nacionalas pretoSanas kustibas organizaciju Latvijas
Centralo padomi (LCP).2!

BijuSais Latvijas Okupacijas muzeja pétnieks M. Kotts uzskata, ka kolaboracija
Latvija no citam Eiropas zemém at$kiras ar motivaciju. Latvie$i izvéléjas sadarbibu ar
nacistu reZzimu, jo tadéejadi ceréja atjaunot savu valstiskumu un atriebt paridarijumus
pirmas padomju okupacijas laika.2

Trimdas vésturnieks H. Biezais kolaboracijas témai pieversies gramata “Latvija
kaskrusta vara: Svesi kungi — pasu |audis”. Taja vin$ analizé latvieSu lomu Vacijas
okupécijas parvalde, izvérté O. Dankera, A. Valdmana un bijusa Latvijas Valsts
prezidenta A. KvieSa darbibu. Autors ari pievérsies tautas noskanojuma pétisanai,
paradot, ka tas pakapeniski mainijas — no sakuma bija sajasma, bet tad — vilSanas.
H. Biezais negativi vérté gan LatvieSu legionu, gan latvieSu citu militaro formgjumu
izveidi Vacijas Brunotajos spékos. Autors konstaté: “Ar okupacijas laiku latvieSu tautas
vesture ir ierakstita seviSka lapaspuse. Tas bija nelielas grupas, kas sadarbojas ar
okupacijas varu, tas tomér nestav arpus savas tautas. Sie cilvéki par savu darbibu
nav atbildigi tikai savai sirdsapzinai. Kolaboracijas jautdjums nav subjekiivas morales
jautajums.”2

ArT L. Silin§ no Zviedrijas, kas pamata pievér$as pretoSanas kustibas vésturei,
atseviskos rakstos iedzilinas kolaboracijas jautdjumos. Vin$ - I1dzigi ka H. Bie-
zais — kritiski verté latvieSu paSparvaldes darbibu, LatvieSu legiona izveidi, ka ar
atsevisku politiku sadarbibu ar nacistisko okupacijas rezimu. L. Silin§ atzimé, ka
generalis O. Dankers nekalpoja ne Latvijai, ne latvieSu tautas interesém jau no
pirmas vina darbibas dienas pasparvaldé. ArT A. Valdmana darbibu L. Silin$ vérté
negativi.

lzvértéjot kolaboracionisma izpéti historiografija, var piekrist K. Kangerim, ka
jautajums ir sarezgits. Lai objektivi atspogulotu talaika notikumus, jaiedzilins gan
ekonomiskajos un politiskajos, gan arT psihologiskajos apstaklos Latvija. K. Kangeris
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uzsver, ka jasaprot talaika konteksts. Latvijas situaciju sarezgr arf tas divreizéja oku-
pacija, kas apgritinaja sabiedribas orientaciju un pareizu IEmumu pienemsanu. Pret
ko Latvijas iedzivotajam karalaika vajadzeja bat lojalam: pret Vacijas veidoto Jauno
Eiropu, Padomju Savienibu vai neatkarigu Latvijas valsti, kura taja laika nepastavéja.
Vacijas okupacijas vara solfja miglainu vietu Jaunaja Eiropa, PSRS - iepriek3&ja
reZzima atjauno$anu, bet Rietumu demokratiskas valstis par Latvijas nakotni vispar
kluséja.

Nacistu okupacijas perioda Latvijas Centrala padome bija viens no nozimigakajiem
nacionalas pretosanas centriem. Ta tika dibinata 1943. gada augusta, konsekventi
iestajas par Latvijas valstiskuma atjauno$anu un cinijas ka pret nacistisko, ta art
padomiju okupaciju. ST jautajuma izpété bitisku ieguldijumu devis E. Andersons un
L. Silins. Tpasu ievéribu pelna vinu kopdarbs “Latvijas Centrala padome”, kas izdots
Zviedrija 1994. gada.? Taja uzsvérts, ka LCP bija vieniga demokratiska, nacionala
pretoSanas kustiba okupacijas apstaklos, kas varéja runat visas latvieSu tautas, ka
art Latvijas valsts varda, atsaucoties uz brivas Latvijas Satversmes likumiem. Ta bija
vieniga pretoSanas kustiba Latvija, kurai bija sakari ar arzemém, to skaita Rietumvalstu
valdibu parstavjiem.

Bez politiskam aktivitatém nozimigakais darbs, ko veica LCP, bija latvieSu béglu
glabSanas akcija pari Baltijas jdrai, organizéjot laivu braucienus no Kurzemes uz
Zviedriju. Vairak neka 120 laivu un citu peldlidzeklu no 1942. gada Iidz 1945. gadam
ieradas Zviedrija. Pec Zviedru-latvieSu palidzibas komitejas datiem, 1945. gada maija
Zviedrija bija registréti 4559 bégli no Latvijas.?

Militara pretoSanas nacistu rezimam ir saistita ar kurelieSu darbibu. lzvérsts
véertéjums kurelieSu darbibai dots H. Bieza gramatas un rakstos. Vin$ uzskata, ka
kurelieSi, no vienas puses, pildija vacu izlikdienesta uzdevumus, bet, no otras puses,
bija ieceréts ka topoSs militars speks Latvijas neatkaribas izciniSana kara beigas.?
H. Biezais arT atzimé, ka jau no pirmajam organizéSanas dienam kurelieSu vaditajiem
bija izteikti nacionala apzina un mérki, lai gan formali un faktiski viniem bija saistiba ar
Vacijas militarajam iestadem. KurelieSiem bija nereali plani — kara beigu posma cinities
panakt Latvijas valstiskuma atjauno$anu. Viens no kurelieSu lideriem K. Upelnieks bija
parliecinats, ka Otra pasaules kara beigas var atkartoties 1918.-1919. gada scenarijs
un taja kurelieSi bus nacionalas armijas kodols.

Starp generali J. Kureli un R. Bangerski bija ideologiska un politiska plaisa. Kure-
lieSi cergja uz vacu un krievu sabrukumu kara beigas, bet R. Bangerskis un A. Silgailis
savukart cintjas kopa ar nacistisko Vaciju parlieciba, ka ta karu uzvarés un péc tam,
ievérojot legionaru varonigas cinas, arf Latvijai ieradis vietu Jaunaja Eiropa. Tas bija
divas nesavienojamas koncepcijas, un tadas tas palika lidz kara beigam.2
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Historiografija atrodamie darbi liecina, ka l1dz §im nepietieckama uzmaniba ir pie-
vérsta nacionalas pretoSanas kustibas izpétei un izvértéSanai. Padomju historiografija
Sie jautajumi ir vai nu nokluséti, vai traktéti izkroplota, ideologizéta forma, pamatos
akcentgjot sarkano partizanu cinas un “burzuazisko nacionalistu nodevibu”. Savukart
dalai trimdas autoru darbu ir izteikti nacionalpatriotiska ievirze, kas art nesniedz pro-
blemas objektivu izgaismojumu. PretoSanas kustibas vértéjuma dominé divi viedokli:
pirmais — ta bija visaptvero3a un centralizéta, un taja bija iesaistits daudz cilvéku;
otrais — ta tomér bija vaja un nenozimiga. Nepietiekami objektivi izvertéta art to po-
litisko un sabiedrisko darbinieku riciba, kuri vacu okupacijas perioda balanséja starp
kolaboraciju un preto$anos.

Interesantas domas par nacionalo preto$anas kustibu Latvija karalaika ir izteicis
K. Kangeris. Vin§ uzskata, ka to ietekmé&ja arT Rietumvalstu un PSRS vienoSanas
atbalstit tikai tas kustibas, kas sadarbojas ar Maskavu. Un, kaut arT Rietumvalstu
slepenie dienesti sanéma daudz vértigu dokumentu no baltieSu pretoSanas kus-
tibam, Rietumi nespéja kaut ko redlu solit pret, jo bija akceptéjusi, ka Baltijas
valstis péc Otra pasaules kara paliks PSRS sastava.® Nacionalas pretoSanas
kustibas véestures talakas izpétes nepiecieSamibu nosaka ar pasreizéja politiska
situacija Latvija, masu valsts arpolitiskas prioritates, ka arT sabiedribas integracijas
uzdevumi. Jaatbrivojas no aizspriedumiem, parspiléjumiem un deformétiem ap-
galvojumiem gan par latvieSu tautas izteikto kolaboracionismu, gan arf tas lielo
pretoSanos okupacijas rezimam.

Analizejot pétamas problémas historiografiju, jaatzimé, ka vesturnieku uzma-
niba ir bijusi pievérsta arT kara noziegumiem, TpasSi holokaustam Latvija. Viens
no nozimigakajiem pétijumiem ir A. Ezergaila darbs “Holokausts vacu okupétaja
Latvija: 1941-1944". Ta ievada autors atzimé: “Izpratne par holokaustu Latvija ir
svarstijusies no nolieguma [1dz parspiléjumam, no iespéjama [idz neiesp&jamajam.
S1 darba mérkis ir diskusiju un izpratni novirzt iepretim centram, uz pienemamibas
sferu.”0 A. Ezergailis uzskata, ka holokausta pétniekiem jasaskaras ar diviem grati
parvaramiem Skersliem, t.i., jaatspeko miti, ko radijusas nacistiskas Vacijas un PSRS
propagandas iestades.

A. Ezergailis arT uzsver, ka vina darbs ir atspékojums tiem vésturniekiem, kas
apgalvo, ka ebrejus Latvija nogalindja péc vietéjo iniciativas, pat pret vacu gribu un
nodomiem. Starpvaru laiks Latvija faktiski neeksisté. Nacistu specialajam vientbam
ierodoties Latvija, tika dota pavéle mudinat latvieSus uz ebreju nogalindSanu. Vaciesi ir
dartjusi visu, lai atbildibas pakape butu neskaidra. A. Ezergailis apSauba antisemitismu
ka motivu latvieSu l1dzdaltbai holokausta: “.. vini tika pamudinati, viniem pavéléts un
dota atlauja.” Ir pieradams, ka visniknakie latvieSu antisemiti iznicindSanas akcijas
nepiedalijas.?!
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Viens no jautajumiem, par ko historiografija notiek diskusijas, ir nogalinato Latvijas
ebreju skaits. Péc A. Ezergaila domam, tas neparsniedz 61000 cilvéku, kas veido
65% no 1935. gada Latvija dzivojoSiem ebrejiem. Vins uzskata, ka apméram Cetri
pieci tlkstoSi ebreju no Latvijas 1944. gada tika izvesti uz Vaciju. Savukart cits kom-
petents holokausta izpétes specialists M. Vestermanis, balstoties uz avotiem, atzimé,
ka nacistu okupacijas apstaklos boja gajusi aptuveni 75000 Latvijas Republikas ebreju
tautibas pilsonu.32 Turklat tas japienem ka minimalais skaits, jo kara pirmajas nedélas
jau bija noSauti vairaki takstosi ebreju.

M. Vestermanis atzist, ka svarigs jautajums ir sabiedribas reakcija uz ebreju
vajasanu un fizisko iznicinadanu. Péc vina domam, viena sabiedribas pola atradas
ekstrémie antisemiti, no kuriem arT rekrutéjas iznicinaSanas aparatam nepiecieSamie
kadri. Bet pretéja pola atradas ta sabiedribas dala, kas ne vien nosodija holokaustu,
bet arT centas vajatajiem palidzét. “Starp abiem poliem atradas ne tikai vienaldzi-
gie, inertie, bet arT svarstigie, kuru noskanojuma un nostajas mainu liela méra
noteica politiska konjunktdra, kas savukart bija atkariga no situacijas 2. pasaules
kara frontés.”3

Holokausta pétnieks L. Dribins cen3as dot atbildi uz to, kas vainojams ebreju iznici-
nasana Latvija. Vins uzsver, ka jau 1941. gada marta-aprili A. Hitlera uzdevuma vacu
SS un droSibas dienesta (SD) atbildigi darbinieki izstradaja planu ebreju iznicinasanai
ienemtajas teritorijas. Tas bija nacistiskas Vacijas organizéts un paveikts noziegums,
kura piedalijas arT kada dala latvieSu. Kapéc ta notika? Vacu oficiala versija bija, ka
ta esot latvieSu atriebiba par ebreju izdarlbam padomju varas laika, ta saucamaja
Baigaja gada. Tas bija nacistiem izdevigs izskaidrojums, jo novéla visu atbildibu uz
latvieSu naciju.34 L. Dribins piekrit $aja jautajuma A. Strangam, ka ebreju iznicinaSana
batu notikusi pat tad, ja visa ebreju kopiena ka viens 1940. gada junija batu noladéjusi
padomju okupantus. To paredzéja nacisma plani, ka Otra pasaules kara rezultats bas
ebreju rases iznicinaana Eiropa.s

Aplikojot teému par vainigumu un atbildibu holokausta, M. Vestermanis uzskata,
ka ta prasa striktu un godigu atbildi. Ebreju likteni neiz8kira Latvija, un latvieSu nostaja
to pamatos nebatu vargjusi mainit, tomér jaapzinas, ka bez vietéjo kolaboracionistu
[ldzdalibas drausmigaja asinsizlieSana nacistiem nebltu izdevies tik atri un radikali
padartt Latviju Judenfrei.3

Holokausta téma atjaunotaja Latvija ir kluvusi par dazadu paaudzu vésturnieku
nozimigu izpétes objektu. Blakus fundamentalajiem A. Ezergaila, M. Vestermana,
L. Dribina pétijumiem paradijusies interesanti R. Viksnes, Dz. Ergla un citu autoru
darbi. Holokausta problémai masdienas ir ne vien zinatniska, akadémiska, bet ar
politiska nozime. Latvijas sabiedribai jaizprot un jaizvérté gan sava nesena sarezgita
vésture, gan arf tas atseviSku loceklu lTdzdaliba holokausta. Bet absurdi ir runat par
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kolektivo tautas vainu un kolektivo atbildibu. Jacer, ka tuvakaja nakotné, izmantojot
jaunus avotus, paradisies daudzi interesanti darbi.

Nacistiska okupacijas rezZima saimnieciskas politikas izpétei Latvija visnopietnak
pieversies trimda dzivojoSais A. Aizsilnieks. Vin§ 60. gadu beigas Zviedrija publiceja
plasi zinamo gramatu “Latvijas saimniecibas vésture 1914.—1945.”, kura ir arT nodala
par vacu okupacijas laiku Latvija.3” ST darba kvalitati apstiprina tas, ka 2000. gada To-
ronto izdotaja rakstu krajuma “Okupécijas varu nodaritie postijumi Latvija 1940.-1990.”
saisinata veida parpublicéts Sis A. Aizsilnieka pétijums. No arvalstu vésturniekiem
apskatamajai problematikai pievérsies vacu pétnieks H. H. Vilhelms, kas 90. gadu
vidd zurnala “Latvijas Vesture” publicéja vairakus rakstus.38

A. Aizsilnieks atzist, ka Vacijas saimnieciska politika Latvija un citas Baltijas
valstis okupacijas perioda sakuma bija diezgan pretruniga un nekonsekventa, iz-
nemot vienu — izsuknét no Baltijas valstim péc iespéjas vairak saimnieciska labuma.
Saskanota politika nebija iespéjama tapéc, ka ar $o jautajumu risinaSanu nodarbojas
vairakas Vacijas valdibas iestades un tam katrai bija atSkiriga pieeja un mérki. Va-
cijas Cetrgadu saimniecibas plana vaditajs H. Gérings, pienemot, ka kar ar PSRS
turpinasies dazus ménesus, ieteica okupétos apgabalus nesaudzigi ekspluatét. Vina
vadita iestade centas izvest no Latvijas péc iespgjas vairak izejvielu un partikas
produktu.3®

Plasi izmantojot Vacijas arhivu dokumentus, H. H. Vilhelms [ofi kritiski vérté nacistu
realizéto saimniecisko politiku Latvija. Vin§ atzimé, ka vacu Civilparvalde atstaja speka
visus PSRS valdibas rikojumus par TpaSumu nacionalizaciju. Tikpat nepatikams bija
jautajums par atalgojuma nevienlidzibu starp vacu okupacijas iestazu darbiniekiem
un vietéjiem iedzivotajiem. Saimnieciska stavokla pasliktinasanos veicinaja arf pat-
valigi noteiktais reihsmarkas un rubla apmainas kurss, kas bija 1:10. Tada politika,
péc H. H. Vilhelma domam, veicinaja Latvijas un paréjo Baltijas valstu izputinaanu.4°

A. Aizsilnieks, balstoties uz plaSiem statistikas materialiem, pierada, ka notika
Latvijas izlaupiSana. Latvijas kokmateriali, partikas produkti, izejvielas un citas mate-
rialas vértibas tika izvestas uz Vaciju. Bet liela dala sviesta, labibas, bekona, cukura,
olu, konservu u.c. nonaca vacu armijas riciba. Vacu iestades uzskaitija un izveda no
Latvijas ne tikai izejvielas un partiku, bet ar fabriku iekartas un masinas. Ta aizvesti
tika Rigas finiera fabriku darbgaldi, elektromotori, &velmasinas, municijas razosanas
tehnologiska IMnija utt.4!

Butisks jautajums, kam saimnieciskas politikas pétnieki pieversusi uzmantbu, ir pa-
Sumu reprivatizacija. Latvijas uznéméji jau 1941. gada 17. julija griezas pie Saimniecibas
komandas Riga vaditajiem ar ligumu atjaunot TpaSumu tiesibas. Lielakie nacionalizéto
uznémumu reprivatizacijas pretinieki bija H. Gérings un reihskomisars H. Loze. Lidz
1942. gada beigam bija reprivatizéti tikai 238 siktirdzniecibas uznémumi. Tikai péc
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tam, kad Vacija séka ciest nopietnu sakavi Austrumu fronté, Ostlandes reihsministrs
A. Rozenbergs 1943. gada 18. februart izdeva rikojumu par privatipaSsuma atjauno$a-
nu lgaunija, Latvija un Lietuva. Tas tika darits ar vienu mérki — veicinat ekonomikas
aktivizeéSanos, ka art celt latvieSu karaviru kaujassparu fronté. A. Rozenberga rikojums
tomeér bija ierobeZots, jo noteica, ka reprivatizacija var notikt tad, ja ta nav pretruna ar
visparibas un kara saimniecibas interesem.

A. Aizsilnieks sava darba pétijis vacu rezZima naudas politiku, kredttiestazu darbibu,
kooperaciju, nodok|u sistému, ka arT atsevisku tautsaimniecibas nozaru — lauksaim-
niecibas, rlipniecibas, mezsaimniecibas, tirdzniecibas, sakaru un transporta attistibu.
Atseviski izdaliti jautajumi par darba apstakliem un socialo apdro$inasanu. Tas liecina,
ka A. Aizsilnieka pétijums ir detalizéts un komplekss un aptver vacu okupacijas reZzima
politikas visas jomas.

lzvértgjot Vacijas Tstenotas politikas sekas, A. Aizsilnieks secina, ka okupaci-
jas vara nodarijusi Latvijas saimniecibai milzigus zaud&umus. Tie bijusi aptuveni
660 miljoni ASV dolaru péc to 1940. gada vértibas. Péc PSRS Arkartgjas komisijas
aprékiniem tie bijusi 20 miljardu péckara padomju rublu. A. Aizsilnieks atzist, ka preci-
zus apréekinus ir grati izdartt, jo nav objektivas informacijas, kadas materialas vértibas
izvestas uz Vaciju, cik izlietotas armijas vajadzibam, cik karalaika iznicinatas.*

Nacistiska okupacijas reZzima kultdrpolitika Latvija kara gados [1dz Sim nav
bijusi daudzu véesturnieku pétijumu priekSplana. Tikai atseviSki pétnieki, pieméram,
K. Kangeris, |. Skinke un V. Zarin$, pievérsusi uzmanibu $im jautajumam. 1996. gada
oktobrT starptautiskas zinatniskas konferences laika Jirmala K. Kangeris nolasija ap-
jomigu referatu “Nacionalsocialistiskas Vacijas plani Baltija un to izpausme Latvijas
generalapgabala kultTrpolitika”. Taja vin$ atziméja, ka Vacijas kulttrpolitika okupétajas
Baltijas valstis perspektiva galvenokart saistijas ar to kolonizéSanu, parvaco$anu un
pievienoSanu Vacijas reiham.4

Vienmeér un visur diezgan skaidri ieziméjas viena vadlinija — uzsvért vacu kul-
tiras parakuma nozimi Baltija, vienlaikus noniecinot latviska lomu. ArT austrumu
apgabalu reihsministrs A. Rozenbergs, kam bija baltu izcelsme, paklavas nacistu
rezima vadoSajam nostadném un pretéji savai agrakajai parliecibai 1941. gada ru-
denT uzsveéra, ka austrumu zemés nav savas patstavigas kultdras, bet ir tikai vacu
un krievu kulttiras atdarinajumi. Véstures maciSana skolas tika paklauta stingrai
parraudzibai. Latvijas véstures instititu likvidéja, parvérsot to par véstures dokumen-
tu kratuvi. Universitaté bija izdoti speciali véstures macisanas noteikumi. Kopuma
kultdras un izglitibas iestades nonaca stingra okupacijas parvaldes uzraudziba.
Aizliedza lietot tadus jédzienus ka Latvijas Republika un Latvijas valsts, drikstéja
runat tikai par Baltijas zemém vai baltu tautu dzivestelpu. Svariga kultarpolitikas
sastavdala bija cenzilira.*
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Izvertgjot Iidz Sim historiografija paveikto par nacistu okupéacijas rezima kultdras

un izglitibas politiku, jakonstaté, ka joprojam nav apjomiga pétijuma par $o problému.
Paslaik paveiktais ir tikai fragments no kopainas. Nakotné noteikti javeic plasaki un
aptveroSaki pétijumi ne vien Latvijas, bet arT Vacijas arhivos, lai atsegtu So tik batisko
Vacijas okupacijas rezima politikas jomu.
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Antonijs Zunda

The Policies of the German Occupation Rule in Latvia
(1941-1945): Opinions in Historiography

Summary

Although almost sixty years have elapsed since the end of World War Il, the issue of the
policy of Nazi Germany in Latvia and the other occupied European countries has not lost
its topicality. In many countries, including Latvia, new studies on the respective issue keep
appearing. Currently “the German period” in Latvia (1941-1945) is in the focus of attention
of five doctoral theses at the University of Latvia.
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The assessment of the policy of the German occupation regime is a complicated issue
in historiography. Very often representatives of different schools of history offer very different
interpretations of one and the same event. Many factors have contributed to such situation.
The conceptual positions of research schools and directions depend not only on methodo-
logical principles, political beliefs and ideology, but also on the state, in which the concrete
study has been made, and sometimes even on the historian’s biography (whether he has
or has not taken part in the respective events himself). On the whole, the historiography
on the policy of the German occupation rule in Latvia can conditionally be divided into four
major groups: works of the Soviet period, those of Latvian exile authors, those of foreign
historians and, finally, research done in Latvia after the restoration of independence. On the
whole, historians have addressed different aspects of the respective topic: the military policy
of the Nazi regime in Latvia, formation of the voluntary Latvian Legion, repressions, crimes
against humanity, the Holocaust, collaboration, resistance movement as well as economic
and cultural policies.

The survey of the existing works has led to the conclusion that contemporary historio-
graphy is missing a complex, modern research on “the German times” in Latvia. Individual
authors, both in Latvia and abroad, have either addressed a concrete issue or attempted
at giving a general description of the respective period. Since during the fifty years of the
Soviet occupation the policy of the Nazi German regime in Latvia has been treated in a very
tendentious, distorted and ideologised way, there is a very urgent need for impartial research
into and comprehensive assessment of all these issues that would free the modern history
of Latvia from myths and falsifications. To meet this challenge successfully, research must
be continued not only in Latvian archives, but also in those of Germany, Russia, the UK and
other countries.
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Dmitrijs Olehnovics

Karikattira ka “kara ierocis”: dazas tendences
nacionalsocialistiskaja propaganda

Prese ir viens no vertigakajiem avotiem jaunakas véstures izpété. Periodiskajos izde-
vumos paradas ne tikai tieSa informacija par notikumiem pasaulé un konkréta regiona,
kur tiek izdots laikraksts, bet arT ne mazak svariga netieSa informacija: avota autora
apkartéjas pasaules redzéjums, valdo$as ideologijas pamatnostadnes, varas institdiciju
attieksme pret tautu un lasitaju attieksme pret pastavoso iekartu. Balstoties uz So in-
formaciju, pétniekam paveras iespéja ieraudzit propagandas lidzeklu iedarbibu uz masu
apzinas veidoSanos, rekonstruét “ierindas” cilvéka dzivi, vina uzskatus par pastavos$ajam
politiskajam sistémam, ka arT vina attieksmi paSam pret sevi. Parejas periodos politisko
sistému un ideologiju mainas posmos izdotu periodisko izdevumu izpéte ir interesants,
tomeér sareZgits un atbildigs darbs.! Pétnieks ir sava laika ideologijas ietekméts, bet avota
informacija, ko vins ir spéjigs iegat tiesa veida, ir bijusi paklauta aréjai un biezi vien art
iekS&jai cenzarai. Tomer laikraksta izpéte un pétijuma objekti var bat daudzveidigi un
paver iespéjas lidz Sim maz péfito jautajumu izzinaSanai, lidz ar to rodas nepiecieSamiba
zinatniskaja aprité ieviest jaunas metodes, to skaita arT starpdisciplinaras.2 Skiet, ka
viens no Latvijas historiografija pagaidam Tpasi neaktualizétiem virzieniem periodisko
izdevumu pétidana ir karikatlru avotpétnieciska kritika, tapéc batu lietderigi ieskatities
nacistu okupétas Latvijas teritorija izdotajos laikrakstos publicétajas karikataras, ta rodot
pilnigaku priekSstatu par nacionalsocialistisko propagandu Latvijas presé kopuma, ka
art izdalit uzskates Iidzeklos veikto masu apzinas manipulaciju Tpatnibas.

Totalitarajos rezimos nozimiga loma tiek atvéléta valsts represivajam iestadém, ka art
pladsazinas lidzekliem. AtSkiriba no tieSas informéSanas uzdevumiem demokratiskos ap-
staklos totalitaro reZimu propaganda ir viens no lidzekliem, k& manipulét ar masu apzinu. Tas
galvenais meérkis ir iegut sabiedribas atbalstu savai politikai® un lidz ar to arf zinamu pastavo-
§a rezima legitimizaciju. Saja konteksta propagandas galvenais uzdevums ir vélamas pasau-
les ainas veidoSana. Tadas propagandas centra ir galvenokart sociala un politiska rakstura
informacija, caur kuras prizmu tiek skatrti visi notikumi individa un sabiedribas eksistésana.

Nacionalsocialistiskas propagandas pamatprincipi saka veidoties 20. gadsimta
sakuma — precizak, 20. gados.* A. Hitlers sava gramata “Mana cina” (“Mein Kampf’)
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propagandai atvéleja atseviSku nodalu — “Kara propaganda™, kura, kritiski izvértejot
Pirma pasaules kara propagandas pamatnostadnes, ieziméja topo$as nacistiskas
propagandas panémienu kompleksu. Firera skatijuma propaganda kluva par “mak-
slu”, kuras loma bija “.. piespiest masas uzticéties™ nacionalsocialismam un dot nevis
‘zinatnisko izglitibu nedaudziem individiem, bet iespaidot masas, izskaidrojot svarigus,
kaut nedaudzus faktus ...” (Seit un turpmak autora tulkojums)’. Tas noziméja, ka jasa-
Saurina potencialas auditorijas pasaules redz&jums [idz minimumam, kas nepiecieSams
valdo$as ideologijas uztverSanai, ka ari tas jastandartizé. Informéacija tika vulgarizéta
lidz sofistiskas retorikas viegli uztveramam antitézém savéjie — svesie, ariesi — neariesi,
draugi — ienaidnieki u.tml. un novesta [1dz principiem alles oder nichts un rot oder
tots vai parolei: Ein Volk, ein Reich, ein Fiihrerd. Péc A. Hitlera domam, “.. jebkura
propaganda jaizvirza tikai nedaudzas idejas, bet &Ts idejas ir nemitigi jaatkarto. Saja
gadijuma galvenie panakumu priekSnoteikumi ir pastaviba un neatlaidiba.°

LTdz ar nacistu nak$anu pie varas 1933. gada 13. marta tika izveidota Propagandas
un tautas izglitibas ministrija J. Gebelsa (Goebbels) vadiba. Ta kluva par informacijas
snieg8anas monopolisti, pakapeniski parveidojoties par milzigu valsts institdciju ar
divpadsmit nodalam."" Parnemot sava uzraudziba informacijas sagatavoSanu un iz-
plati$anu, $T valsts iestade, balstoties uz “kulturologiskam, filozofiskam un teologiskam
spekulacijam, méginaja izveidot “sekularizétu religiju™2. Jebkur§ méginajums pretoties,
izteikt savas domas tika uzskatits par tautas un valsts nodevibu, bet pilsoniskie plas-
sazinas lidzekli, lai gan aréji saglabaja savu formu, kluva par jaunas varas ruporiem.
Orientéjoties uz “karalaika makslu™, propagandistu rokas nonaca ne tikai individa
politiska dzive, bet nacionalsocialistiska ideologija iebruka art katra cilvéka personiskaja
dzive, lidz ar to akcentéjot tautas' dominanti par individu. Visi tautas svétki kluva par
valsts svétkiem, un visiem valsts svétkiem bija jabit katra atseviSka cilvéka svétkiem.
Ipasa loma propagandas Tsteno$anas procesa bija atvéléta emocionalitatei, par pamatu
nemot ta saucamo Tsto vacu pozitivo humoru.'® Bet franCu semiologs R. Barts ir atzime-
jis, ka mita “noteico3ais faktors ir nevis tas, uz ko mits ir vérsts vai kam domats, bet gan
panémiens, ka tas tiek izteikts; mitam ir formalas, nevis substancialas robezas™".

Par nacistiskas partijas programmu’® un ideologijas “negrozamu’'® pamatu tika
pasludinati A. Hitlera 1920. gada 20. februarf izteiktie “Divdesmit pieci punkti”, kuros
aktualizétas Sovinistiskas socialistiskas idejas. Nacionalsocialisma “svétaja gramata”
‘Mana cina” tas piedavatas vulgaras sociali politiskas filozofiskas koncepcijas ietvaros.
Vacu filozofu idejas par parcilveku, vienlidzigam iesp&jam socialo labumu iegi$ana un
vacu tautas TpaSo lomu Eiropas véstures konteksta nomainija agresivas, klaji antide-
mokratiskas un nacionalistiskas koncepcijas. Attiecibas starp dazadu tautu parstavjiem
tika traktétas no rasistiska viedokla. Ar A. Hitlera nak3anu pie varas antisemitiskas un
antikomunistiskas doktrinas izmantoSana kluva par topo$as Lielvacijas iekSpolitikas
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pamatnostadni un agresivas politikas attaisnojumu. Vacu kareivi atzina par atbrivotaju
no ebreju un komunistu dominantes valsts ekonomiskaja un politiskaja dzive, bet
A. Hitlers kKluva par galveno kaujinieku pret “tum$ajiem spékiem”. Si cina tika uzskatita
par tumSo un gaiSo speku simbolisku sadursmi. Katram taja bija sava loma: vacu
kareivju uzdevums bija pretinieku iznicinaSana, bet paklauto tautu pienakums - visiem
spekiem veicinat gaiso spéku uzvaru. Saja cina bija izmantojami visi panémieni, bet
propagandai tika atvéléta Tpasi nozimiga loma — pieradit nacionalsocialistiskas ideo-
logijas $kTstibu un parliecinat tos, kas to vél nebija pilniba sapratusi, ka tas ir ta. Sis
process bija vérojams gan Vacija, gan tas okupétajas teritorijas, un cina ideologiskaja
fronté sakas tad, kad izveidoja nacistu partiju, un turpinajas Iidz pat Tresa reiha sa-
brukumam.

Kad 1941. gada Latviju okupéja nacistiska Vacija, padomju propagandu nomaini-
ja vél agresivaka — nacionalsocialistiska propaganda.2’ Izmantojot visus iesp&jamos
resursus, lai apmelotu jau ta sevi diskreditgjuso padomju pretinieku, propagandas
vilnis Kluva arvien uzbriko$aks. Uz to norada izdoto laikrakstu skaits, ka arT to tira-
Za.2! Antikomunistiska un antisemitiska ideologija okupétas Latvijas apstaklos savas
vadlinijas I1dzinajas jau agrak izmantotajam modelim. Latvijas apstaklos Tpa$i tika
izmantoti Baiga gada?? notikumi, télaini “atmaskojot Zidu bolSeviku” sazvérestibu pret
latvieSu2 tautu un hiperbolizéti interpretéjot Latvijas vésturi pirms okupacijas. Seviski
spilgti tika aktualizéta asinaina terora téma.?* Latvijas teritorija iznako3as avizes - gan
centralas, gan regionalas — neatlaidigi radija lasitajam priek$statu par drimo pagatni
un veidoja gaiSas nakotnes vizijas Jaunaja Eiropa, par kuru cina ir jaiestajas visiem
“no jadu bolSeviku un plutokratu juga atbrivotajiem” Latvijas iedzivotajiem.

Saja cina tika izmantotas jau agrak aprobétas metodes un ievérojama loma bija
karikatarai. “Cik divaini tas arT neizklausrtos, karikatdra .., Sis niecigais laikraksta vai
Zurnala lapas pusé iespiestais nirdzigais, dazkart pat tragiski nirdzigais zZiméjums ir
loti iespaidigs politiskas un sabiedriskas cinas ierocis .. karikatlra ideali pilda .. uzde-
vumu - vina audzina, paskaidro, agité, atmasko un apstidz,"% - ta “Daugavas Véstnesi”
rakstija |. Erlahs. Karikatlru mérkis nebija vienigi ilustrét laikraksta vai Zurnala ievietoto
informaciju (tam bija paredzétas fotografijas), dazreiz tas tika izmantotas, lai saistitu
lasttaja uzmanibu, ka art satiriska forma atainotu to, kas teikts konkréta raksta vai
laikraksta sleja kopuma.

Uzraksts ar stilizétiem ivrita burtiem -
Leningrada. No izdzivojusa pierakstiem
[BUHCKNIA BeCTHMK, 1942, 12 ceHT.26
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BieZi vien laikraksta ievietota raksta saturs nebija tieSi saistits ar blakus eso$as
karikatiras tému — un ziméjums [1dz ar anekdotisko paskaidrojumu kluva par ne-
atkarigu vizualas iedarbibas elementu, kas deva lasitajam iespéju atslabinaties no
propagandas ietekmes, neapzinati paliekot propagandistam vélamaja informacijas
uztveres plisma.

Karikatdru autori Tpadu uzmanibu pievérsa antisemitiskajai tematikai,?” izman-
tojot arhetipiskus nacionaletniskus stereotipus, pieméram, Tpatnéjus sejas vaibstus,
apgérbu utt., kas kopa ar padomju simbolikas izmanto$anu viena ziméjuma radija
cieSu saikni starp komunistisko ideologiju un ebreju tautas parstavjiem, vienlaikus
sekojot A. Hitlera direktivam par manipulacijam ar masu apzinu. Karikatdra lidzinajas
viduslaiku gotiskajai baznicai, kura sava zina bija “Bibele analfabétiem”. Dalgji var
piekrist apgalvojumam, ka satiriskie zim&jumi primitiviz&ja nacistiskas ideologijas pa-
matnostadnes, bet, ka teicis J. Stalins, “Laba politiska karikatdra ir ta, kas ir skaidra
katram mulkim”2,

Balstoties uz avotos? publicétajam karikatdram, var nosactti izdalit Cetrus rak-
sturigakos sizetus.

RETTTRETER
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Ko “tautu tévs” krievu tautai ir atnémis un ... ko tai ir devis
[BuHCKNit BecTHUK, 1942, 4 anp.
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1. Tauta ir pateiciga atbrivotajiem;

2. Tauta pati piedalas atbrivo$ana;

3. lenaidnieka raksturigako pazimju paradiSana un izsmieSana, ienaidnieka perso-
nifikacija;

4. Humoristiski satiriski zimé&jumi, kas ilustré blakus sniegto informaciju. Médza
bat arT karikataras, kuru sizetiska Iinija ir grati nosakama.

Pirmajai grupai piederoSu karikatdru skaita zina ir vismazak. Avotos ST téma ir plasi
aktualizéta rakstos un attélos, kuros atainoti fakti par latvieSu brivpratigo piedaliSanos
cina pret Sarkanas armijas karaspéku un nacistu karaspéka sagaidiSanu Latvijas
pilsétas. Latvijas okupacijas fakts pasniegts vienigi ka atbrivoSana no padomju varas.
Domajams, ka propagandistu skatijuma Siem notikumiem nebija vajadzigi papildu
pieradijumi, ka arT lieka ir ironija par Latvijas iedzivotaju noskanojumu varas mainas
laika, kas batu vargjusi izraisit pretreakciju. Turprett aktivi tika popularizéta ideja par
vieglu uzvaru, padomju karaviru bégSanu no kaujas lauka, k& arT drizas uzvaras
sagaidi$ana.

Varen plasa mana zeme dzimta!

“Nenotveramie” ieslégudies socialistiska sacensiba

Daugavpils LatvieSu Avize, 1941, 12. aug.

Sai ITdzigas karikatiiras ir sastopamas galvenokart okupacijas perioda pirmaja
posma, kad vél nekas neliecinaja par to, ka kar$ varétu ieilgt. Saja laika karikattru
skaits bija salidzinosi neliels. To nozime propagandas darba nebija iz8kiro$a, drizak ta
bija papildu ilustracija drukatajiem materialiem, kurus lasitaji pienéma ar lielu interesi un
ar zinamu aizrautibu sekoja parmainam politiskaja dzivé un notikumiem kaujas lauka.
Visaptvero3as cenziras laika laikraksti kluva par gandriz vienigo informéacijas lidzekli,*
kuram zinama méra vél tika saglabata liela ticamibas pakape, jo vairakam avizém



Dmitrijs Olehnovis. Karikattra ka “kara ierocis”: dazas tendences nacionalsocialistiskaja propaganda 35

bija iepriek$ejais neatkarigaja Latvija pienemtais nosaukums, aréjais noformejums,
materialu izvietojums un Srifts.

“Zibenskara” neveiksmes dé|, mainoties situacijai, ipasi Austrumu fronte, pastiprinajas
ari propagandas spiediens uz okupéto teritoriju iedzivotajiem, pret viniem pakapeniski
tika mainTta politiska nostaja. Tolaik viet€jos iedzivotajus, lai gan tikai formali, pasludinaja
par vacu tautas sabiedrotajiem kara, bet Tsteniba tika ieradita otra vai pat tre$a vieta,!
vinu galvenais pienakums bija nodro$inat “atbrivotajus” ar nepiecieSamajam precém.32
Bet propagandas Tstenotaju uzdevums bija lasitajos radit vienotibas ideju, savilnojumu

Jautras beéres.

Priek§plana arhetipisks krievu

zemnieks, kurs iznicina “ebreju — :

komunistu” varas pa"ekas BECEALIE NOXAPOHLL- Kapuraropa 3emazka
[BuHCknin BeCTHUK, 1942, 21 mapT

par piedavajumu dzivot jaunas politiskas sistemas pasparné un iespéju tai kalpot. Oku-
pétas Latvijas iedzivotajus arvien vairak parnéma vilsanas sajta — aiz skaistam runam
par tuvo, gaiSo nakotni vini redzéja, ka pasliktinas socialais un ekonomiskais stavoklis,
kar$ kluva par katras gimenes ikdienas realitati. Skiet, ka nacistu ideologiem masu
apzina vajadzéja izveidot atbildibu par nacistu Tstenoto politiku, ko vini biezi vien veica
ar vietgjo iedzivotaju pasivu, bet reizém ar akfivu atbalstu. Lidziga informacija nokluva
propagandistu uzmantbas centra péc neveiksmém fronté 1943. gada vasara.
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ledzivotaju vida tika izvérsta plasa agitacija aktivak sadarboties ar okupéacijas varu,
un ta tika saistita ar centieniem radit skaidraku, kaut gan parspiléti vulgarizétu ienaid-
nieka télu. Nemainoties propagandas paradigmai, tika radits parliecinoss priekSstats par
tadiem tumSajiem spéekiem ka kapitalisma, lieliniecisma un cionisma sintéze. Karikataras
vérojama tendence apvienot ienaidniekiem raksturigas Tpatnibas, tada veida masu apzina
veidojot to nediferencétu uztveri. BieZi vien tika izmantots konkrétas personas téls, kuram
pieskira visiem zinamus un neparprotamus atribdtus, pieméram, J. Stalins tika attélots ka
ebrejs padomju armijas formastérpa, ar pareizticigo krustu uz kriitim,3 V. Céréils (Chur-
chill) - ka kapitalists, T. Rizvelts (Roosevelt) — ka judu rabins. Raksturigi, ka $is idejas
jau tika agrak izmantotas vacu prese, bet Latvijas teritorija izdotajos laikrakstos Tpasa
uzmaniba tika pievérsta tiesi J. Stalina télam. Propaganda — galvenokart rakstos - liela
uzmaniba tika veltita angliem un amerikaniem, par kuriem latvieSiem bija saglabajies
pozitivs priekSstats ka par uzticamiem politiskajiem un ekonomiskajiem partneriem.
So rakstu uzdevums bija parliecinat auditoriju, ka kadreizgjais uzskats par viniem bijis
maldigs. Savukart J. Stalins bija redzamakais ienaidnieks; pirmkart, vins tika saistits ar
1940.-1941. gada represijam un simboliz&ja padomju varu; otrkart, pret padomju kara-
spéku Austrumu fronté karoja arT vairakas latvieSu vienibas; treSkart, situacija karalauka
bija neprognozéjama. Sada veida karikattiru bija saméra daudz, un tas visbiezak netika
saistitas ar konkrétu informaciju.3* BieZi vien tam pievienoja komentarus, kuru saturs
papildindja karikatdras siZetus, bet galvena doma un ideja tika pausta tiesi ar attélu.

Anglu recepte

Maiska kundze! — Wangs lzradl, svdte t3 lele biedre personige vige un de
Anem labe eele vEe uz tundeem|

Maiska kundze: Kungs Israél, svéete ta liele biedre personige vage
un do vinem labe cele véje uz tundrem
Daugavas Vestnesis, 1941, 27. okt.
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Skaita zina vismazak ir humoristisku karikatdru, kuras tikai nosactti var ieklaut pro-
pagandistisko karikatdru grupa. Visbiezak tie ir materiali, kas papildina humoristiskas
rubrikas. lzmantotajos avotos autoram neizdevas atrast nevienu karikatdru, kuru varétu
neuzskatlt par propagandistisku, lai gan jamin, ka laikraksta “3a Podury” (“Par Dzim-
teni”)% paradas zimejumi, kuros nacistiska propaganda nav domin€jo$a. To var izskaid-
rot tadéjadi, ka nacionalsocialistiskaja sistéma viss tika paklauts vairakam pamatidejam
un visi iesp&jamie ietekmes [1dzekli tika vérsti uz So ideju nostiprinaSanu tautas apzina.

Pétot karikatlru izmanto$anu nacistiskaja propaganda, sarezgits jautajums ir kari-
katdru autoru identifikacija. No vienas puses, var apgalvot, ka karikatdru vairakums tika
sagatavots centralizéeti, pec tam karikatdras izsttfja uz okupétajam teritorijam, kur tas par-
stradaja, pielagoja vietéjiem apstakliem un publicgja. No otras puses, ir liecibas par to, ka
art Latvijas teritorija bijusi makslinieku grupa, kas nodarbojusies ar uzskatamas agitacijas
materialu izgatavoSanu. Domajams, ka tas ne tikai neizslédz, bet gan drizak papildina
viens ofru, jo totalitaraja reZima tiek Tstenota pilnigas cenziras politika, kuras ietvaros nav
iesp&jama riciba, kas iepriek$ nebltu saskanota ar centralajiem valsts varas organiem.
TurpretT centralizéta propagandas materialu sagatavo$ana nebija iesp&jama bez regio-
nalo Tpatnibu pazingjiem, kuri sp&ja pielagot propagandas vadiinijas vietgjiem apstakliem.

Lai pastiprinatu ietekmi uz potencialo auditoriju, nacionalsocialistiskas propagandas
Tstenotaji ideologiskas cinas procesa izmantoja visus iesp&jamos masu apzinas manipula-
cijas lidzeklus, Tpasi akcentgjot iedarbibu uz individa emocionalo pasauli. Saja konteksta
karikatdras bija viens no visaktivak izmantotajiem lidzekliem, jo ar to palidzibu bija ie-
sp&jams ne tikai izskaidrot nacionalsocialistiskas ideologijas pamatidejas, bet art ietekmét
iedzivotaju zemapzinu. Ar satiras palidzibu tika veidots jauns pasaules redzejums, kura
galvena loma bija preto$anas tumSajiem spekiem. Atskiriba no rakstitajiem tekstiem karika-
taru izpratnei nebija vajadzigas Tpasas prataspéjas, un [idz ar to radas iespéja paplasinat
potencialo auditoriju, kas bija svarigs apstaklis visu aptvero$as propagandas istenosana.

Atsauces un skaidrojumi

1 Seit, Skiet, ir verts minét Sarla Senjobosa bridinajumu: .. doma, kas fikséta rakstos vai — vél vairak — presé,
iegUst gandriz neparspé&jamu spéeku. Pat .. cilveki, kuri jau iemacijusies izturéties pret laikrakstiem ar
neuzticibu .. nereti aizmirst piesardzibu...” — Cenboboc LLI. ctopuyeckuit meTog. — Mockea, 1902, c. 28.

2 Pieméram, lingvostatistiska analize, funkcionala analize u.c.

3 Uziel D. Wehrmacht Propaganda Troops and the Jews // Yad Washem Studies. — Jerusalem, 2001,
vol. XXIX, p. 32.

4 Enzyklopadie des Nationalsozialismus / Hrsg. von W. Benz. — Stuttgart, 1997, S. 34.

5 [umnep A. Mos 6opbba. — Mocksa, 1992, rn. 6, c. 132-139 [paginacija atbilst elektroniskajam iz-
devumam. — O. D.]. Vards “propaganda” avota lietots 81 reizi.

6 Turpat, 6. nod.

7 Turpat, 134. Ipp.
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Vacu val. — viss vai nekas; sarkans vai miris [autora tulkojums].

Vacu val. - Viena tauta, viena valsts, viens Vadonis. — Bedlirftig F. Drittes Reich und Zweiter Weltkrieg:
Das Lexikon. — Miinchen; Ziirich, 2002, S. 391.

[umnep A. Mos Bopbba, ¢. 138.

3anecckud K. Kto 6bin1 k10 B TpeTbem Pelixe. — Mocksa, 2002, c. 876, 877.

Kivelitz Ch. Die Propagandaausstellung in européischen Diktaturen: Konfrontation und Vergleich. —
Bochum, 1999, S. 44.

Ipasi péc “Liguma par redaktoriem” pienemsanas 1933. gada 4. oktobri un 1939. gada Tstenotajam
masveida represijam, péc kuram par zurnalistiem Vacija faktiski varéja klut tikai Nacionalsocialistiskas
partijas parstaviji.

Longerich P. Nationalsozialistische Propaganda // Deutschland 1933-1945. Neue Studien zur national-
sozialistischen Herrschaft. — 1933, Bd. 3/4, S. 297.

Skiet, ka, izmantojot jedzienu tauta, nacistiskas ideologijas veidotaji gribéja redzét pali. Sikak sk.,
pieméram: Opmeaa-u-laccem X. Bocctanue macc // MNeuxonorst mace. — Capatos, 1998, c. 195-315.
The Nazi Years: A Dokumentary History / Ed. by J. Remak. — lllinois, 1990, p. 89.

bapm P. Mucbonorum. — Mocksa, 2000, c. 284.

Kop$ 1920. gada 1. aprila.

Kop$ 1926. gada.

L. Dribins atzimg, ka “Vacu 18. armijai .. pa peédam sekoja paSa Lielvacijas propagandas ministra
J. Gebelsa izveidota propagandistu grupa...”. — Dribins L. Antisemitisms un ta izpausmes Latvija (Lat-
vijas Vesturnieku komisijas raksti). — Riga, 2001, 4. sgj., 114. Ipp.

Sk. LatvieSu periodika: 1940.-1945. — Riga, 1995, 4. s§j., 28.-139. Ipp.

Jaatzimé, ka nacistu propagandisti oti bieZi izmantoja So apzZimé&jumu, atainojot 1940.-1941. gada
notikumus Latvija, lai pastiprinatu emocionalo iedarbibu uz potencialo auditoriju.

Krievu valoda iznakoSajas avizés galvenokart tika lietots jédziens — pycckuti Hapod, bet latgalieSu
valoda (augSzemnieku dialekta) — latgaliesi vai Latgales latviesi, pieméram: [JBuHCKuI BeCTHUK, 1942,
18 anp.; Latgolas Bolss, 1943, 3. okt., — kas netieSi norada uz diferencétu attieksmi pret Latvijas teritorija
dzivojoSajam etniskajam grupam.

Lidziga situacija bija vérojama nacistiskaja presé kopuma. — Frei N. Nationalsozialistische Presse und
Propaganda // Das Dritte Reich: Harrschaftsstruktur und Geschichte. — Miinchen, 1983, S. 173.
Erlahs I. Karikatlira ka kara ierocis // Daugavas Véstnesis, 1941, 18. nov.

Seit un turpmak karikatdru mérogs neatbilst originalam.

Péc ukrainu pétnieka Sejmona Averbuha (CemeHn Asepbyx) domam, 99 procentiem nacistisko
karikatOru piemit antisemitisks raksturs. — Agepbyx C. [nTnepoBckas nponaraHga togocobun B
npoknamauusx n kapukatypax. — Knes, 2002. - Domajams, ka nacistu okupétaja Latvija karikattiru
antisemtiskais saturs bija l1dzigs.

Egpumos b. Mot Bek. — Mocksa, 1998, c. 256.

Izmantoti nacistu okupétaja Latvija izdotie centralie un regionalie (galvenokart Latgalé) laikraksti
latvieSu, krievu un latgalieSu valoda.

Radio klausi$anas tika ierobezota un stingri kontroléta.

Raksturigi, ka 1942. gada sakuma paradijas neatlaidigi aicinajumi iestaties brivpratigo vientbas, pieméram,
raksta “LatvieSa pienakums” tika atziméts, ka, “.. lai atriebtos bolSevikiem, .. mums ir [jaiestajas] brivpratigo
vienibas...”. — Daugavas Véstnesis, 1942, 22. febr.; Svéts pienakums // Rézeknes Zinas, 1942, 18. febr.
Nemitigi tika atkartota ideja par ta saucamo darba fronti. — Visiem jaieslédzas kopgja cina ar bolSevismu //
Reézeknes Zinas, 1942, 6. maijs.
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3 Sikak sk.: OnexHosuy [. “CtanuH — eBpei”: AHTUCEMUTCKIE KapukaTypbl B raseTe “[IBUHCKUN BECTHUK
(1942— 1944 rr. /| EBpev B MeHstoLemcst Mupe. Matepuans! 4-i MexayHapoaHoW KoHdepeHuwm. — Pura,
2002, c. 212-216.

% Domajams, ka tas dal&ji bija saistits arT ar karikatlru veido$anas tehnologiju — tas tika vai nu par-
publicétas no vacu laikrakstiem, vai arT sagatavotas Propagandas ministrijas uzraudziba un varéja
tikt publicétas Latvijas teritorija izdotajos laikrakstos tikai ar nokavésanos.

% |zdota kopS 1942. gada Pleskava, vélak Riga un bija orientéta uz krievu tautibas iedzivotajiem Krievijas
ziemelrietumos, ka arT Baltija.

% Pieméram: 3a Poguty, 1942, 1 okr.

Dmitrijs Olehnovics

Caricature as a “Weapon of War”: Some Tendencies
in Nazi Propaganda

Summary

In the totalitarian regimes a great role was played by the state repressive establishments
and mass media. Unlike the tasks of tackling direct awareness in the democratic regimes,
propaganda of the totalitarian regimes is one of the means of manipulating with aware-
ness of the masses, in order to obtain the society’s support for the implemented policy
and thus also a certain legitimization of the existing regime. In this context the main task
of propaganda is to develop the necessary worldview. Such propaganda is focused on
information that in most cases is of social and political character, and all events in the life
of an individual and society’ as a whole are viewed in the light of this information.

After a thorough research of the sources it is possible to distinguish four most charac-
teristic subjects of caricatures:

(1) people obliged to the liberators;

(2) people participating in liberation;

(3) presentation and derision of the enemy’s characteristic features, personification
of the enemy;

(4) humorous and satirical illustrations of the information presented; illustrations with
nondescript subject.

In order to intensify the influence on the potential audience the Nazi propagandists used all
the possible means of manipulating with awareness of the masses, paying special attention to
the influence on people’s emotions and feelings. In this context caricature was one of the most
actively used means because caricatures not only gave an opportunity to explain the basic
ideas of the Nazi ideology but also influenced the audience on the subconscious level. Satire
was used to establish a new world outlook in which the central idea was the struggle against
the enemy. In contradistinction to the written texts, understanding of caricatures does not de-
mand special intellectual faculties, and thus there appeared an opportunity to attract bigger au-
dience which was one of the most important preconditions in the circumstances of propaganda.
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Iréna Saleniece

Véermahta karaviri Latvijas iedzivotaju atmina
(péc mutvardu vestures avotiem)

Otra pasaules kara vésturé ir daudz neizpétitu problému.! Dazas no tam ir saistitas
ar masdienu vésturniekiem aktualo jautajumu par véstures objektivas un subjektivas
puses saméru. P&tot vestures faktus, ir nepiecieSams aptvert ari ta dévéto subjektivo
pusi,2 t.i., véstures notikumu dalibnieku un aculiecinieku attieksmi un izpratni par So
notikumu jégu, jo ta liela méra noteica So cilveku sabiedriskas aktivitates pagatné un
ietekmé vesturiskas apzinas raksturu tagadné.’

Pastav viedoklis, ka Otra pasaules kara historiografija dominé “uzvaretaju versija”
ar tendenci parspilét uzvaréto noziegumus un mulkibas un ignorét savéjas. Sis versijas
piekritéji turpina paust vienpuséju viedokli par |aunumu un varonibu.* Latviesi, badami
starp uzvarétajiem un uzvarétajiem, nevar savu pagatni vértét vienpusigi. Tautas at-
mind padomju karavira téls ir visai talu no varonibas.5 Vai pretéja puse latvieSu acis
iemiesoja absoltto launumu? Kada bija vietéjo iedzivotaju attieksme pret vérmahta
karaviriem, kas okupéja Latvijas teritoriju?

Attieksmes noskaidroSanai ir iesp&jams izmantot mutvardu véstures avotus. Lai
gan ir zinamas gratibas So avotu veidoSana,s tiesi “vienkarso”, “parasto” cilvéku lie-
cibas (protams, kompleksa ar tradicionalajiem avotiem) liela méra nodroSina iespéju
rekonstruét patieso, nevis deklaréto attiecibu ainu.” Tacu véstures realitate mutvardu
vestures avotos atspogulojas pretrunigi, atklajot gan pagajuso istenibu, gan tagadéjo
situaciju. Tapéc pétniekam jadiferencé vismaz tris 80 avotu informacijas limeni — inter-
vétaja personibas atblazma; teiceja personibas iemiesoSanas avota; konkrétu vestures
faktu drumslas — un secigi janodarbojas ar katru no tiem.®

Lai iegltu ticamu informaciju, mutvardu vestures avotu bazei jabat pietiekami
reprezentativai; nepiecieSams ievérot o avotu specifiku, ko nosaka cilvéka atminas
Tpatnibas, ka arT politisko, ideologisko un citu realiju ietekme uz teicgju. Tapéc jau
mutvardu véstures avota veidoSanas stadija ir nepiecieSams izmantot dazadus pané-
mienus ieglstamas informacijas precizé$anai.® Izmantojot mutvardu véstures avotus,
javeic informacijas ticamibas ripiga parbaude, tas pats ir sakams arT par darbu ar
citiem véstures avotiem.!0
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Pétijuma avotu bazi veido Latvijas iedzivotaju dzivesstasti no Nacionalas mutvardu
véstures (turpmak — NMV) krajuma" un Daugavpils Universitates Mutvardu véstures
krajuma (turpmak — DU MV). Galvenokart ir izmantoti avoti, kuri tapusi NMV projekta (va-
ditajs — prof. A. Milts, koordinatore — M. Zirnite) 2002. gada ekspedicijas “Dzivesstasts

Latvija” laika Ziemelkurzemé, ka arT intervejot Latgales iedzivotajus. Pateiciba jasaka
art Latvijas Universitates docétajam Janim Kerusam un vina studentiem par intervijam
no Rigas un Zemgales. Interviju teksti atrodami Interneta lappusé
bublikacijas/narativ/1944—1955/000.htm [Iatv.vaII] (turpmak — teicéja iniciali).
Analizéjot avotos reprezentéto informaciju, noskaidrotas vérmahta karaviru téla

iezimes teic&ju uztvere: izskats, uzvediba un attiecibas ar viet€jiem iedzivotajiem, ka
arT méginats noteikt vietgjo iedzivotaju attieksmi pret ienacgjiem.

Karaviru izskats

Informacija par vacu karaviru izskatu stastijumos bieZak paradas tadel, lai uzsvertu
kontrastu ar sarkanarmieSiem. P&dgjo nosjurkusais izskats — it Tpasi gimnastjorkas —
bija tik neparasts 40. gadu latvieSu acim, ka vini pat masdienas apraksta to diezgan
detalizéti un parasti — nievajosi. Citadakas atminas ir par vacieSiem.

Vacietis — tas bija glaunaks tads. Biksém ir bukts, vai ne... Tie [sarkanarmiesi] bija
daudz prastaki... (NMV: 1608).

AtSkiras... ka neatSkirties... Ne tikai izskata zina [..] Vaciesi — tie jau bija karaviri...
Ar visu staju... (NMV: 1618).

.. vaciesi zolidaki pulka tomér, jas zinat .. Krievi nav tadi... Tomér vini ir tadi prastaki

______

Ka redzam, vacu karaviru izskats latvieSiem (ipasi latvietem) Skita ne tikai
adekvats karavira télam, bet visnotal pievilcigs. Latvijas iedzivotaju priek$stati par
to, kadam ir jabat karaviram, drizak sakrita ar vérmahta karavira paraugu neka ar
sarkanarmies$a télu.

Karaviru uzvediba

Vacu karavira uzvediba neizraisija nekadu neizpratni vai saSutumu. Vairakuma stastu
ir runa par pieklajigu un nevainojamu vacu zaldatu un virsnieku uzvedibu. ArT Saja
aspekta impulsu pardomam un atminam dod salidzinajums ar padomju karaviriem, kuru
uzvediba parasti tiek vértéta ka rupja, neaptésta un bieZi vien — brutala. Atskiriba no
sarkanarmieSiem, kuri visu Latvijas novadu iedzivotaju atmina palikuSi k& nelabojami
zagli, vacu karavirus tikpat ka nevaino zadzibas. Nemdami no vietéjiem iedzivotajiem
partiku, vini parasti samaksaja.


 http://www.historia.lv/publikacijas/narativ/1944�1955/000.htm[latv.val. 
 http://www.historia.lv/publikacijas/narativ/1944�1955/000.htm[latv.val. 
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Neatkarigi no teicéju vecuma gandriz visas atminas par vacieSiem tiek pieminé-
tas Sokoladites vietéjiem bérniem. Protams, toreiz€jo bérnu atminas $is epizodes ir
Tpasi spilgtas un bieZi vien ir izSkiroSais arguments, vértejot vacu karavirus visnotal
pozitivi.

Vacu karaviru uzvedibas modeli latvieSiem bija visuma pienemami. Saméra viegli
dibinajas starppersonu kontakti — ne tikai tapéc, ka nebija grati atrast kopéju valodu
varda tieSaja nozimé (daudziem latvieSiem vacu valoda bija zinama), bet ar tapéc, ka
attieksme pret ipaSumu un darbu, daudz kopigu sadzives iezimju, lidziga izpratne par
religiju un tas lomu cilvéka dzivé (kopigi religiskie svétki, vienada simbolika un rituali,
gimenes Vértibas, godigumu darfjumos u.c., dziedaja tas pasas dziesmas, jismoja
par dabu utt.). ArT aréja izpausmé vacu karaviru uzvediba bija viscaur atzistama.

.. vacu karaviri bija [oti pieklajigi, pieméram, autobusa vispirms palaida iekapt civilos
un tad tikai kdpa pasi zaldati, pat ja ari vietas nepietika, civilajiem deva sédvietas, bet
pasi, knapi tikusi autobusa, karajas pie durvim. Savukart krievu zaldati pa$i pirmie
ieskréja transporta, aiznéma sédvietas un vispar bija [oti rupji un nepieklajigi. Ka art
vacie$i bija kulturali un tirigi, bet krievi visu piemésloja, splava uz ielas .. (LV.V.).

Tapéc likumsakarigi skanéja dazu teicéju atzinumi:
Man no véacieSiem nebij bail, bija kars... bet no krieviem .. (NMV: 1606).

.. neviena rupja varda... nebija jauztraucas, ka kads tevi aiztiks .. [no Dundagas uz
R1gu vagona ar vacu zaldatiem brauc divas jaunas meitenes] ja tie batu krievu karaviri,
més batu beigti... més nebatu dzivi... (NMV: 1605).

Attiecibas ar vietéjiem iedzivotajiem

Tomeér attiecibas ar vacu armijas parstavjiem nebija idealas. Pirmais un galvenais
parmetums, ko masdienas izsaka latviesSi, par ko ir vislielaka neizpratne un sa-
Sutums, — Latvijas ebreju iznicina8ana. Protams, runa nav par konkrétu karaviru

darbbu, bet par Tresa reiha rasu un nacionalo politiku, kuras Tsteno$anu Sie karaviri
nodro3inaja. 2

Mierigus iedzivotajus néma un Sava nost tapéc, ka vinam tautiba [ebrejs], — vins
jau nav vainigs (NMV: 1609).

.. 28l vinus [ebrejus] .. Viniem pat pa trotuaru iet nebija tiesibu... Nezinu, ar ko tas
ir saistits... Pedeja laika viniem uz muguras bija zvaigznes iz8utas... dzeltenas... K&péc
ta vajag? Loti slikti pret viniem izturéjas... (DU MV: 3, tulk. no krievu val.).
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- Nebija nekadu stridu, tapat cilvéki dzivoja... Kapéc Hitlers [autores izc&lums]
tadu cilvéku iznicinasanu taisija?

— Latviesi jau ari piedalijas Sausanas...

— Es tikai atceros, to puiSi rungja, kas bija aizgajusi brivpratigajos, ka vini tika
piedzirdinati un vesti, lai vini Sautu tos Zidus... (NMV: 1613).

Savi rékini ar vacieSiem ir arT poliem, kuru stavoklis Latvija krasi pasliktinajas sa-
lidzinajuma pat ar K. Ulmana valdibas laiku, kad vini ka viena no Latvijas vésturiskajam
nacionalajam minoritatém tomeér baudija tiestbas uz nacionalas kultdras attistibu. Vacu
okupacijas gados poliem bija atlautas tikai trisgadigas skolas, bet arT to uzturésana
bija apgratinata.

Vacie$i [oti nemilgja polus: taisiet skolu ciet, un viss, nav telpu. Més ka ubagi
staigajam. Nebija kur macities... iedos kads istabinu, un vienalga macamies. Masu
skolotaji turéjas. Tomér ne ipasi milgja pojus... (DU MV: 9; tulk. no krievu valodas).

.. vacu okupacijas laika es pieteicos macibam Rézeknes skolotaju institita [..],
bet direktors pateica, ka polus institdta nenem. Es visu vasaru raudaju... (DU MV: 11;
tulk. no krievu valodas).

Pretrunigu attieksmi pret vacieSiem pauz krievu minoritates parstaviji: dala — nai-
digu, dala, savukart, — loti labvéligu attieksmi. Lai precizétu ainu, avotu klastam bitu
jabat plasakam.

Pagaidam $kiet, ka vismazak pretenziju pret vacieSiem bijis Austrumlatvijas
krieviem — vecticibniekiem (iesp&jams, péc “mazaka |aunuma” teorijas principa,
kad jaizvélas starp padomju un vacu varu) un latvieSiem. leverojot masdienu in-
formétibu par Tresa reiha nacionalo politiku un planiem Baltijas regiona, tas Skiet
nelogiski un nepamatoti. Varbat latvieSu saméra nekritiska attieksme daudzos
gadijumos ir izskaidrojama ar teic&ju vecumu — vacu okupacijas laika vini bija
bérni un nevaréja spriest par politiku. Atstastot savu vecaku noskanojumu, tiek
sniegts sameéra precizs un pragmatisks situacijas novertéjums, kas nebija retums
latvieSu vidl 40. gados.

Kad vacie$i naca ieksa, vairumam latvieSu vacie$i bija senie ienaidnieki, tacu
gimenes pozicija bija neitrala: maksajam nodok|us, stradajam, domajam, ka izdzi-
vot. Visus — gan krievus, gan vacieSus uzskatijam par ienacéjiem, nevienam ipasas
simpatijas neizradija, skali neko nerunaja, bérniem neko neteica, méginaja pasargat
no kara briesmam... (A. Br.).

Papits man vélak teica, ka labak tomér ir pie krieviem, jo vacietis mus pataisitu
par vergiem, kamér par “vankam” més vienmér paliktu galvas tiesu paraki (B.).
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Teicéju, kuri bija tada vecuma, ka spéja spriest par situacijas batibu, toreiz&jo no-
tikumu izpratne laika gaita ir apstiprinajusies:

.. Vacu nodevas bija tikpat smagas ka krievu uzliktas... (M. un E. G-i).
.. Hitleram nekas labs prata nebija: kas nav vacietis, tas nav cilvéks (NMV: 1613).

Tatad arT vacie$i, lai gan piederéja Rietumu civilizacijas telpai, kas noteica
daudzas kopégjas iezimes priek3statos un uzvediba un |ava uzturét diezgan nor-
malas starppersonu attiecibas, tapat ka padomju ienacéji, vietéjiem iedzivotajiem
bija “svesie”. Tomér atskiriba no attieksmes pret padomju cilvékiem attieksme pret
vacieSiem ir izteikti korekta — vacu karavirus (pretéji padomju karaviriem) reti izsmej,
piemin vinu draudzigumu un labsirdibu. Kapéc tada attiecksme? Bez jau atziméta
teicéju vecuma, kas zinama méra ietekméja atminu emocionalo fonu, var minét art
citus faktorus:

* vesturiski izveidojies paradums respektét vacieti ka augstakstavoso socialaja
hierarhija un Iidz ar to apveltitu ar daudzam cienijamam un iekarojamam Tpasibam;

* teicéju personiskaja dzivé kontaktéSanas laiks ar vacu karaviriem bija parak
Tss (Cetri gadi) un péc tam nekadas saskarsmes vairs nebija, tapéc nav sakrajies tik
daudz rugtuma ka péc padomju varas parinodarijumiem.

Veértéjot vacu varas politiku, teicéji parasti atdala varu no “vienkarsa” cilvéka,
kam mugura ir formastérps. Protams, atraanas viena vai otra armija diktéja no-
teiktu cilvéka ricibu, bet tomér palika zinama telpa arT individualajam izpausmém.
Ipasi labi to var redzét attieksmé pret karaglstekniem. Parasti tos neuzskatija
par ienaidniekiem, vienalga, vai runa ir par latvieSu attieksmi pret krievu vai vacu
gustekniem:

[kaiminam] bija japieskata krievu karagustekni, kad tie tirfja sniegu. Vin$ parasti
panéma maizi sev un deva arf Siem gustekniem, tie savukart solija vinu par to neaiz-
mirst, kad te iendks padomju karaspéks. [TaCu, kad iendca padomju vara, kads vinu
nostdzéja, ka tas esot sadarbojies ar vacieSiem. Tapéc vinu apcietinaja, bet sievu ar
pieciem bérniem izstlja uz Amdras apgabalu.] (1.V.V.)

Par padomju karaviru attieksmi pret vérmahta karaviriem gasta:

Bet kas mani parsteidza — zaldatu attieksme [teicéjam nonakot padomju gista] ..
Ko tu nesaki, es vienmér nolieku galvu krievu zaldata prieksa... Bija ta: ateja mus
veda ar konvoju .. un, lik, viens serZzants séka stipri komandét .. viens zaldats pie-
nak: “Ja tu nebeigsi nirgaties par cilvékiem, es tevi nogalinasu, [..] noladétais!” Sis
serZants saviebas... un viss... Zaldats saprata zaldatu... (DU MV: 2; tulk. no krievu
valodas).
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Par vacieSu attieksmi pret gista nonakuSajiem padomju karaviriem:

[pie kada latvieSu saimnieka] krievu guastekni diezgan draudzigi sadzivoja ar
vacieSiem [karaviriem], méacija viens otram savu valodu .. [kads varas parstavis]
aizsatija to krievinu. Cik tie vacie$i bija dusmigi, vini teica, ka tam priekSniekam
vajag tikai lodi: “Tas grib dzivot, un més gribam dzivot... Stalinam un Hitleram [l. S.]
ir jasasien mati kopa un japarsviez par jumtu, lai vini viens otram acis pléstu ara ..”
(NMV: 1605).

Péedeja citata ir izcelta mutvardu teicgjiem Latvija |oti raksturiga Tpasiba — atbildi-
bu par notikumu gaitu un iznakumu uzvelt konkrétam augsta ranga amatpersonam.
Nedomaju, ka ta batu apzinata véléSanas paskaidrot un attaisnot savu darbibu
vai bezdarbibu. Drizak tas liecina par augstu atsveSinatibas pakapi starp varu un
padotajiem, kad pedgjie nespéj iedomaties sevi un citus “vienkarsos cilvekus” ka
politikas subjektu. Tas, protams, neliecina par latvieSu tautas pilsoniskas apzinas
stiprumu un demokratisko tradiciju dzilumu, bet lauj vismaz norobeZoties no sveSas
un nepienemamas varas.

Apkopojot mutvardu vestures avotu informaciju, var secinat, ka parasta Latvijas
iedzivotaja attieksme pret vacu karaviriem bija

sameéra pozitiva:

* humano apsveérumu del, jo vacu karaviros redzéja tos pasus vienkarsos cilvékus,
tikai uniforma térptus

* civilizacijas (Sauraka nozimé) piederibas dél, jo vacieSu uzvediba sadzivé atbilda
latvieSu priekSstatiem par pieklajibu un kartigumu

* pretstata attieksmei pret padomju karaviriem, kas bija izteikti negativa

pragmatiska:

* jo tds pamata nebija propagandistu (t.sk. arT latvieSu) apjasmotas arieSu gara
pielligsmes, bet apréekins, ka izdzivot un izglabt sev dargo

atsvesinata:

* tomér vaciesi kop$ seniem laikiem nebija nekadi “savéjie”, un Latvijas iedzivotaji
skaidri apzinajas to gan 40. gados, gan arT vélak — péc smaga padomju rezima
gadiem.
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Iréna Saleniece

Wehrmacht Soldiers in the Memory of the People of Latvia
(according to oral sources of history)

Summary

The public attitude (including that of rank-and-file participants of the historical process, the
so-called “ordinary people”) towards historical events presents a topical issue in historical
research. In order to find out the attitude of the population of Latvia towards Wehrmacht
soldiers, who occupied the territory of Latvia in 1941-1944(45), one can resort to oral
sources of history. The basis of the present research is made up of life-stories of residents
of different regions of Latvia, taken from the National Collection of Oral History and the
Collection of Oral History at Daugavpils University. Analysis of information contained in
these sources allowed establishing different aspects of the image of the German soldier:
his looks, behaviour and relations with the local population. On this basis efforts were made
to establish the attitude of the local population towards the newcomers.
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This attitude turned out to be relatively positive for the following reasons:

* humane considerations: German soldiers were seen as the same kind of “ordinary
people”, only wearing uniforms;

* the common belonging to the Western civilisation (in the narrow sense), since the
Germans' looks and behaviour in daily situations corresponded to the Latvian idea of polite-
ness and tidy habits;

* as an opposite to the clearly negative attitude towards the Soviet soldiers.

However, the positive attitude was based not on the worship of Arian spirit admired by
propagandists (including those of ethnic Latvian origin) but on considerations of survival
and protecting everything dear to one’s heart. Thus the attitude of the population of Latvia
towards German soldiers was pragmatic, yet distanced, because from times immemorial
Germans had never been “one’s own people” and Latvians were clearly aware of it both in
the 1940s, during and also after the years of the Soviet regime.
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Uldis Neiburgs

ASV izliikdienests OSS un ta dokumenti par Latviju
nacistu okupacijas laika (1941-1945)

Vesturnieku lielaku uzmanibu [1dz $im galvenokart ir saistijusi ASV, Lielbritanijas un
PSRS “liela politika”, respektivi, diplomatija Baltijas valstu jautajuma Otra pasaules kara
gados, minimali pievérSoties Rietumu sabiedroto zinaSanam par notikumiem Latvija
vacu okupacijas laika. Ka iznémums jamin nesen klaja nakusais profesora Andrieva
Ezergaila sastaditais dokumentu krajums “Stokholmas dokumenti. Vacu okupacija
Latvija 1941-1945. Ko zinaja Amerika?",! kura sakopoti vairaki ASV Arlietu ministrijas,
respektivi, Valsts departamenta (State Department) dokumenti.

Krajuma publicétie véstures avoti ir tikai dala no paslaik apzinatajiem un vél neap-
zinatajiem Rietumvalstu arhivos eso$ajiem kara laika dokumentiem, kas nakotné var
palidzet labak izprast, ka notika informacijas apmaina starp nacistu okupéto Latviju
un Rietumiem, ka arT detalizétak analizét Rietumu slepeno dienestu un Latvijas sitnu
Stokholma, Vasingtona un Londona iegtto informaciju par notikumiem Latvija vacu
okupacijas laika.

Turpmakaja izklasta 1suma raksturota ASV izlikdienesta OSS (Office of Strategic
Services), Arzemju nacionalitadu nodalas (Foreign Nationalities Branch) un Kara béglu
padomes (War Refugee Board) kara laika darbiba un savaktie dokumenti par Latviju
un latvieSiem nacistu okupacijas laika, kurus ir izdevies apzinat ASV Nacionalaja arhiva
(National Archives, College Park, Maryland) un F. D. Rizvelta bibliotekd (Roosevelt
Library, Hyde Park, New York).

Stratégisko dienestu parvalde OSS

Péc ASV prezidenta Franklina Delano Razvelta (Roosevelt) rikojuma 1941. gada
11. jalija tika izveidota Informacijas koordinatora parvalde — COI (Office of Coordi-
nator of Information), ko 1942. gada 13. jinija parveidoja par Stratégisko dienestu

*

Publikacija tapusi ar LatvieSu fonda % atbalstu.
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parvaldi OSS, kas nonaca ASV Brunoto spéku virspavélniecibas (Joint Chief of
Staff) jurisdikcija.2 OSS darbojas visu kara laiku un bija péc kara izveidotas ASV
Centralas izlikoSanas parvaldes CIA (Central Intelligence Agency) priekStece. OSS
pamatoti tiek uzskatita par pirmo ASV militaras izllikoSanas dienestu, kura darbiba
generala Viljama Donovana (Donovan) vadiba kara laika aptvéra Eiropu un arf citus
kontinentus.

OSS dokumenti ir kluvusi pieejami péc OSS Pétniecibas un analizes nodalas
(Research and Analysis) dokumentu parvietoSanas uz Valsts departamentu 40. gadu
beigas un Centralas izlikoSanas parvaldes dokumentu pakapeniskas atslepenosa-
nas, kas aizsakas 70. gadu otraja puse.® Pedéja lielakd OSS dokumentu atslepe-
noSana ir notikusi ar ASV Nacionala arhiva un dokumentu administracijas NARA
(National Archives and Records Administration) 2000. gada 26. junija lEmumu.*

Dokumentu apzinaSanu gan apgritina to lielais daudzums (vairdk neka seSas
kubikpédas OSS un 1,7 kubikpédas OSS R&A dokumentu), numeracija un klasifika-
cija, kas ne vienmér ir veidota, ievérojot to tematiku un izcelsmi.> Jasastopas arf ar
dokumentu trokumu vai tiesi otradi — ar to dubléSanos OSS (Record Group 226) un
Valsts departamenta (Record Group 59, M 1777, M 1185) krajumos.® Ir pieejami gan
dokumentu originali, gan to kopijas mikrofilmas. Tie ir sakartoti atbilstosi OSS darbibas
vietai, parvaldei un kategorijai un ir apziméti ar sérijam “OB”, “L” un “XL’ saskana ar
to tematiku un kadreizejiem lietoSanas noteikumiem OSS CID (Central Information
Division) lasitava.”

Attiectba uz Baltijas valstim OSS dokumenti sniedz diveéjadu informaciju par
notikumiem karojoSo puSu nometnés: par Rietumu sabiedroto politiku pret PSRS
un Baltijas valstim; par notikumiem nacistu okupétajas teritorijas — okupacijas
varas iestazu praktisko darbibu un kontroli, propagandas aktivitateém, kolonizaci-
jas shémam, Baltijas resursu ekonomisko ekspluataciju, okupéto tautu socialo
stavokli, pretoSanas un kolaboracijas izpausmeém, latvieSu, lietuvieSu un igaunu
mobilizaciju militaraja dienesta. OSS savakta informacija par Baltijas valstim, to
skaita Latvija, ir nakusi no amerikanu militarajiem un diplomatiskajiem avotiem,
Federala izmeklé$anas biroja un citam federalajam agenttram, privatam organi-
zacijam un atseviSskam personam, pretoSanas kustibam, britu un citu sabiedroto
izlikoSanas iestadem.?

0SS centrs Stokholma

Galvenais amerikanu avots par Baltijas valstim vacu okupacijas laika bija ASV vést-
nieciba Stokholma. Pirmais OSS parstavis Stokholma bija Briss Hopers (Hopper).?
1942. gada sakuma Rietumu sabiedrotie no Zviedrijas saka intensivi vakt zinas par
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nacistu okupéto Austrumeiropu, kur iesaistijas arT Rietumos palikuSie Latvijas diplomati.
Latvijas s0tnis Voldemars Salnais, bidams cie$a kontakta ar britu un amerikanu iz-
lkdienestiem, piegadaja tiem informaciju par notikumiem vacu okupétaja teritorija un
sadarbojas ar ASV un Lielbritanijas véstniecibu Stokholma. ASV véstniecibas Stok-
holma darbinieka Harija Karlsona (Carlsson) vadiba tika izveidota speciala nodala
(Special Reporting Section), kura stradaja art bijuSais Latvijas stniecibas darbinieks
Valdemars Kreicbergs.'0

No 1942. gada decembra ASV véstniecibas Stokholma pasparné darbojosas OSS
institicijas ietvéra arT Baltijas valstu nodalu, tadé| tika palielinats darbinieku skaits
Stokholma. Lai labak organizétu un koordinétu informacijas vak$anu, no 1943. gada
ar ASV vestniecibu Stokholma cieSos kontaktos bija arT kads lietuvieSu izcelsmes
amerikanu militarais eksperts. Informaciju ieguva gan no legaliem avotiem — vacu
radioparraidém, preses izdevumiem, oficialiem rikojumiem -, gan ari vélak ar pre-
toSanas kustibas starpniecibu. Tas dalibnieki bija izveidojusi slepenus sakarus no
Latvijas pari jarai uz Zviedriju. Zinas sniedza arT Zviedriju sasniegusie latvieSu jarnieki
un bégli."

0SS dokumentu tematiskas grupas par Latviju nacistu okupacijas laika ASV
Nacionalaja arhiva:

Militaras izlikoSanas materiali par nacistu okupétas Latvijas infrastruktaru, lidlau-
kiem, ostam un dzelzcela mezgliem;

Ikménes$a parskati par politisko un ekonomisko situaciju Ostlande;

Parskati par nacistu okupacijas politiku un sabiedribas noskanojumu Latvija;

Rigas Radio raidijumu atrefer&jumi;

Izvilkumi no vacu laikraksta “Deutsche Zeitung im Ostland”

Zviedru un padomju presé par Baltijas valstim ievietoto rakstu atrefergjumi un
komentari par tiem;

Satnu V. Salna, Karla Zarina un Alfreda Bilmana parskati par Latviju padomju un
vacu okupacijas laika un memorandi Latvijas neatkaribas jautdjumos;

Féliksa Cieléna zinojumi;

Parskati par DroSibas policijas un SD darbibu Latvija;

Parskati par mobilizaciju LatvieSu un Igaunu legiona un baltieSu karaviru no-
skanojumu;

LatvieSu béglu zinojumi, no Latvijas sanemto véstulu sniegta informacija;

Somu, britu, danu un holandie$u izlikoSanas zinojumi;

Parskati par Baltijas civiliedzivotajiem padomju okupétajas teritorijas;

ASV véstniecibas Stokholma nodalas (Special Reporting Section) zinojumi u.c.
dokumenti.’2
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Arzemju nacionalitasu nodala - FNB

1942. gada janvari OSS tika izveidota Arzemju nacionalitasu nodala — FNB (Foreign
Nationalities Branch), par kuras vaditaju 1942. gada kluva bijuSais ASV sitnis Baltijas
valstis Dzons K. Vailijs (Willey).® Tas uzdevums bija vakt informaciju par dazadam
etniskam grupam un to darbibu ASV.

Lidz 1945. gada beigam tika savakts vairak neka 3000 lappusu dokumentu par
baltieSiem. Tie spilgti raksturo ASV dzivojo$o latviesu, lietuvieSu un igaunu noska-
nojumu un aktivitates, ka ari parada vinu dazados politiskos uzskatus. Dokumenti
apstiprina, ka ne tikai Arzemju nacionalitau nodala intereséjas par ASV dzivojo-
Siem baltieSiem, bet arT vini paSi aktivi sekojusi ASV arpolitikai, pasi jautdgjumam
par pasaules kartibu péc kara beigam. Kopuma kara laika ASV mitosa 35 000 liela
latvieSu kopiena ir raksturota ka atskiriga no citam Austrumeiropas etniskajam gru-
pam. Ta nav bijusi vienota, un dokumentos kopuma ir izdalitas divas — prokomunis-
tiski un pretkomunistiski noskanotas grupas, turklat ir iztroksi kada tre$a grupa
starp tam.

Komunistiski noskanota grupa ir bijusi labak organizéta, ta izdevusi savu ne-
délas laikrakstu “Amerikas Latvietis” Bostona, tai bijis plaSaks sakaru tikls. Pret-
komunistiski noskanotajai grupai nav bijis sava tik regulara izdevuma. To vislabak
reprezentéjis Latvijas satnis VaSingtona A. Bilmanis, kur$ reizi ménesT izdevis savu
biletenu.

Visvairak FNB dokumentu ir savakts par lielo lietuvieSu kopienu ASV, pie tam
lietuvieSi ir novertéti visaugstak, péc tam igauni un tikai tad latvies$i, kas biezi vien
raksturoti ka kildigi un politiski apvienoties nespéjigi.

FNB dokumentu tematiskas grupas par Latviju nacistu okupacijas laika ASV
Nacionalaja arhiva:

Parskati par baltieSu kopienam un organizacijam ASV (t.sk. LatvieSu palidzibas
organizacija, Amerikas latvieSu stradnieku apvieniba, LatvieSu apvieniba Amerika,
Pasaules latvieSu alianse, BaltieSu komiteja Nujorka, BaltieSu studiju un sadarbibas
komiteja, Amerikas baltieSu apvieniba u.c.);

LatvieSu periodisko izdevumu ASV saraksti un parskati par to darbibu (“Amerikas
Latvietis”, “Ausma”, “Dzimtene”, “Drauga Vésts” u.c.);

Parskati par latvieSu organizaciju konferencém;

BaltieSu diplomatu saraksti;

Satna A. Bllmana memorandi Latvijas neatkaribas jautajumos;

Satna A. Bilmana véstules ASV laikrakstu redakcijam;

BaltieSu deklaracijas Baltijas valstu neatkaribas jautajumos;
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Parskati par nacistu okupacijas politiku Latvija;
Parskati par britu un amerikanu politiku pret Baltijas valstim, par polu un baltieSu
attiectbam u.c. dokumenti.’s

Kara beglu padome - WRB

1944. gada 22. janvarT ASV izveidoja Kara béglu padomi — WRB (War Refugee Board).
Lidz 1945. gada 27. janvarim tas direktors bija DZons P1ls (Pehle). WRB mérkis bija
glabt Eiropa nacistu vajasanu upurus.’® Lai to panaktu, tika paredzéts izdarit di-
plomatisku spiedienu vai veikt tieSas darbibas. ASV Valsts departaments iecéla
specialus atadejus kara béglu lietas ASV véstniecibas un diplomatiskajas misijas
Turcija, Sveic, Zviedrija, Portugalé, Lielbritanija, Italija un Ziemelafrika.

Par WRB vaditaju Stokholma kluva OSS loceklis Ivers C. Olsens (Olsen), kur$
oficiali stradaja par ASV véstniecibas finandu sekretaru.!” Kara béglu padomes budzets
bija ceturtdalmiljona dolaru, un ta dalgji finanséja laivu parbraucienu akcijas no Latvijas
pari Baltijas jlrai uz Zviedriju. ASV véstnieks Stokholma Hersels V. Dzonsons (Johnson)
bija pirmais, kas panaca, ka Zviedrija 1944. gada maija akceptéja to, ka, veicot slepenas
operacijas, pari Baltijas jlrai Zviedrija nonaca 2000 baltieSu béglu.'®* WRB darbibu
apgratinaja F. D. Ruzvelta aizliegums veikt aktivitates, kuras Stalins varéja uztvert ka
naidigas pret PSRS (pieméram, ar parbraucéju palidzibu iefiltrét agentus).'®

Lidzeklus 50000 zviedru kronu apméra latvieSu béglu parvesanai uz Zviedriju no
Kara béglu padomes sanéma ari satnis V. Salnais. Evakuacijas lietu kartoSanai no-
dibinaja Latvijas pilsonu evakuacijas fonda parvaldi, par evakuacijas tehnisko vaditaju
iecéla Leonidu Silinu. Piekirot naudas lidzeklus, WRB izvirzija latvieSiem prasibas
eventuali no Latvijas evakuét Rietumu sabiedroto karagtsteknus, latvie$u inteligenci,
prorietumnieciski noskanotus politikus un vinu gimenes, ebrejus, vacu armijas dezertie-
rus.20 Pilna apméra $is prasibas nebija iespéjams izpildit finans€juma nepietiekamibas
un kara apstaklu del.

WRB dokumentu tematiskas grupas par Latviju nacistu okupacijas laika ASV
F. D. Ruzvelta biblioteka:

Sarakste starp ASV sttniecibu Stokholma (Olsens) un WRB VasSingtona (P1ls);

Sarakste starp ASV sitniecibu Stokholma (Dzonsons) un ASV Valsts departamentu
Vasingtona;

Sitna VasSingtona A. Bllmana ASV valsts sekretaram satiti memorandi par Baltijas
valstu nakotni;

V. Salna apliecinajumi par lidzeklu sanem$anu no WRB;

Parskati par latvieSu béglu evakuaciju;
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Béglu evakuécijas citu celu projekti;

Komentari par komunistiski noskanotajos zviedru laikrakstos sniegtajiem apgalvo-
jumiem, ka Zviedrija ierodas it ka nacistiski orientéti baltieSu bégli;

Nosléguma zinojums par WRB bégl|u akciju Zviedrija (t.sk. attiectba uz Lat-
viju — Glabanas operaciju memorands, evakuéto béglu saraksti, finansu izlietoSanas
parskats ar pievienotiem rékiniem) u.c. dokumenti.2!

ASV un PSRS izliikdienestu sadarbiba

OSS piedalijas arT ASV un PSRS izlUkdienestu sadarbiba.22 Jau kop$ 1942. gada va-
saras plasa informacija par apstakliem Baltijas valstTs, tai skaita militaras spiegoSanas
materiali, ieplida Stokholma, bet no turienes talak nonaca Vasingtona un Londona.
Informacijas plusma galvenokart gaja viena virziena — no Baltijas uz Rietumiem. Ari
tad, kad starp Latviju un Stokholmu bija izveidojusies sakari, kas tika uzturéti ar laivu
parbraucieniem un pa radio, Rietumu sabiedrotie uz Latviju vérstas politiskas aktivitates
neveicinaja, bet arT neiejaucas. Tas neatbilda sabiedroto politikai, tacu starp Rietumu
sabiedrotajiem un Padomju Savientbu bija parakstita vienoSanas, ka Austrumeiropa ir
atbalstamas tikai Maskavai paklautas komunistiskas pretoSanas kustibas.

1942. gada F. D. Rizvelts noradija V. Donovanam, ka PSRS nedrikst bat izlako-
Sanas merkis. 1943. gada izveidojas sadarbiba starp amerikanu, anglu un padomju
slepenajiem dienestiem. To noteica tikSanas Teheranas konferencé, péc tam arlietu
ministru konferencé Maskava. 1943. gada 25. decembri ASV un PSRS noslédza aug-
sta limena izllkdienestu vieno$anos starp OSS un NKVD par agentu un informacijas
apmainu, ko uzsaka 1944. gada sakuma.2® 1944. gada 4. februara OSS iek$gjais
memorands paredzéja, ka PSRS var dot OSS agentus, kuri varétu sniegt atbalstu tai
valstij, kas turpinatu karu pret Vaciju.

NKVD un OSS sadarbibas rezultata PSRS riciba nonaca art vairak neka 1500 lap-
pudu dokumentu, kurus ar bijusa somu izlikdienesta vaditdja Reino Hallama (Halla-
maa) starpniecibu bija ieguvusi OSS nodala Stokholma.?* Tadéjadi arT dala 1943. gada
13. augusta nodibinatas Latvijas Centralas padomes dokumentu, kas bija nonakusi pie
amerikaniem, iespé&jams, vélak nokluva padomju droSibas iestazu riciba. Pec pasreizéjas
informacijas ST sarakste musdienas Vel ir slepena vai ari iznicinata. Savukart PSRS
izvairijas sniegt informaciju Rietumiem, jo negribéja, lai Rietumu sabiedrotie uzzina
par tas karaplaniem.

Seit apskatitie dokumenti vél gaida ripigaku izvértgjumu. Tau jau tagad
ir iespéjams konstatét, ka Rietumu sabiedrotie kara laika bija labi informéti par
notikumiem nacistu okupétaja Latvija. Rietumvalstu slepenie dienesti no baltieSu
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pretoSanas kustibam sanéma daudzus vértigus dokumentus par notikumiem na-
cistu okupétajas teritorijas. Par to liecina arT tas, ka péc Otra pasaules kara klaja
nakusajos OSS véstures oficialajos izdevumos, ka to jau savas publikacijas pamatoti
atziméjis vésturnieks Karlis Kangeris,? ir uzsvérts, ka “starp kara laika labakajiem
izlokoSanas materialu atradumiem bija tie, kurus ieguvam Stokholma no sakariem
ar Baltijas valstu parstavjiem”2. Tomér ASV un Lielbritanija nebija gatava kaut ko
reali tam dot pretl, jo bija akceptéjusas Baltijas valstu palikS§anu PSRS sastava péc
Otra pasaules kara.

ASV izllkdienesta OSS dokumentu analize var sniegt batisku ieguldijumu Otra
pasaules kara un nacistu okupacijas laika Latvijas véstures pétnieciba. Paslaik, ka
art perspektiva ASV arhivos apzinato dokumentu sniegto informaciju ir iesp&jams
papildinat un salidzinat ar britu arlietu un militaras izliko$anas institticiju dokumen-
tiem Lielbritanijas Valsts arhiva (Public Record Office, Kew Garden, Surrey) Londona
un zviedru militaras izlikoSanas dokumentiem Zviedrijas Kara arhiva (Krigsarkivet)
Stokholma. Savu ieguldijumu STs témas pétnieciba var sniegt arT Latvijas sttniecibas
VaSingtona, Londona un Stokholma arhivi, kuri ir pieejami tepat Latvija. Péttjumi
jaturpina.
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Uldis Neiburgs

US Intelligence Service OSS (Office of Strategic Services)
and Its Documents on Latvia in the Period of Nazi Occupation
(1941-1945)

Summary

So far historians have for the most part focused on the “big politics” of the USA, UK and
USSR, i.e. diplomacy concerning the issue of the Baltic States during World War Il with
minimum attention to the information at the disposal of Western Allies on events in Latvia
during the German occupation. Therefore the present paper describes the war-time activi-
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ties of the US intelligence service OSS (Office of Strategic Services) and some institu-
tions, such as Foreign Nationalities Branch and War Refugee Board and documents that
they collected on Latvia and Latvians during Nazi occupation and that were found in US
National Archives (National Archives, College Park, Maryland) and F. D. Roosevelt Library
(Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New York).

Although the documents described in the present paper still require more thorough
analysis, it has already become possible to establish that during the war the Western Al-
lies were well-informed about developments in Nazi-occupied Latvia. Members of Baltic
resistance movements handed to Western secret services many valuable documents
regarding events in Nazi-occupied territories. It is attested also by the fact that the official
publications on the history of OSS, issued after World War II, emphasise that “among the
best intelligence materials found during the War there were those obtained in Stockholm
from our contacts with representatives of the Baltic States.” Irrespective of this, the USA
and UK were not prepared to give anything real in return as they had accepted that the
Baltic States would remain part of the USSR after World War |I.

Analysis of the documents of US intelligence service OSS can contribute significantly
to the research into the history of Latvia during World War Il and Nazi occupation. Currently
and in the future it would be possible to add to the information obtained from documents
found in US archives and compare it with documents of British foreign affairs and military
intelligence institutions from the UK Public Records Office (Public Records Office, Kew
Garden, Surrey) in London and the Swedish military intelligence documents in the War
Archives of Sweden (Krigsarkivet) in Stockholm. The archives of Latvia’s embassies in
Washington, London and Stockholm, that are now available here in Latvia, can also con-
tribute to the study of the present topic.
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Inesis Feldmanis

Vacu okupacija Latvija (1941-1945): izpétes
aktualas problemas un risinajumi

Vacu okupécijas gadi Latvija ir sarezgits un pretrunigs laiks tas vésturé. Ta izpratnes
atsléga slépjas objektiva notikumu kopsakara izvertéjuma un lidzsvarota pagatnes
uztveré. Pavisam noteikti ir skaidrs, ka mums neder Rietumos izplatita Otra pasaules
kara véstures koncepcija,’ kura, balstoties uz uzvarétajlielvalstu panakto ta saucamo
Nirnbergas konsensu, centra izvirza tikai vienu [aunuma paradigmu — nacismu. Latvija
nacistu okupacija nomainija tikstosiem latvieSu sapigo un pardzivoto pirmo padomju
okupaciju, kuras laika de facto tika iznicinata Latvijas valsts, bet tikstoSiem tas iedzi-
votaju paklava teroram un deportacijam. Pirma padomju okupacija un centieni atgat
valsts neatkaribu liela méra ietekméja Latvijas iedzivotaju noskanojumu un darbibu,
ka arf noteica vinu attieksmi pret vacu okupacijas varu. Lidz ar to Otra pasaules kara
norises Latvija nevar izprast un objektivi novéertét, ja nepatur prata divas |aunuma
paradigmas — komunismu un nacismu.

PieturéSanas pie Nirnbergas principiem neveicina vésturiskas patiesibas noskaid-
roSanu art tadél, ka atbilstosi tiem noziegumus Otra pasaules kara gados bija izdarijusi
vienigi nacisti un vinu lidzskréjéji, kuru vid tiek ierindotas arT Austrumeiropas tautas.?
TaCu jebkuram vésturniekam, kas péta Otra pasaules kara vésturi, ir labi zinams, ka
nacistiskas Vacijas noziegumi nebt nebija vienigie. Noziegumus - gan kara, gan pret
mieru un cilvéci vérstus — izdarija ari citas valstis, it ipasi Padomju Savieniba.® Neilgi
péc tam, kad darbu 1945. gada rudent saka Starptautiskais Kara tribunals Nirnberga,
PSRS, Lielbritanijas, ASV un Francijas parstavji noslédza slepenu vieno$anos, kas
paredzéja galveno nacistisko kara noziedznieku tiesas prava nepielaut vairaku jauta-
jumu apsprie$anu. Starp Siem jautadjumiem, pieméram, bija 1939. gada 23. augusta
parakstitais PSRS un Vacijas neuzbruk$anas ligums un tam pievienotais slepenais
protokols par ietekmes sféru sadali Austrumeiropa, kas ievadija Otro pasaules karu
un noveda pie Baltijas valstu neatkaribas iznicinaSanas. Ka zinams, pamatojoties tiesi
uz So Cetru pusu vienosanos, tribunals nepienéma izskatiSanai $a protokola kopiju,
kuru 1946. gada marta bija iesniegusi nacistiska noziedznieka R. Hesa aizstavji.5
Oficiali gan noraidijums tika pamatots ar to, ka nav iesniegts protokola originals, bet
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ta iesniedzgji izvairijuSies atklat, ka kopija iegita.t Kop$ $a briza Padomju Savieniba
vairak neka Cetrdesmit gadu noliedza padomju—vacu slepena protokola eksistenci.
Bezprecedenta gadijums!

Otra pasaules kara beigu posma Sausaligus noziegumus pret vacu civiliedzivota-
jiem pastradaja padomju karaspéks. 1945. gada janvari, Sarkanajai armijai iebrikot
Austrumprisija’ un Silézija, nedaudz vélak Pomeranija, Rietumprisija un citos Vacijas
novados, saka plosities vésturé nepieredzéta atriebiba. Britu vésturnieks A. Bivors
gramata “Berlines kriSana” min gadijumus, kad padomju tanku vienibas, panakot vacu
iedzivotaju béglu kolonnas, “vienkarsi saskaidija beéglu pajlgus, kas gadijas cela, un
gajéjus noplava ar automatu kartam™. Reizé ar laupiSanu, bezjédzigu postisanu un
mantisko vértibu iznicinaSanu izplatita paradiba padomju iekarotajas vacu teritorijas
bija civiliedzivotaju, — pasi labak situéto — noslepkavosana.? Pamanot “partizanu” dar-
bibas pazimes, padomju karaviri parasti likvideja visus tuvaka ciema iedzivotajus.

Briesmigai varmacibai un sadistiskai pazemo$anai padomiju karaviri paklava
Vacijas austrumu novadu sievietes. Dazada vecuma meitenes un sievietes visbieZak
piemekléja grupveida izvaroSana." Visai biezi véstures literatra tiek noradits, ka ko-
puma par izvaro$anas upuriem kluvusi divi miljoni vacu sievieSu,'? turklat gandriz puse
vai pat vairakums parcietis vairakkartéju izvaro$anu. No aptuveni 100000 sievietem,
kas izvarotas Berliné, ap 10000 péc tam mirusas, bet lielakoties izdarita pasnaviba.'
V&l daudz lielaks naves gadijumu procents ir starp tiem 1,4 miljoniem sievieSu, kas
cietuSas Austrumprisija, Pomeranija un Silézija."

Loti smaga situacija Vacijas austrumu novados nokluva bégli,'s kuri, méginot iz-
vairities no Sarkanas armijas nezéligas atriebibas un varmacibas, devas uz rietumiem.
Vairaki autori vacu béglu drausmigo likteni uzskata par vienu no Otra pasaules kara
briesmigakajam tragédijam.'¢ Simtiem taksto$u béglu nosala vai noslika, vai tika
nogalinats.!” Kopéjais vacu civiliedzivotaju upuru skaits valsts austrumu novados
parsniedza pusmiljonu.'® Divu gadu laika boja gaja art vairak neka puse no 218000
vacieSu (lielakoties meitenes un sievietes), kuri 1945. gada pavasari tika ar varu
aizdziti no Vacijas austrumu novadiem uz Padomju Savientbu stradat spaidu darbus
mezos, kidras purvos un kanalu rakSana piecpadsmit seSpadsmit stundu diena.®

ArT “bumbu kar$” nebija Nirnberga apsidzibas objekts, jo sabiedrotie baidijas, ka
tas klUs par abpusgriezigu zobenu.0 Par to, ka $ada iespéja bija vairak neka reala,
liecina pédeja laika Rietumvalstu véstures literatlira un presé iedegusas asas debates
par anglu un amerikanu gaisa kara stratégiju Otra pasaules kara gados — Vacijas
pilsétu masveida bombardésanu, kuras rezultata tika iznicinatas vacu pilsétu tipiskas
ainavas un “dzivibu zaudéja ap 635000 civiliedzivotaju™!. Lielu rezonansi guvusas
diskusijas izraisija un reizé ievadija tagad jau plasi pazistamais un |oti pieprasitais
vacu autora J. Fridriha darbs “Ugunsgréks. Vacija gaisa kara 1940-1945" 22 kas tika
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publicats 2002. gada rudent. Saja gramata aprakstits vacu civiliedzivotaju posts un
cieSanas sabiedroto nemitigo gaisa uzbrukumu dé|. Gaisa karu pret Vaciju, kam nav
precedenta vésturé, autors uztver ka sistematiski planotu un Tstenotu iznicinaSanas
akciju pret Vacijas pilsétam un to iedzivotajiem. Centrala — vina izvirzita téze ir $ada: no
militara, ka art no morales aspekta Vacijas pilsétu bombardésana bija neveiksmiga,?
jo netika sagrauta ne Vacijas militara rlpnieciba, ne ari demoralizéti tas iedzivotaji.
Gramata vaciesi tiek uzskatiti par Otra pasaules kara upuriem, bet Anglijas premjers
V. Céréils un vacu firers A. Hitlers salidzinati ka gaisa karu iniciatori. Britu vésturnieks
K. Barnets nonak pat pie secinajuma, ka J. Fridriha darba V. Cérgils tiek apvainots par
kara noziedznieku, jo vin$ pilntba atbalstija un aizstavéja vacu pilsétu bombardésanas
stratégiju.2¢ K. Barnets asi vérsas pret to, ka $aja darba ir méginats V. Cércila atlauju
bombardét Vacijas pilsétas (Billigung des Fldchenbombardaments) moraliski pielidzinat
neizsakamajiem briesmudarbiem, kuru dé| nacistu [1deri nonaca uz apstdzéto sola
Nirnbergas procesa un tika notiesati.2>

Diskusiju degpunkta izvirzijies miZsenais jautajums — vai mérkis attaisno lidzek]us,
respektivi, vai postoSas un launumu neso$as diktatlras likvidéSana attaisno iedzivotaju
nesaudzigu bombardéSanu? Sniegtas atbildes liela méra ir subjektivas. Ta, pieméram,
vacu autore K. Stefane uzsver, ka ne tikai Vacija ir parkapusi starptautiskas tiesibas,
bet arT V. Céréila stratégija — bombardét Vacijas pilsétas, lai iedzivotji saceltos pret
nacistu rezZimu, — likvideja atkirtbu starp civilistiem un karaviriem.26 Péc autores at-
zinuma, V. Cérgils rékinajas ar to, ka Anglijas militaras sakaves gadijuma vinu varétu
apvainot ka kara noziedznieku.?” Turpretl citds domas ir ang|u vésturnieks R. Overijs,
kur$ norada, ka V. Cérgils ir Lielbritanijas nacionalais varonis, un noraidos$i atbild uz
pasa izvirzito jautdjumu, vai vin$ bltu arT kara noziedznieks.?® R. Overijs attaisno
Vacijas pilsetu bombardéSanu ar zimigiem, bet ciniskiem vardiem: “Barbariski, bet
lietderigi.”?

Interregnum un pretosanas kustiba

Minétie Nirnbergas konsensa raditie miti joprojam tada vai citada veida ietekmé art
Latvijas véstures zinatni. TaCu Latvijas vesturnieku vairakums tos ignoré un censas
maksimali objektivi atspogulot savas tautas liktengaitas Otra pasaules kara gados,
aktivi meklgjot risinajumus problémam, kas radusas pétniecibas gaita. No vél [idz
galam neatrisinato jautajumu plasa spektra aplokosim tikai dazus — tadus, kas ir
pietiekami nozimigi.

Aktuala pétniecibas probléma ir varas mainas norise Latvijas teritorija 1941. gada
vasara péc Vacijas uzbrukuma Padomju Savientbai. Kopuma véstures literatdra ir sa-
stopami atskirigi un pretrunigi viedokli. Dala autoru uzskata, ka péc padomju karaspéka
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aizieSanas 1941. gada junija beigas un julija sakuma pastavéja varas vakuuma (t.s.
interregnum) periods, kura laika latvieSu paSaizsardzibnieki “bez vacu klatbatnes un
zinas Sava ebrejus™0. Savukart citi pétnieki ir parliecinati, ka vaciesi jau kop$ pasa
sakuma pilniba kontrol€ja situaciju un ieildzis bezvaras periods nepastavéja. Lai gan
ir iespéjams dazadi izprast un definét varas vakuuma stavokli un atskirigi noteikt
ta hronologiskos ietvarus, pédéja laika veiktie pétijumi lielakoties apstiprina tiesi So
viedokli. Ta, pieméram, vésturnieks J. Pavlovi¢s uzskata, ka pat Ziemelkurzemée, kur
bezvaras stavokla periods bija krietni ilgaks neka citur Latvija, tas pastavejis tikai
piecas — septinas dienas,?! bet Valmieras aprinki — tris vai Cetras dienas.® Savukart
pazistamais holokausta pétnieks A. Ezergailis norada, ka pa lielakai dalai Latvijas
pilsétas varas maina bijusi stundu, nevis dienu jautajums.3? Péc vina domam, Bauska
“interregnums [28. janija. — I. F] bija ne vairak ka 30 mint$u gar$". Saja gadijuma
bezvaras periods tiek uztverts saméra vienkarsoti — ka laika spridis starp pedéjo
sarkanarmieSu aizieSanu (“vecais” okupants) un pirmo vérmahta karaviru (‘jaunais”
okupants) ierasanos. Tomér svarigi ir fiksét to, kad jaunie okupanti sdka kontrolét
situaciju un iedzivotaji paklauties vinu pavélem. ArT So uzdevumu A. Ezergailis vi-

komandantdra I(V) 859"%. A. Ezergailim ir pilniga taisniba, uzsverot, ka faktiski visa
Latvija “vacu okupacija no militara un kontroles viedokla nedeva pamatiedzivotajiem
iespéju rikoties bez vacieSiem™s. Vesturnieks noraida to, ka Latvijas pilsétas, kur
pastavéja neilgs bezvaras periods, butu bez vacieSu zinas Sauti ebreji vai komunisti:
“.. 8auSanas Latvijas mazpilsétas iesakas apméram tris lidz Cetras nedélas péc vacieSu
ienakSanas.”’

Cita aktuala izpétes probléma ir pretoSanas kustiba Latvija Otra pasaules kara
turnieka Dz. Ergla visai interesantais darbs “Latvijas Centralas padomes véstures
nezinamas lappuses™®. Tacu diemzé&l arT taja netiek risinatas vairdkas svarigas, ar
pretoSanas kustibu saistitas problémas. Joprojam nav dota pietiekami skaidra, izsvérta
un vispusigi argumentéta atbilde uz jautdjumu, kas bija pretoSanas kustiba Latvija
Otra pasaules kara gados, kada bija tas batiba, kadas grupas varétu un kadas tomér
nedrikstétu tai pieskaitit.

Visparzinams ir tas, ka Otra pasaules kara gados Latvija pardzivoja divas oku-
pacijas. Lidz ar to Latvijas situacijas savdabiba nosaka, ka pretoSanas kustiba batu
ieklaujamas tikai tas grupas, kuras pauda gatavibu cinities pret abiem okupantiem,
par mérki izvirzot Latvijas neatkaribas atjauno$anu. Sada skatfjuma arpus pretodanas
kustibas ietvariem paliek vietgja komunistiska pagride un sarkanie partizani, kuri
gan cinijas pret vacieSiem, bet par padomju okupacijas atjaunoSanu. No Latvijas
nacionalo intereSu viedokla vini vairak bija kolaboranti, pat kolaboracionisti, nevis
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pretoSanas kustibas dalibnieki. Nevar tacu apzimét ar vienu un to pasu terminu
grupas, kuru cinas mérki ir diametrali pretéji. Saja gadijuma noteikti jaruna par da-
Zadam paradibam. Kapéc més ta déveto padomju pretoSanas kustibu nevarétu saukt
par komunistisko un diversantu kustibu? Tas bitibai pilnigi atbilsto§s apzimé&jums,
Tpasi, ja ievero, ka bieZi vien komunistiskas pagrides grupas un organizacijas, kas
veidojas Latvija, apvienojas vai sadarbojas ar pari frontes [inijai no PSRS aizmugures
rajoniem iesatitam grupam.®

Kontroversiali Latvijas historiografija tiek apllkota “Pérkonkrusta” lidera G. Celmina
darbiba Latvija vacu okupacijas laika un vina saistiba ar pretoSanas kustibu. Ta, pie-
méram, A. Ezergailis norada, ka pec 1941. gada 17. augusta, kad vaciesi aizliedza
“Pérkonkrustu”, G. Celmin$ “dalu grupas vadija pretoSanas cina pret nacistiem”%,
nodibinot “plasako (aiz komunistiem) pagrides tiklu Latvija™!. Citu viedokli parstav
A. Stranga, kas viena no saviem rakstiem pasvitro: “Eksisté apgalvojumi, ka vin$
[G. Celmins. — I. F] esot iesaistijies pretoSanas kustiba. Tas gan ir parspil&ums, lai
art 1944. gada vaciesi vinu patieSam apcietinaja un ka “goda apcietinatais” vin$ pat
nonaca koncentracijas nometné, nekadas vina pretoSanas aktivitates, iznemot dazu
skrejlapu izplatiSanu, nav zinamas."?

Vesturnieki U. Neiburgs un Dz. Erglis abus minétos viedoklus ap$auba un
raksturo tos “ka parspilétus gan no vienas, gan otras puses™3. Vini iesaka rapigak
pétit pretoSanas kustibu un ierosina “atturéties no parsteidzigiem, kategoriskiem
secinajumiem™#. levéribas cienigs ir arT A. Strangas nesen izteiktais ieteikums.
Nenoliedzot vairs G. Celmina saistibu ar pretoSanas kustibu, vin$ sava jaunakaja
publikacija raksta, ka tas tomér “neatce| batisku jautajumu par to, kas vina raibaja
biografija dominéja — kolaboracionisms vai pretoSanas un kura darbiba bija rezul-
tativaka — vadot “galveno komiteju” latvieSu vervéSanai policijas bataljonos vacu
paklautiba vai piedaloties pretestiba™s.

Situacija nacistu okupétaja Latvija bija tik komplicéta, bet pretoSanas kustibas un
kolaboracijas izpausmes tik dazadas, ka batu lietderigi ieviest arT atseviSkus jaunus
(vai I"dz Sim plasi nelietotus) terminus, kas precizak raksturotu tas vai citas perso-
nas darbibas veidu. Lidzas tadiem apziméjumiem ka kolaboracionisms (nodeviga
sadarbiba ar okupantiem), kolaboracija (vienkarSa sadarbiba) varétu lietot terminu
“taktiska kolaboracija”, ar to saprotot tadu sadarbibu ar okupacijas varu, kas bija
vérsta uz to, lai sasniegtu mérkus, kas ta vai citadi atbilda latvieSu tautas interesém.
Apspriezams bltu jautajums, vai taktisko kolaboraciju nevarétu uztvert un definét ka
noteiktu pretoSanas kustibas formu. NepiecieSams, protams, arT noteikt tas personas,
kuras batu iesp&jams raksturot ka “taktiskos kolaborantus”. Viens no pretendentiem
“uz $o godu” neap$aubami ir LatvieSu Zemes pasparvaldes tieslietu generaldirektors
A. Valdmanis. Vésturnieku riciba ir liecibas, ka vina plasi pazistamais memorands
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“LatvieSu problema”, kura aicinats veidot latvieSu karaspéka vienibas un Latvijai pieskirt
autonomiju,* tika saceréts, lai oficiali demonstrétu vélmi sadarboties ar vacieSiem,
bet vienlaikus, izvirzot nepienemamas prasibas, novilcinatu laiku un kavétu vacu oku-
pacijas mérku TstenoSanu.4

Atsevisku vesturnieku attiecksme pret A. Valdmani un vina darbibu nacistu okupa-
cijas laika gan ir izteikti kritiska un noraidosa. Ta H. Biezais vinu uzskata par Tstu un
parliecinatu Vacijas politikas aizstavi* un nosauc par spilgtako kolaborantu.*® Lai ari
avotos ir sastopamas pretrunigas zinas, kopuma tas neapstiprina tik tieSu negativu
vertéjumu. Daudzi dokumenti liecina, ka vairakas augstas vacu amatpersonas izturéjas
pret A. Valdmani ar lielu neuztictbu un nebdt vinu neuztvéra ka vacieSu draugu. Ta,
pieméram, Okupéto Austrumu apgabalu ministrs A. Rozenbergs 1943. gada novembri
vinu raksturoja ka “galveno latvieSu prasibu izteicgju”so.

Latviesu legions un LatvieSu Zemes pasparvalde

P&déjos gados Latvijas vésturnieki visai aktivi péta arT LatvieSu SS brivpratigo legiona
vai vienkarsi — LatvieSu legiona izveidosanu un darbibu, ko skata un vérté nacistu
okupéto un parvaldito zemju militaro forméjumu pastavésanas un funkcioné$anas
konteksta. Sads skattjums ir vasturiski pamatots un paver plaas iespéjas salidzinaju-
mam. Tas parada, ka LatvieSu SS brivpratigo legions Eiropa nebija nekads iznémums.
Jau Otra pasaules kara sakuma ieroéu SS (Waffen-SS) karaspéeka ieklavas brivpra-
tigie no “germanu” zemém - Norvégijas, Holandes, Danijas, Belgijas un citam. Kara
pedéjos gados SS karaspéks pakapeniski zaudéja savu sakotnéjo elitaro raksturu
un no “firera gvardes” kluva par “multinacionalu armiju”, kura plasi tika iesaistitas
arT negermanu tautas. 1944. gada ierou SS sastava diengja vairak neka 910000
viru, no kuriem aptuveni 57% nebija Vacijas vacieSi (Reichsdeutsche).5! lerou SS
vienibas cinijas gandriz visu Eiropas tautu parstavji.’2 No 38 divizijam, kuras kara
beigas veidoja SS karaspéku, neviena nebija komplektéta tikai no vacieSiem vien -
19 diviziju sastavéja lielakoties no arzemniekiem.

Latvie$u legionaru cina Vacijas pusé neap$aubami bija saistita ar kolaboraciju.
Ta ietvéra sadarbibas momentu ar vacu okupacijas varu. Tacu $o sadarbibu liela
méra noteica Padomju Savienibas agresiva un noziedziga politika Baltija 1940.-
1941. gada, tas rezultati un sociali psihologiskas sekas. So sadarbibu sekméja
latvieSu centieni atglt padomju okupacijas dé| zaudéto Latvijas neatkaribu. Vacija
latvieSiem bija situacijas noteikts un uzspiests sabiedrotais. Otra pasaules kara
laika neviens — pat lielvalstis nevaréja izraudzities sabiedrotos péc ideologiskas
parliecibas vai moraliem apsveérumiem. Visu noteica vienigi tas vai citas puses
aktualas intereses.
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Grti iedomaties, ka varétu izveidot LatvieSu legionu, ja Latvija 1940. gada vasara
netiktu okupéta un anektéta, bet tas iedzivotaji paklauti teroram un deportacijam.
Vairaki vacu dokumenti So noridu konteksta spilgti atsedz ierou SS sastava izvei-
dotas 15. latvieSu divizijas karaviru noskanojumu. Kada no tiem ir teikts: “Vini vélas
patstavigu Latvijas nacionalo valsti. Nostadtti izvéles priek§a — Vacija vai Krievija,
vini ir iz8kiruSies par Vaciju .., jo vacu virskundziba viniem Skiet mazakais [aunums.
Naidu pret Krieviju padzilinaja .. Latvijas okupacija. Vini uzskata cinu pret Krieviju par
nacionalo pienakumu.”s

Salidzino$a aspekta veiktie pétijumi rada, ka gan latvieSu, gan ar citu Eiropas
tautu sadarbibas svarigs motivs ar Vaciju bija “piedaliSanas krustakara pret bolSevis-
mu”. Tacu atkiriba, pieméram, no germanu brivpratigajiem latviesu legionari necinijas
par nacionalsocialisma idejam un vacieSu proponéto Jauno Eiropu. Vini nebija firera
‘politiskie zaldati”. Pilnigi sveSa viniem bija parlieciba, ka nacionalsocialisms ir nakot-
nes ideologija. LatvieSu legionarus nesaistija ne Vacijas ideologiskie, ne art militarie
mérki. Vacija viniem bija vajadziga ka sabiedrotais, lai cinitos pret bolSevismu.

Saistiba ar LatvieSu legiona vésturi izvirzas arf vairakas citas problémas, kas
Iidz Sim véstures literatdra vel nav guvusas pietiekami detalizétu atspogulojumu,
pieméram, latvieSu legionaru sakari ar nacionalas preto$anas organizaciju “Latvijas
sargi"® vai arT Latvijas Zemes paSparvaldes loma Latvijas iedzivotaju mobilizacija un
tas iespéjas pretdarboties legiona veido$anai, vismaz kamér Latvija nav ieguvusi auto-
nomiju. ST jautajuma nozimigumu nosaka kaut vai tas, ka Lietuva tiesi pasparvaldes
un arf sabiedribas nostajas dé| legions ta arT netika izveidots. Vai lidziga situacija
nebija iesp&jama arT Latvija? Kas notiktu, ja pasparvalde pateiktu striktu “né” legiona
veidoSanai? Latvijas vesturnieki pagaidam izvairas izvirzit tik tieSu jautajumu. Tacu
to noteikti vajadzetu darit. Pat tad, ja ta batu ielausanas alternativas vai nenotikusas
véstures sféra. Daudz ko Saja zina noskaidrotu ar salidzino$a aspekta veikti pétijumi
par nacistu okupacijas varas politiku Latvija un Lietuva.s

Visu $o neatrisinato jautdjumu un veicamo uzdevumu konteksta lietderigi batu
glt pavisam nelielu ieskatu par to, ka paSas vacu amatpersonas skaidroja savas
neveiksmes Lietuva. Péc parbaudes (mobilizacijas) akcijas izgasanas 1943. gada pa-
vasari Lietuvas generalkomisars T. fon Rentelns nostija Okupéto Austrumu apgabalu
ministrijai parskatu, kura uzskaititi veseli piecpadsmit iemesli, kapéc lietuviesi bijusi tik
neaktivi un daudzi atklati ignoréjusi pieteik§anos planotaja SS legiona.s” Generalkomi-
sara skatljuma svariga loma $aja zina bija lietuvieSu tautas raksturam (lietuvie$i nav
karotaji), katolu garidzniecibas un inteligences (ta centas panakt Lietuvas neatkaribas
atjaunoSanu) noraidoSajai nostajai pret mobilizaciju vacu armija un tam naidigajam
noskanojumam pret Vaciju, kads valdija kop$ 30. gadu vidus lietuvieSu politiskaja
un militaraja elite.’® Ka nozimigu iemeslu T. fon Rentelns minéja arT to, ka padomju
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terors Lietuva 1941. gada junija trakoja 1saku laiku neka Latvija vai Igaunija. Savukart
1943. gada lietuvieSi salidzinajuma ar latvieSiem un igauniem nejutas tik apdraudéti
no bolSevisma, jo Austrumu fronte atradas vél visai talu no Lietuvas.*®

leskicéta probléma sasaucas ar plasaku jautajumu, proti, cik spéciga un barga
bija vacu okupacijas vara. Vai vestures literatlra visai plai izplatitais uzskats par
§Ts okupacijas varas visspécibu nav tikai mits? Vai nacisti spéja vai nespéja pilniha
nodro$inat savu lemumu TstenoSanu un bezierunu izpildi? Lietuvas piemérs attie-
ciba uz legionu rada, ka ne viss nacistiem bija pa spékam. Inteligences parstavju
aresti, masveida kratisanas,® Vinas un Kaunas universitates slégSana®' nepiespieda
lietuvieSus maintt savu nostaju. ArT Latvija un Igaunija nacisti nereti bija spiesti atzit
savu bezspécibu cina pret tiem, kas izvairijas no parbaudém un mobilizacijas legiona.
Minésim tikai vienu raksturigu pieméru. 1943. gada decembri Ostlandes reihskomisars
H. Loze sldzgjas SS reihsfireram H. Himleram, ka vairak neka 4000 latvieSu un
2000 igaunu nav paklavusies pavélei ierasties iesaukSanas punkta, bet policejiskie
pasakumi izradijusies neefektivi.t2

Bez minétajam pétniecibas problémam savu risinajumu gaida ari daudzas citas.
Latvijas vesturniekiem vél daudz jadara, lai uzrakstitu plasu, stingri zinatnisku un ap-
kopojoSu darbu par vacu okupacijas laiku Latvija, kas batu pilnigi brivs no dazadiem
mitiem un kura visam problémam batu ieradita ta vieta, kadu tas pelna péc svariguma
un nozimiguma. Turklat jaapzinas, ka Latvijas vesture Otra pasaules kara gados ir
integrala Eiropas vestures sastavdala. Tapéc visi jautajumi jarisina Eiropas véstures

noriSu konteksta. lesp&jami pladi jaizmanto salidzinama metode.

Atsauces un skaidrojumi
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sourcen 1942-1944/45. — Stuttgart, 1999, Bd. 5/2, S. 52.

BA-B, R 6/162, S. 15, Ubersicht iiber den Verlauf der Musterungsaktion in Litauen, 9. Mai 1943.
Turpat, R 90/2, Reichskommissar Ostland Lohse an Reichsfiihrer SS Himmler, 11. November
1943.
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Inesis Feldmanis

Nazi Occupation Policy in Latvia (1941-1945): Current Problems
of Research and Solutions

Summary

The German occupation is a very complicated and controversial period in the history of
Latvia, the key to the understanding of which lies in impartial assessment of the correla-
tion among war-time events and balanced attitude to the past. It is absolutely clear that
the rather widely spread Western concept of the history of World War II, based on the so-
called Nuremberg Consensus reached among the winning powers, brings into the focus
one paradigm of evil only: Nazism, which is not acceptable to us, Latvians. In Latvia the
Nazi occupation replaced the first Soviet occupation, which was a painful experience for
thousands of Latvians and in the course of which the state of Latvia was de facto anni-
hilated and thousands of its citizens subjected to deportation and terror. The first Soviet
occupation and the aspirations to recover national independence affected to a large extent
the mood and actions of the population of Latvia, and dictated their attitude towards the
German occupation rule. Thus, the events of World War Il in Latvia cannot be understood
and impartially assessed without keeping in mind the existence of two paradigms of evil:
Communism and Nazism.

Adherence to the principles of Nuremberg Consensus does not contribute to the es-
tablishment of historical truth either because, according to these principles, during World
War Il crimes were committed exclusively by Nazis or their henchmen, among whom to a
large extent also Eastern European peoples are placed. However, all historians, who deal
with the history of World War II, are well aware that the crimes of Nazi Germany were by
no means the only crimes committed. Crimes, both war crimes and crimes against peace
and humanity, were committed by other countries as well, the Soviet Union in the first
instance. Soon after the Nuremberg Tribunal had launched its operation in the autumn of
1945, officials of the USSR, UK, USA and France reached a secret agreement to prevent
the consideration of several concrete issues in the trials of the leading war criminals. One
such issue was, for example, the non-aggression pact signed between the USSR and
Germany on 23 August 1939 and its secret protocol regarding the division of the spheres
of influence in Eastern Europe, that ushered in World War Il and annihilated the independ-
ence of the Baltic States.

The myths created by the Nuremberg Consensus in that or other way still affect histori-
cal research in Latvia as well. However, the majority of Latvian historians ignore them and
try to present the destiny of their nation in World War Il in @ maximum impartial manner,
actively seeking solutions to the problems arisen in the course of research. In the frame-
work of the broad range of still pending issues it is important to establish how historians
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assess the history of the Latvian Legion and the work of Latvian Self-government and
how they perceive and define the resistance movement in Latvia during World War Il. It is
perplexing that Latvian historians have not yet provided a sufficiently clear, balanced and
reasonably argumented answer to the question: what was resistance movement in Latvia,
what was its substance and which groups should and which should not be considered part
of this movement. The specifics of Latvia’s situation (two occupations in the course of World
War Il dictate that only those groups, which expressed commitment to fight against both
occupants and set the restoration of Latvia’s independence as their goal, may be regarded
as part of the movement. Such view excludes from the framework of the resistance move-
ment both the local communist underground and red partisans who, while indeed fighting
against Germans, were in favour of the restoration of the Soviet occupation. From the
perspective of Latvia's national interests they were collaborators, even collaborationists,
rather than members of the resistance movement. One and the same term cannot be ap-
plied to groups that pursued diametrically opposed goals. In this case one should talk about
entirely different phenomena.

In the recent years Latvian historians have also been rather actively studying the form-
ation and operation of the Latvian SS-Voluntary Legion (for the sake of simplicity referred
to as the Latvian Legion), considering and assessing it in the context of the existence
and functioning of the military formations of all Nazi-occupied and governed countries.
Such approach is historically justified and opens broad opportunities for comparison. It
demonstrates that Latvian SS-Voluntary Legion was nothing exceptional in Europe. Re-
presentatives of almost all European nations were fighting in the ranks of Waffen SS. Of the
38 divisions that made up SS troops at the end of the war, none consisted entirely of ethnic
Germans, while in 19 divisions the majority of soldiers were foreigners. At the end of the
war the SS troops had become a “multi-national army.”

Many other issues, apart from the above-mentioned, are awaiting their solution. Latvian
historians still have much to do to bring into existence a detailed, strictly scholarly and com-
prehensive work on the German period in Latvia, a work that would be free from all types of
myths and would allocate each issue the deserved place, depending on its importance and
significance. Moreover, it must be acknowledged that the history of Latvia in World War I
is an integral part of European history. Therefore all issues should be treated in the context
of European history and the comparative method should be applied whenever possible.
The most important and urgent task for Latvian historians can be formulated briefly: to put
in order and to integrate.
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Heinrihs Strods

Pirma bo|Seviku okupacijas gada darbinieku un padomju
varas atbalstitaju liktenis 1941.-1945. gada

(Pétijuma pieteikums)

Divdesmito gadsimtu dévé arT par ekstrémisma gadsimtu. Latviju, tapat ka vairumu
nelielo Vidus-, Austrum- un Ziemeleiropas valstu, $aja gadsimta skara abi Eiropas
lielakie totalitarie ekstremie rezimi — Krievijas bolSevisms un Vacijas nacisms. Turklat
krievu bo|Sevisms (komunisms) Latviju okupé&ja divas reizes, ar viltu un varu to sa-
grabjot 1939.-1940. gada un 1944.-1945. gada. Krievu bolSevisma okupétajvara Seit
valdija nepilnu pusgadsimtu, bet vacu nacisms, iekarojot Latviju 1941. gada, — gandriz
piecus gadus. Tacu politisko, saimniecisko un garigo postu Latvijai nodarija ne tikai
abu $o ekstrémo ideologiju un varu okupacija. Lielu launumu - ar tautas dzivajam
speékam — nodarija abu ekstrémo okupantu mainas un tam sekojosa iepriek$éjas
iekartas piekritéju iznicinaSana un ierobezoSana. Ja bolSeviki tautas iznicinasana
balstijas uz Skiru cinu, “tautas ienaidnieku” un sociali sveSu elementu teoriju, tad
vacu nacisti — uz vacieSu nakamas dzivestelpas atbrivoSanu no bolSevikiem, vinu
piekritgjiem, no zemakajam rasém — pirmam kartam ebrejiem un ¢iganiem. Latvijas
demokratiskaja historiografija visai plasi apgaismots krievu bolSeviku genocids, seviski
1941. gada 14. junija un 1949. gada 25. marta, k& arf vacu nacistu holokausts Latvija
1941.-1944. gada. Krievu bo|Seviku un vacu nacistu genocids sastavéja ka no liel-
operacijam, ta arf — péc vinu ieskata — normala $o operaciju sakuma un turpinajuma.
Tapéc abu totalitaro varu veiktais genocids bija ilgstoSa paradiba. Lidz peédgjam laikam
nav apgaismots vacu nacistu okupacijas laika veiktais pirma bolSeviku okupacijas
gada darbinieku, aktivistu un atbalstitaju liktenis 1941.-1945. gada. Krievu bolSeviku
okupacijas laika genocidu veica pirmam kartam specialas soda vienibas, vietéjie para-
militarie form&umi bolSeviku partijas un drosibas iestazu vadiba. Ne krievu bolSeviku,
nav apskatits ka krievu bolSevisma un vacu nacisma pamatteritorija sen izstradatas
genocida teorijas un prakses Tstenojums okupétajas valsts, to skaita Latvija. Kaut ar
bija iesp&jamas nelielas lokalas atkapes atseviskas valstis vai geopolitiski [1dzigas
valstu grupas, tomér principa ka bolSevistiska, ta nacistiska genocida teorija un
prakse bija izstradata Krievija jau 20.-30. gados un nostiprinata gan ar atklatiem,
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gan slepeniem rikojumiem. Tacu abu ekstrémo okupaciju genocida bija arT lielakas
at8kirtbas. Abi totalitarie reZimi esoSos vai iedomatos pretiniekus iznicinaja ar badu
un darbu, tomér vacu nacistu genocida modelr vairak neka krievu bolSeviku modelt
domingja iznicinaSana uz vietas vai neliela attaluma. Turpretim krievu bolSeviki péc
iedzivotaju izveSanam tos iznicindja pasaulei mazak redzamas vietas, kaut art ieslo-
dzito iznicinaSanas kapacitate bija augstaka neka vairakas vacu nacistu koncentracijas
nometnés (pieméram, Bahenvalde un Vjatlags). Krievu bolSeviku genocida modeli
domingja iznicinaSana ar badu un darbu, bet vacu nacistu modell - noSau$ana un
sadedzinaSana gazes kameras.

Krievu bolSeviku un vacu nacistu izstradatajos politisko pretinieku iznicina$anas
modelos bija atSkiribas ne tikai taktika, bet arT genocida pakapeniba. Krievu bolSeviki
pirmam kartam centas iznicinat iespéjamo politisko pretinieku vaditajus vai to grupas.’
Tikai otraja posma bija paredzéts iznicinat “Skiras ienaidniekus” un “sociali svesos
elementus”, kas patiesiba bija vinu politiskie pretinieki. Vacu nacisti genocida pirmaja
posma planoja iznicinat bolSeviku okupacijas laika darbiniekus un aktivistus ar vietéjo
paramilitaro organizaciju palidzibu. Otraja posma bija paredzéts holokausts, ko veiktu
pasi nacisti.

Saja referata ka patijuma pieteikuma méginats minét dazas svarigakas problémas
un iepriek€jas pardomas, kas pétijuma gaita varétu tikt precizétas vai atspékotas.
Pirmam kartam, stradajot Vacijas Federalaja arhiva, ka Vacijas DroSibas galvenas
parvaldes fonda,2 ta SS Galvenas parvaldes fonda3 un izmantojot Austrumu Okupéto
apgabalu valsts ministrijas fondu,* kluva skaidrs, ka nacistiska Vacija jau kop$ na-
cistu varas sagrabSanas gatavojusies gan Vacijas, gan iekaroto zemju rasistiskai un
politiskai tiri$anai un veikusi &Ts politiskas tiridanas ka sava, ta anektétajas valstrs. ST
gatavosanas notikusi, pirmkart, ar uzticamu militaru specvientbu izveidoSanu, otrkart, ar
politsodiSanas aparata un sodavietu iekarto$anu, ka art gatavojot un dienesta kartiba
izplatot politsodisanas noteikumus, ieskaitot noSauSanu un pakarsanu. Peéc pirmas
iepaziSanas ar Siem noteikumiem jasaka, ka tos ieverojusas ne tikai Vacijas armijas
specvienibas, bet visuma art Vacijas nacistu vaditie Latvijas paramilitarie spéki.

Otrs risinamais jautajums ir noskaidrot célonus, kas veicindja to, ka pirmajai
bolSeviku okupacijas varai radas piekritéji, kas patiesiba noliedza visus iepriek3&jos
divdesmit gadus Latvija pastavéjuSos demokratijas pamatprincipus, demokratiskas
brivibas, tirgus ekonomiku u.c. Acimredzot blakus okupacijas varas spiedienam
Seit céloni jameklé sociali neapmierinatajos slanos, pieviltajas nacionalo minoritadu
ceribas, kreisajos radikalu slanos, kadi bija visos laikos, centienos ienemt atbrivo-
jusas vietas administrativas struktlras un ceriba, ka jauna iekarta radis iespéju
labak dzivot pat uz bijusa rekina. Apméram 1000 komunistu bija iesatits Latvijas
civiliestadés no PSRS.
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TreSais jautajums. Padomju darbinieku un aktivistu skaits lidzSingja literattira kad-
reiz minéts, tadu nav méginats atsifrét ta struktdru. Ta bija sarezgita, turklat apméram
treSdala pirma bolSeviku okupacijas gada kolaborantu acimredzot vienlaikus atradas
divas un vairakas okupacijas laika organizacijas. PEéc misu aprékina, aptuvenais
aktivistu skaits Latvija varéja bat ap 100000 cilveku (sk. 1. pielikumu). Lielaka dala
bija politiski organizéta.

Ceturtkart, cik aktivistu, sakoties Vacijas-Krievijas karam, aizbéga uz Krieviju.
Literatdra minéti dazadi skaitji. PEéc PSRS Parce|oSanas parvaldes uzskaites Vacijas
un Krievijas kara laika no Latvijas uz Krieviju bija parcélies aptuveni 51000 cilvéku, no
kuriem apméram 12000 (26,6%) bija latvieSi (sk. 2. pielikumu). TreSdala beglu varéja
bat ebreji, kas béga no nacistiem. Apméram treSdala bija Latvijas krievu un baltkrievu,
Sarkanas armijas virsnieku gimenes loceklu un armijas garnizonu darbinieku. Pasreiz
masu riciba nav datu, cik béglu gaja boja cela vai Sarkanas armijas specvienibu at-
griezti atpakal no Latvijas—Krievijas robeZas.

Piektkart, janoskaidro, kad, cik un kur aktivistus arest&ja un kas veica So dar-
bu. Sis jautajums bis skaidrs péc visu pagastu un pilsétu iedzivotaju izpates péc
stavokla 1941. gada otraja pusé un velak, jo aktivistu aresti, mobilizacija spaidudar-
bos Latvija un Vacija turpinajas visu okupacijas laiku. Rodas iespaids, ka politisku
iemeslu dé| arestéja apméram 30000 iedzivotaju. Aktivistu arestus un apsardzibu
Vacijas nacistu okupacijas varas rezija veica latvieSu pasaizsardzibnieki, velak art
paligpolicija.

Sestkart, japéta arestéto aktivistu liktenis vacu nacistu okupacijas laika. lgau-
nija, kur aktivistu liktenis izpétits, aptuveni treSdala arestéto tika noSauta, apméram
treSdala ieslodzita cietumos un koncentracijas nometnés, apméram treSdala at-
brivota. Ja So Igaunijas modeli pieméro Latvijai, tad paSaizsardzibnieki un policija
noSava apméram 10000 aktivistu. Aptuveni tads pats skaits atradas cietumos un
koncentracijas nometnés (4. pielikums). Apméram treSdala tika atbrivota ar daZzadiem
noteikumiem - pilniga briviba, darbs pie vecsaimnieka, lidz turpmakam izsaukumam.
AtbrivoSanu no cietumiem parasti veica vacu Dro$ibas policija, ievérojot divus pa-
matprincipus: vai arestétais bijis politiski organizéts; vai vacieSiem labveligi noskanots.
Cietumu “izbrivéSana” notikusi trijos virzienos — atbrivot, ievietot koncentracijas no-
metné, noSaut.

Septitkart, aktivistu mekléSanu turpinaja okupacijas varas droSibas iestades art
péc pirma aktivistu no$ausanas vilna 1941. gada otraja pusé. Sinf noliika tika sastaditi
un publicéti meklgjamo personu tris saraksti, kas bija izsttti visiem aprinku un pilsétu
dro$ibas dienestiem (sk. 7. pielikumu).

Sie meklgjamo personu saraksti [i[dz ar §im personam paredzéto ricibu aresta
gadijuma japéta speciali, tacu visos trijos sarakstos publicéts apméram 5000 personu
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vards un uzvards, dzim8anas dati un dzivesvieta. Blakus latvieSu vardiem un uzvar-
diem mekléjamo personu sarakstos uzkritoSi daudz ir ebreju un krievu (baltkrievu)
vardu un uzvardu.

Astota pétijuma joma ir okupacijas varas droSibas dienesta izveidota t.s. “LatvieSu
kartoteka”. Saja kartotéka ieklautas ne tikai daudzas politiski “aizdomigas” personas,
bet arT lojali Vacijas nacistu paSparvaldes ierédni, seviski, ja viniem bija pamanita
kada pretvacu vai Latvijas nacionalistu iezime. Kopa LatvieSu kartotéka bija apméram
23000 iedzivotaju uzvardu.

Devitkart, ir jaizseko aktivistu iznicinaSanas procesam visa nacistu okupacijas
laika (8. pielikums).

Darba desmita joma ir noskaidrot cietuSo akfivistu kopskaitu un grupas, sevisku
uzmanibu pievérsot noSautajiem bez tiesas sprieduma (sk. 9. un 10. pielikumu).

Dazi iepriek$éji secinajumi

1. Aktivistu arests un noSausana Latvija Vacijas—Krievijas kara laika bija Vacija
nacistu uzsaktas politisko pretinieku iznicinasanas turpinajums divu totalitaro ideologiju
un impériju redlas cinas apstaklos uz dzivibu vai navi.

2. Aktivistu aresti un iznicinaSana, ko vacu nacistu rezija veica galvenokart latvieSu
paramilitarie un militarie formé&jumi, bija nacistu ieplanota genocida pirmais posms,
kuram sekoja holokausts, ko Tstenoja galvenokart vacu nacistu soda vienibas.

3. Aktivistu iznicinasanas bija Cetrus gadus ilgs process — tas sakas ar masveida
apSauSanam bez tiesas sprieduma 1941. gada otraja puse, péc tam turpinajas ar
ieslodzijumiem cietumos un to aizvietotajos, ka art koncentracijas nometnés un iz-
stisanu darbos Vacija.

4. Aktivistu iznicinaSanu papla$inaja Latvijas DroSibas policijas un droSibas
dienesta 1942.-1943. gada dienesta vajadzibam publicétie mekl&jamo personu tris
saraksti (Fahndungsnachweis) ar apméram 5000 mekl&amo personu datiem, kas
deva iespéjas DroSibas policijai atklat un vajat bolSeviku darbiniekus un atbalstitajus
visa Baltija.

9. Aktivistu izsekoSanu un vajasanu veicinaja droSibas dienesta “LatvieSu kartoté-
ka”, kura bija ieklauti 23 000 nearestétu vai no aresta atbrivotu personu uzvardi, starp
§im personam varéja bit apméram 20000 bijuso aktivistu un [1dzjuteju.

6. Pret Latvijas tautu un valsti noziegusies bolSeviku okupéacijas pirma gada darbi-
nieki bija jatiesa un jasoda.

7. Lin€a tiesa, ko latvieSu paSaizsardzibnieki un policija veica pret 10 000 aktivistu,
tapat ap 10000 akfivistu ieslodziSana cietumos un koncentracijas nometnés, izsatisana
darbos uz Vaciju bez tiesas sprieduma uzskatama par kara noziegumu un latvieSu
tautas genocidu.
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1. pielikums

Komunistu, komjaunie$u, stradnieku gvardu un akfivistu kopskaits Latvija

1941. gada maija—junija

LK(b)P biedri (1941. g. 1. junijs) 50571
VLKJS biedri (1941. g. 1. maijs) 7200
Stradnieku gvardi (1941. g. 1. maijs) 9500
Pagastu izpildkomiteju darbinieki (pagasta) 2800
MOPR biedri ap 15000
LK(b)P Iidzjutéji — aktivisti ap 2000
Milicijas pilnvarotie un milicijas paligdienests (pagasta viens pilnvarotais) ap 1000

Kopa: 42557
Desmit hektaru zemes un zemes piegriezuma ipasnieki 75000

Pavisam kopa: 117 557

T Apméram puse varéja bat sarkanarmieSu Latvijas okupacijas armija.
2. pielikums
No Baltijas valstim evakuéjusies uz PSRS 1941. gada 1. decembrt?

Valsts EvakugjuSies % To skaita pamattautiba %
Lietuva 32432 100 5800 179
Latvija 51429 100 13705 26,6
lgaunija 18382 100 10575 57,5
Kopa 102243 100 30080 29,4

T NepeceneHyeckoe ynpasnenne npu CHK CCCP, PTAJ, &b. 1562, on. 1, a. 249, n. 66, 68.
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5. pielikums
Latvijas cietumos ieslodzito skaits, 1941. gada 15. oktobris

kriminalieslodzitie
308
(3,02%)

politieslodzitie
9901
(96,98%)

Vacijas Federalais arhivs, 175, Rolle 513.

6. pielikums

Vacijas DroSibas policijas un droSibas dienesta (SD) priekSnieka Sifri
Latvijas politieslodzito SkiroSanai cietumos!

1. F[reilassen] — atbrivots bez noteikumiem pret parakstu ka politiski neorganizéts, ar stingru
bridinajumu Iidz turpmakajam izsaukumam.

2. K[onzentrationslager] — politiski organizéti nemilitaras struktiras ieslodzitie koncentra-
cijas nometnés.

3. E[ksekutierten] — noSaut — politiski organizéti, paramilitaras struktiras.

1 Latvijas Valsts véstures arhivs, P-252. f,, 1. apr., 1.-15. .

7. pielikums

Latvijas Dro$ibas policijas un dro$ibas dienesta komandiera Sifri
mekléjamo personu sarakstos 1942.-1943. g., nr. 1.-3.

1. F[estnahme] — mekléjamo personu aizturét, nogadat tuvakaja cietuma, tdlin pazinojot
Latvijas DroSibas policijas un dro$ibas dienesta priekSniekam Riga, nogaidit
turpmakos noradijumus.

2. A[ufenthaltsermittlung] — noskaidrot dzivesvietu un zinot Latvijas DroSibas policijas un
dro$ibas dienesta priekSniekam Riga, nogaidit turpmakos noradijumus.

3. u[nterschriftlich zu verpflichten] — meklgjamai personai jadod paraksts par dzives-
vietas nemainiSanu, un paraksts japiesita Latvijas DroSibas policijas un droSibas
dienesta priekSniekam Riga.

4. o0 - Vorsichtig - Uzmanibu! — personai ir Saujamierocis.

5. e[xecutieren] — atraSanas gadijuma telefoniski vai telegrafiski zinot Latvijas DroSibas
policijas un droSibas dienesta priekSniekam Riga.
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Padomju varas darbinieku un tas atbalstitaju izvietoSana

pirmaja bolSeviku okupacijas gada (1940-1941)

8. pielikums

1941. gada janijs—jdlijs

Arestéti pagastos un pilsétas
Vietéjas ieslodzijuma iestades

RN

1941. gada julijs—augusts

NoSauSana pilsétas,

Konvojésana uz Rigas

pagastos un aprinku cietumiem
Y
1942. gads Apcietinato leslodzi8ana NosutiSana
noSausana cietumos uz koncentracijas nometném
Y Y A
1943. gads Apcietinato leslodziSana leslodziSana
noSausana cietumos koncentracijas nometnés
v
1944. gads leslodziSana NosutiSana uz Vacijas
cietumos koncentracijas nometném
Y
1945. gads IzdzIvoju$o atbrivoSana

no koncentracijas nometném
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9. pielikums

Padomju varas darbinieku un tas atbalstitaju liktenis
(1940.-1941. gads)'

noSauti
10000 (10%)

arestéti
10000 (10%)

ieslodzti
koncentracijas nometnés
Latvija un Vacija
5000 (5%)

SD “Latvieu kartoteka”
20000 (20%)

aizbégusi uz PSRS
20000 (20%)

izsatti darbos Vacija
5000 (5%)

palikusi Latvija
30000 (30%)

T Aptuveni iepriek$gji aprekini, kas pétniecibas gaita tiks precizéti.

10. pielikums

Pirma bolSeviku okupacijas laika (1940-1941) iznicinato darbinieku un atbalstitaju
skaits (no 1941. gada Idz 1945. gadam)

14000 12000-13000

12000
[idz 10000
10000
8000
6000
6000
4000
2000
0
Valters Nollendorfs, 2002 Karlis Zarins, 19432 Leo Dribins, 19965
Uldis Gérmanis, 19903 Margers Vestermanis, 2000°
Heinrihs Strods, 1996, 20014

Latvijas Okupacijas muzejs. — Riga, 2002, 63. Ipp.

Anglijas Valsts arhivs, Zinojumi arlietu ministrijai.

Gérmanis U. LatvieSu tautas piedzivojumi. II. — Riga, 1990, 194. Ipp.
Latvijas Okupacijas muzeja gadagramata 2000. — Riga, 2001, 87.-152. Ipp.
Nacionalas un etniskas grupas Latvija. — Riga, 1996.

6 Parrunu rezultati.

1 N
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Atsauces un skaidrojumi

' Tadas atklaja daudz vairak, neka to patiesiba bija.

2 Reichssicherheitshauptamt, Bestand R-58.

3 8S Hauptamt, Bestand R-33.

4 Reichsministerium fiir die besetzten Ostgebiete, Bestand R-6.

Heinrihs Strods

Extermination of Activists and Supporters of the First Bolshevik
Occupation in 1941-1945

Summary

In the 20th century Latvia suffered not only from the evil deeds of the two extremist totalitarian re-
gimes of that time: German Nazism and Russian Bolshevism, but also from the retaliation for the
tortures caused by these occupation regimes as one occupation rule tried to take revenge on the
collaborationists of the previous rule. Studies in German archives reveal that after the occupation
of Latvia in 1941, in order to meet their strategic goals, Nazis pursued the methods of extermina-
tion of their potential enemies that have been elaborated in Germany in the course of many years.
The accelerated Sovietisation of Latvia by the Bolshevik occupation rule in 19401941 enlarged
the opportunities for Nazis to do so as at that time the segment of the population unsatisfied with
K. Ulmanis” authoritarian rule was reinforced by up to one thousand Bolsheviks transferred from
Russia, thus increasing the number of those to be accused of collaboration to up to 100000
persons. According to recent data from the USSR archives, up to 50 civilians, including Jews,
families of Red Army officers, personnel of garrisons, etc., fled to the USSR together with the
Red Army. On Nazi instructions, up to 30000 persons, accused of political crimes, were arrested
in Latvia, only a few of them being members of the Communist Party, and about one third of
the arrested were executed, one third imprisoned and one third released on different conditions.
The annihilation of collaborators and possible sympathisers with the Bolshevik rule took place
under the conditions of actual real life-and-death struggle taking place between Nazism and
Bolshevism. While during the first phase of genocide in the second half of 1941 collaborators,
activists and sympathisers (irrespective of their ethnic belonging) of the Bolshevik period were
executed mostly by paramilitary Latvian formations and police, the second phase of genocide,
the Holocaust, was carried out by punitive units of Nazi troops. Arrests and executions of activ-
ists continued also in 1942-1944, for the most part on the basis of the so-called Latvian files. As
the Nazi occupation period lasted for several years, conviction and punishment of the accused
collaborators, activists and sympathisers of the first year of Bolshevik occupation rule became
possible. The lynch court that for the most part was held by Latvian self-defence men, without
a trial executing about 10000 activists, is to be regarded as a war crime and the genocide of
the Latvian people. However, this assumption is to be proved or rejected in the course of further
studies that Latvian historians, both in Latvia and in exile, have so far abstained from doing.
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Karlis Kangeris

Igaunijas Zemes pasparvalde pirms 1942. gada 7. marta
reformas: skatiens no Latvijas

1. levads

1998. gada lgaunija, Lietuva un Latvija izveidoja ekspertu komisiju, lai izvértétu So
valstu vésturi laikposma no 1939. gada I1dz 1991. gadam, respektivi, vésturi Padomju
Savientbas un Vacijas reiha okupacijas varas laika, izvirzot noziegumu pret cilvéci un
kara noziegumu izmekléSanu priekSplana. Ka pirma komisija ar zinojumu klaja ir nakusi
lgaunijas Starptautiska komisija noziegumu pret cilvéci izmekléSanai, 2001. gada maija
publicéjot zinojumu par vacu okupacijas laiku, kura par Igaunijas Zemes paSparvaldi
dots 8ads vertejums:

“Pirmkart, més novértéjam zinamas personas par atbildigam, ieverojot vinu ienem-
tas pozicijas, kas devu$as rikojumus, kas izpaudas noziegumos pret cilvéci. Tas bija
vados$as personas Igaunijas paSpérvaldé, kur vinas ienéma direktoru vietu un par
savu darbibu zinoja tieSi Hjalmaram Mee. [..] Tapéc komisijas uzskats ir, ka tie, kuri
dazados laikos ienéma direktoru vietu vai darbojas citadi augstakos amatos, sava
ienemama amata dé| dala atbildibu ar vacu iestadeém par vis@m kriminalam izdaribam
lgaunija, ka arT par darbiem arpus tas robezam, kurus veikusas militaras vienibas vai
policijas bataljoni, saforméti ar vinu piekriSanu vacu okupacijas laika: Hjalmars Mee
[Mé&e], Oskars Angeluss [Angelus], Alfreds Vends [Wendl], Oto Lésments [Leesment],
Hanss Sars [Saar], Oskars Epiks [Opik], Arnolds Radiks [Radiks], Johanness Sodla
[Soodla].”!

lgaunijas komisija savus spriedumus un novértéjumus pamatoja ar Starptautiskas
kriminaltiesas Romas likumu (Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court), kas
pienemts 1998. gada, respektivi, 1999. gada, un kas Sodien ir kluvis par pamatu
Starptautiskajai kara noziegumu tiesai Haga. Igaunijas Starptautiska komisija ir ar
nakotnei paredzetu tiesibu sistému vertejusi pagatni. Neskatoties uz iesp&jamiem
metodologiskiem iebildumiem, komisijas Igaunijas pasparvaldes novértéjums tomér
mudina uz pardomam, vai arT Lietuva un Latvija nebija lidziga zemju paSparvalde un
vai to novértejums nevarétu bat [1dzigs. Péc 1942. gada 7. marta, kad Austrumzemes
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reihsministrs Alfreds Rozenbergs (Rosenberg) izdeva Parvaldes organizacijas dekrétus
nr. 1, 2 un 3, lgaunija un Latvija izveidojot |oti [Tdzigas zemes paSparvaldes struktdras,
uz jautajumiem par paSparvalzu autonomiju, sadarbibu un paklautibu vacu iestadeém
varbat ir vieglak atbildet neka par iepriek$ejo laikposmu. Lai labak saprastu Igaunijas
Starptautiskas komisijas spriedumu par Igaunijas paSparvaldi, $ai raksta priekSplana
izvirzisim jautajumus par laikposmu pirms 1942. gada marta: ka Igaunija radas pas-
parvalde? Vai tai vacu vadibas struktdras bija specials atbalsts? Cik lidzigas uzbavé un
darbibas briviba bija paSparvaldes Igaunija un Latvija? Vai lgaunijai bija kadas seviskas
priekSrocibas vai tiesibas salidzinajuma ar Latviju?

2. Vacija un Igaunija pirms 1941. gada 22. junija

a) Vacijas un Igaunijas attiecibas

Vacijas un lgaunijas diplomatiskas attiecibas visuma bija korektas un pat sava veida
draudzigas. Tomér nevarétu teikt, ka Igaunijas arpolitika bija orientéta uz Vaciju.2
Nekadas seviSkas domstarpibas starp abam valstim nepastavéja, tas attiecas art
uz vacieSu tautibas grupu lgaunija. Starp Vaciju un Padomju Savienibu 1939. gada
23. augusta noslégtais Draudzibas ligums igaunus sava veida parsteidza, tau ne-
mazinaja visparéjo uzticibu Vacijai. ArT péc tam, kad |gaunija bija bijusi spiesta ar
PSRS 1939. gada 28. septembrT parakstit Savstarpéjo palidzibas pakiu, tas valdiba
ticja vacu paskaidrojumiem, ka padomju militarbazes Igaunija ir tikai uz Tsu laiku un
ka Sarkana armija driz to atstas. Vacijas ekonomiskas intereses |gaunija atturésot
padomiju varu spert jebkadus solus pret valsts un sabiedribas iekartu. Tapat péc pa-
domju okupacijas uzticiba Vacijai bija liela un Igaunijas politiska elite gaidija, ka Vacija
drizuma atkal padzis padomju okupantus.

Uzticiba Vacijai galvenokart mekléjama divos faktoros. Pirmais bija slepena militara
sadarbiba ar Vaciju, ko uzsaka 1935. gada. ST sadarbiba galvenokart attiecas tikai uz
izllkoSanas dienestiem, un ta bija vérsta pret Padomju Savienibu.3 Ja par diplomatiju
varéja teikt, ka tai nebija speciala orientacija uz Vaciju, tad to visuma nevaréja attiecinat
uz vado$ajam militarpersonam, kaut arf vinu slepena draudziba ar Vaciju atklatibai nebija
ne redzama, ne arf zinama. Otrs nosacijums bija vacieSu liela interese par lgaunijas
degakmens ellas produkciju. Lielaka uznémuma “Estnische Steinblaktiengesellschaft”
akcijas bija vacu rokas. Uznémuma speciala naftas produkcija seviski bija domata vacu
kara flotes vajadzibam.

Slepena militara sadarbiba izliko$ana un vacu kara flotes apgadasana ar degvielu
igauniem likas ka pietieckama garantija, lai vacieSu interesi par Igauniju uzturétu dzivu,
lai Vacija izbalansétu Maskavas spiedienu, gan art raudzitos uz to, ka Igaunija ilgstosi
nenonaktu padomju vara.
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Ja piedevam tuvak apskata vacieSu plano$anu karagajienam pret Padomju Sa-
vienibu, tad nevar noliegt, ka arT vacu pusei bija savas “simpatijas” pret lgauniju. Tas
tik daudz neizpaudas “telpas parkarto$anas jautdjumos’, ka tas bija redzams rases
politikas nostadnés par igauniem.

Péc vélaka austrumu reihsministra A. Rozenberga planiem — vin$ péc izcelsmes
bija baltvacietis no Igaunijas — Igaunijai (arT Latvijai un Lietuvai) “ndkotné vajadzéja
kGt par vacieSu dzivesvietu™, vai — ka ménesi vélak (08.05.1941.) Instrukcija reihs-
komisaram Austrumzemé (“Instruktion fiir einen Reichskommissar im Ostland”)
teikts — tai (arT Latvijai, Lietuvai un Baltkrievijai) bija jaklust par “vacu protektoratu’,
“parvacojot rases zina pienemamos elementus, kolonizéjot germanu tautas un izsttot
neveélamos elementus”, beigas klTstot par “Lielvacijas reiha dalu™. To, ka Baltijas telpa
ir no “Padomju kermena jaizgriez” un ta cieSi jasasaista ar Vacijas reihu, A. Rozenbergs
vélreiz apstiprinaja sava runa 1941. gada 20. junija, parvacoSanu kolonizacijas veida
atstajot nakotnei.”

ArT citu iestdzu memorandos attieciba uz Igaunijas valststiesisko nakotni tika uz-
sverts, ka tai jaklust par vacu dzivestelpu, runaja par zemes parvaco$anu un noraidija
jebkadu valstisko patstavibu, kas $ada zina labi sakrita ar A. Rozenberga teikto.t Uz-
skatus, ka Baltijas valstis bltu japaklauj ilglaicigai specialai militarparvaldei® vai no tam
jaizveido specialas valstis ar zinamu patstavibu,'® diezgan agri izslédza no plano$ana
nopietni apsveramiem variantiem.

Noveértejot Baltijas pamattautas péc to rases piemérotibas parvacosanai, igauni
neapstridami ienéma pirmo vietu. A. Rozenbergs sava instrukcija Austrumzemes reihs-
komisaram uzsvéra (08.05.1941.), ka saistiba ar “parvaco$anu resp. izceloSanu” igauni
lidz 50% butu uzskatami par “radniecisku” tautu. Latvija asimiléjama dala ir ievérojami
mazaka, un $eit bidot jaapsver lielaka izcelosana.”" Arf pats Vadonis Adolfs Hitlers uz-
skatTja (11./12.07.1941.), ka no Baltijas tautdm “labakie” ir igauni, kuriem seko lietuviesi
un, visbeidzot, latviesi."2 Tadu pasu tautu vértibu klasifikaciju noteica arm mazakumtautibu
eksperts baltvacietis no Igaunijas Verners Haselblats (Hasselblatt) 1941. gada 4. jali-
ja — vispirms igauni, tad lietuviesi un beigas — latviesi." Reihsfirers-SS Heinrihs Himlers
(Himmler) vértéja, ka Baltijas pamattautu parvaco$anai deriga dala varétu bt apméram
10 procentu.™ Velakais reihskomisars Hinrihs Loze (Lohse) uzskatija $o Himlera minéto
parvacojamo skaitu par zemu un drizak piesléjas Rozenberga uzskatiem. Kad vélak
SS vadiba saka izstradat dazadus Austrumu generalplana (Generalplan Ost) variantus,
tad apréekins pamatojas uz to, ka Latvija paliks 30% parvacoSanai derigu latvielu, bet
Igaunija vismaz 50% igaunu.

Ja pats Hitlers kara sakuma, t.i., 1941. gada 22. janija, austrumu tautas neskiroja,
jo ar “zemcilvékiem” vispar nebija jarékinas, tad tomér prakse radas citi — diferencétaki
risinajumi. Var teikt, ka vismaz Baltijas gadijuma vadijas péc A. Rozenberga ieteikta
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‘modela”, ka “iepretim atSkirigam tautibu grupam jarikojas attiecigi atskirigi, ieverojot
attiecigas tautas rasiskas vértibas, tas nostaju pret Vaciju, ka ar lomu, kas tai paredzéta
Austrumu apgabalu parkarto$ana™s.

b) igauni Vacija

Péc Igaunijas okupacijas 1940. gada janija Vacija, Berling, palika viss lgaunijas sit-
niecibas personals. Tomér sitnieciba neattistija nekadas patstavigas iniciativas, lai
spertu solus Igaunijas atbrivo$anas laba, ko veiktu kopa ar Vaciju. Ta pédéjais satnis
Radolfs Melersons (Méllerson), kur§ Berliné darbu bija sacis tikai 1939. gada novembri,
bija pasivs un sadarboSanos ar vacieSiem atstaja militarpersonam vai arf t.s. aktivistu
parstavjiem. R. Melersons bija ar savu likteni samierinajies, jo péc lgaunijas okupacijas
vacieSi vinam bija atlavusi Berliné palikt ka privatpersonai.'® Citi sitniecibas darbinieki
pakartojas citiem igaunu grup&jumiem. Sitniecibas sekretars Aleksandrs Masakass
pievienojas “aktivajam grup&jumam’, kuru vadija H. Mee, bet Igaunijas militarais atasejs
pulkvedis Ludvigs Jakobsens kopa ar citam igaunu militarpersonam izveidoja savu
grupu, kas formuléja savu politiku.

Ka pirmais béglis no padomju varas Vacija ieradas pulkvedis Rihards Masings
(Maasing), kurs bija Igaunijas armijas Staba vaditaja vietnieks un kur§ vadija slepeno
militaro sadarbibu ar Vaciju. Parsteidza tikai bég$anas laiks — tas bija 1939. gada
oktobris' — Tsi péc Igaunijas un PSRS savstarpéja palidzibas liguma parakstiSanas.
Péc Igaunijas okupacijas 1940. gada vasara Masingam sekoja citas militarpersonas,
kuras art bija sastavejusas ekskluzivaja virsnieku pulka, kas vadija slepeno militaro
un izlkdienesta sadarbibu ar Vaciju. Tie bija generalis Voldemars Ribergs, pulkvedis
Emils Kursks, virsnieki Vilems Sarsens un Alfons Rebane. Bez tam vacie$i no lgaunijas
izveda atseviSkas padomju varas apdraudétas personas, galvenokart savus agentus.
Tomér 1940. gada bég|u skaits nebija liels — vairaki desmiti personu.

ArT Igaunijas prezidents Konstantins Petss (Péts) 1940. gada jlija sdka meklét iespe-
jas noklat arzemeés. Ar Petsa uzticibas personas starpniecibu Vacijas sttnim Hansam
Froveinam (Frohwein) 15. jilija tika iesniegts lGgums atlaut Petsam doties uz Vaciju vai
nu ka privatpersonai, vai arf, ja vin$ vél nebitu atcelts no amata, ka Valsts prezidentam
privata vizité.'s 24. julija pie Vacijas sttna griezas K. Petsa déls, lai uzzinatu, vai vina
tevs var rekinaties, ka tiks ielaists Vacija.' Vaciesi jautajumu iziéma Petsam pozitivi, jo
1940. gada 25. jllija Vacijas arlietu ministra personiska Staba vaditajs Valters Hevels
(Hewel) uz telegrammas bija uzrakstijis, ka “Vadonis piekrt” (“Fiihrer ist einverstanden”).
K. Petsa déls 24. jdlija bija griezies arT pie Amerikas Savienoto Valstu diplomatiska par-
stavja Igaunija Leonarda ar ligumu, lai ASV sniegtu Petsa gimenei jebkadu iespgjamo
palidzibu, lai izvairitos no “apcietinaSanas vai vél ka laundka”. Nakamaja diena ASV
diplomatiska parstavnieciba sanému instrukciju, ka ta ir tiesiga Petsam un vina gimenes
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locekliem izsniegt diplomatiskas vizas ieceloSanai ASV.20 Tomér ne vacu, ne amerikanu
labvéliba Petsu vairs neglaba — padomju “organi” vinu apcietingja un 30. julija nosutija
uz PSRS iekSieni — Baskiriju.?'

BégSana uz Vaciju varéja notikt tikai 1941. gada sakuma, kad vaciesi Igaunija iz-
veda t.s. pacizcelodanas akciju. Sts akcijas ietvaros Igauniju atstaja 7064 personas, no
kuram 2055 bija igauni (vacu terminologija — “Fremdstdmmige”).22 lgaunu kontingenta
bija 757 virieSi — visuma karadienestam un armijas vajadzibam derigi.

Vacijas DroSibas policijas un Abvéra vadiba par visiem virsniekiem veda spe-
cialu kartoteku, novertgjot vinu izmantoSanas iespéjas. Tapat arT apsvéra virsnieku
izmanto$anu karagajiena pret Padomju Savienibu. Transporta un bruno$anas rapnicu
specialisti uz vacieSu pieprasijuma izstradaja dazadas ekspertizes. Kop$ 1941. gada
pavasara vacu Abvéra iestades saka arT apmacit igaunu izpletnlécéjus un sabotazas
specialistus Judittenlager pie Kénigsbergas. Tomér Sim Vacija izveidotajam grup&jumam
turpmakaja attistibas gaita nebija nekadas seviskas nozimes, jo karagajiena pret Pa-
domju SavienTbu izmantoja citu igaunu grup&umu, ko vacu slepenais dienests veidoja
Somija vacu “Kriegsorganisation Finnland” ietvaros. Sai Somija saformétajai grupai ar
nosaukumu ERNA bija seviSka nozime Igaunijas atbrivo$anas sakumposma 1941. gada
jalija. ERNA grupa 1941. gada jllija operacijas piedalijas pavisam 85 igauni.2®

Péc Vacijas iebrukuma PSRS arT saka formét specialu igaunu policijas bataljonu (Po-
lizei Reserve Bataillon Ostland, sakot ar 1943. gada oktobri ta nosaukums bija Reserve
Polizei Bataillon 33). Daudziem igauniem tas bija parsteigums, ka vini nonaca policijas
bataljona, nevis ierou SS divizija, ka tas tika pasu igaunu propaganda solits. Policijas
bataljonam savervéja 350-400 viru, turklat divas rotas forméja no pécizcelotajiem no
Igaunijas, bet vienu ar pécizcelotajiem no Latvijas.?

Berliné no emigréjusam militarpersonam izveidoja grup&jumu, kam bija savi prieks-
stati par Igaunijas nakotni nacionalsocialistu parvalditaja Eiropa. Igaunu militarpersonas
visuma pienéma, ka, Vacijas—PSRS karam sakoties, vacu armijas vadibai bls lielaka
politiskd noteikSana. Pamatojoties uz sarunam ar vacu armijas parstavjiem, vini art
pienéma, ka vacie$i véleSoties, lai igaunu vienibas piedalttos kara pret bolSevismu,
viss talakais busot tikai formas lieta.

lgaunu militarpersonu grup&jumam bija ar kontakti ar Igaunijas Republikas arzemju
delegaciju (Eesti Vabariigi Vélisdelegasioon), kuru 1940. gada 29. septembrT nodibinaja
Stokholma. (Tas dibinataji bija sttnis Helsinkos Aleksandrs Varma, sitnis Stokholma
Hainrihs Laretais un socialdemokratu politikis Augusts Reiss.) So delegaciju igaunu
militarpersonu grupgjums méginaja ietekmét Vacijas politikas intere$u virziena. Ta
pulkvedis Jakobsens no Berlines 1941. gada 24. marta bija ieradies Stokholma, lai
parliecinatu “arzemju delegaciju”, lai ta izturas pasivi un lai atstajot sakaru kartoSanu
ar Vaciju militarajam grupéjumam Vacija. Péc L. Jakobsena uzskatiem, esot gaidams
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Vacijas un PSRS karS. Péc vacieSu uzvaras Igaunija (galvenokart saimnieciski)
ieklauSoties vacu “dzivestelpa”. Igauniem esot javeido organizacija, kas varéSot vest
sarunas par lgaunijas nakotni. Igaunijas Republikas arzemju delegacija Sos prieks-
likumus noraidija.2

Vacija darbojas ar igaunu aktivistu grupa. Ar aktivistiem vacieSi domaja Igaunu
brivibas cinitaju savienibas biedrus — “Eesti vabadussojalaste Liit” (salsinati — VAPS),
kas agrak bija cintjuSies pagridé pret Igaunijas autoritaro reZzimu, bet tagad veidoja
pretoSanas grupas pret padomju okupacijas varu.2¢ Igaunu brivibas cinitaju savienibas
locekliem vacu karagajiena planoSanas darba bija atstata sava vieta. (Pretgji latvieSiem
un lietuvieSiem, ar kuriem vacu iestadem bija japartrauc jebkada oficiala sadarbiba.)

VAPS kop$ 1934. gada darbojas pagridé. Ta bija antidemokratiska un aizstavéja
domu par “Vadona valsti”. Ta bija arT antikomunistiska. Ta cinijas, lai gaztu lgaunija
pastavoso Petsa rezimu. Ta kritizéja politisku orientaciju uz Angliju un tas vieta ieteica
tuvoSanos Vacijai. Ta arf uzsvéra, ka stavot tuvu nacionalsocialismam.

Kop$ 1933. gada varam jau konstatét zinamas VAPS attiecibas ar Vacijas reihu.
Legalaja darbibas laika VAPS no Vacijas pat sanéma finansialu atbalstu avizes izdoSa-
nai.2’ 1938. gada VAPS kustibai bija lieli plani un ta no Ribentropa biroja un SS prasija
10 milj. reihsmarku, lai gaztu Igaunijas valdibu.28 1939. gada maija VAPS delegacija
Berliné ludza A. Rozenbergu, lai Vacijas reihs parnemtu lgaunijas apsardzibu un pasu
Igauniju ka protektoratu.2® 1940. gada oktobrT VAPS iesniedza Vacijas diplomatiskajai
parstavniecibai Tallina slepenu memorandu, taja izklastot organizacijas nakotnes planus
veidot neatkarigu somugru lielvalsti. ArT Latvijas ziemelaustrumu dala [1dz Daugavai batu
pievienojama Sai valstij. LatvieSi (un arT lietuviesi) btu no vinu apdzivotajiem apgabaliem
parvietojami uz austrumiem, planotaja somugru lielvalstt neietilpstosas zemes nododot
vacieSiem ka vacieSu nakamo dzivestelpu.®® 1941. gada 11. janvarT Vacijas DroSibas
policijas un SD $efs ldza, lai Vacijas parstavnieciba Tallina gadatu par to, ka Mee ar
gimeni no lgaunijas tiek izvests pécizcelosanas akcijas ietvaros. Dr. Mee esot virs, kurs
atstajot personiskas intereses otraja vieta, kop$ gadiem jau esot stradajis izlukoSanas
lauka Vacijas reiha laba.3' Lagumu izpildija, un Mee marta ieradas Vacija.

3. Mee un lgaunijas pasparvaldes izveidoSana

Hjalmaru Mee 1935. gada par piedali$anos apvérsuma méginajuma notiesaja uz div-
desmit gadiem ieslodzijuma. Pec amnestijas 1938. gada Mee slepeniba turpinaja vadit
VAPS kustibu. Maizes darbs Mee bija tirdzniecTba, un vin$ aktivi méginaja veicinat
Vacijas tirdzniecibas intereses Igaunija, ka art politiskas aprindas pauda idejas par
orientéSanos uz Vaciju. Darba dé| Mee biezi bija Vacija, kur vins jau 1938. gada uznéma
kontaktus ar Reiha droSibas Galveno parvaldi un Ribentropa biroju, kas arf nodarbojas
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ar slepenu zinu vakSanu. Turpmakajos gados Mee $is iestades apgadaja ar slepenu
informaciju par Igauniju.32 Péc padomju okupacijas Mee slépas laukos, [1dz pavéras
iespéjas izcelot uz Vaciju.

leradies Vacija, Mee nekavéjoties uznéma sakarus ar savam kontaktperso-
nam - $turmbanfireru Sindovski (Schindowski) no Reiha dro$ibas Galvenas parvaldes,
Dr. Péteri Kleistu (Kleist) un Herbertu Petersenu (Petersen) no A. Rozenberga $taba,
resp., vélakas Austrumzemes ministrijas. Pilnigu uzticibu vacieSos Mee ieguva 1941. gada
pavasari, kad vin§ Rozenberga parstavjiem izskaidroja savus slepenos planus par lgau-
nijas nakotni. PEc saviem planiem vins véloties divdesmit gadu laika igaunu tautu par-
audzinat ta, ka ta pec 81 posma jutiSoties pilnigi piederiga Vacijas reiham un vacu tautai.
Jedzienam “igaunis” nevajadzesSot pazust, bet tas iegusot tadu pasSu nozimi ka Vacija
“$vabs’, “bavarietis” u.c. Sai Mee programmai savu piekrisanu deva gan Rozenbergs, gan
arT Himlers.33 Péc tam vacieSi sdka Mee iesaistit vacieSu okupétas Igaunijas parvaldes
planoSanas darbos.

Pirmais uzdevums Mee bija javeic Somija, Helsinkos, uz kurieni vinu slepena misija
nosatija Reiha droSibas Galvena parvalde.® Péc vacieSu uzskata pastavéja briesmas, ka
Helsinkos veidos kadu igaunu organizaciju, kuras dibinaSana Mee bija jaaizkave. To vins
arT izdarija, 1941. gada 31. maija nodibinot Igaunijas atbrivo$anas komiteju (Eesti Vabas-
tamise Komitee). Komiteju vadija pats Hjalmars Mee, bet pargjie locekli bija Aleksandrs
Masakass (Massakas), Harijs Ritmans (Riitman), Aksels Kristians (Kristian) un Valters
Kotsars (Kotsar). Visi komitejas locekli piederéja VAPS kustibai. Igaunijas atbrivo$anas
komitejas dibinataji savu komiteju uzskatija par “igaunu tautas augstako varas organu’”.

Péc Mee uzskatiem, sakarus starp Vaciju un lgauniju visvieglak batu nodibinat
tada veida, ja vinam un vina biedriem dotu pusgadu laika paraudzinat igaunu tautu,
kas notiktu, ievérojot visas vacu militaras un politiskas intereses. AudzinaSanas procesa
svarigi bitu, ka tas notiktu no kopéja — eiropeiska viedokla, nevis Sauros nacionalos
ramjos. Tapéc svarigs audzinaSanas moments esot igaunus iesaistit vacu karaspéka,
lai igauniem rastos apzina, ka vini kopa ar vacieSiem cinas par kopéju Eiropu. Lai
veicinatu kopéjas vacu un igaunu intereses, Mee saviem [1dzstradniekiem noradija, ka
bez vina noradijuma nedrikst spert nekadus politiskus solus, ka arT viniem jaaizkavé, lai
citi neméginatu to darit. Igaunija VAPS kustiba basot janostada uz jauniem pamatiem,
jo tas esot vienigais speks, kas varéSot vienot igaunu tautu.3s

Dibinot komiteju, ta izstradaja tris memorandus, vienu no tiem adreséjot Vacijas
Vadonim Adolfam Hitleram. Pirmaja memoranda “Bekanntgabe” izskaidroja Igaunijas
atbrivoSanas komitejas uzbavi un uzdevumus. Teksta bija arT ligums, lai Vacija palidzetu
Igauniju atbrivot no padomju varas, tapat art piedavajums turpmak kara cinities kopa
ar vacu armiju. lgaunijas atbrivoSanas komiteja arf gadasot par to, lai Igaunija tiktu
atjaunota tiesiska kartiba, noteikta Satversme, izveidota valdiba un atjaunota agrak
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aizliegta nacionalsocialistiska tautas kustiba VAPS.3¢ Otraja memoranda, arf ar nosau-
kumu “Bekanntgabe”, tika uzskaititi vienpadsmit darba punkti, kuri batu javeic tuvakaja
laika un kam batu vajadziga vai nu vacu palidziba, vai arf principiala piekriSana. Ja art
vairakums jautajumu attiecas uz Igauniju un turpmakajam vacu un igaunu attiectbam, tad
tomér trijos punktos paradijas sava veida rases politikas iezimes: 8. punkta prasija krievu
izsttiSanu no Igaunijas un vinu mantas konfiscéSanu; 10. punkta prasija mazakumtautibu
grupu izmainu ar Latviju, tas livus nodéveéjot par igaunu minoritati; 11. punkta — ebreju
izoleSanu un vinu mantas konfiscéSanu.?” TreSaja — Hitleram domataja memoranda gari
un plasi aprakstija Igaunijas okupaciju un padomju varas varmacigo ricibu. Memoranda
beigas netrika uzbrukumu “Zidiskajam bolSevismam” vai arT tikai ebrejiem, no kuru
“zemiskajam dzinam” igaunus varésot paglabt vienigi Vacija.3

Sakoties Vacijas—PSRS karam, H. Mee 1941. gada 22. jinija Vacijas arlietu mi-
nistram iesniedza divus jaunus memorandus. Pirmaja memoranda tika pazinots, ka
Igaunijas atbrivoSanas komiteja ir “parejas laika igaunu tautas augstaka valsts vara”
un komiteja $o varu paturés Iidz tam laikam, kad sazina ar vacieSiem tiks iecelta jauna
likumiga vara. Komiteja arf l0dza, lai Vacijas valdiba atzitu komitejas parstavi Berliné
ka pilnvaroto Igaunijas valsts sttni.3¢ Otrs memorands attiecas uz vairakiem konkrétiem
jautajumiem, pieméram, ka péc Igaunijas atbrivoSanas mobilizétais igaunu karaspeks
staSoties vacu dienesta.*0 Ribentrops memorandus pienéma un lika nakotné sekot
Igaunijas atbrivoSanas komitejas darbam.*!

Jau 1941. gada 30. maija A. Rozenbergs bija ticies ar Abvéra vaditaju Vilhelmu
Kanarisu (Canaris), lai tas no savas iestades kartotékas izmeklgjot personas, ar kuram
Abvéram ir bijusi kontakti un kas batu piemérotas darbam vacu okup&jamos apgabalos
austrumos. lgaunijas gadijuma Kanariss varéja tlTt piesolit piemérotas personas (vardus
neminot), bet citdm valstim tas tikSot sameklétas.*? Igaunijas paSparvaldei paredzéto
vado$o personu vardus A. Rozenbergs pazinoja tikai 1941. gada augusta sakuma,* lai
gan 8Ts personas — Oskars Angeluss un Alfreds Vends par savu izraudziSanu jau bija
informétas vismaz ménesi agrak.* Spriezot péc H. Mees ricibas, japienem, ka vin$
visu laiku ir bijis dro8s par to, ka tiks izraudzits par pasparvaldes vaditaju. Ar vinu visu
laiku cieSus kontaktus uzturéja Dr. Kleists.

13.-14. jilija Mee devas uz Igauniju un 16. jilija nonaca Pérnava. Nedrosas militaras
situacijas de| Mee tur nedrikstéja palikt — un vinam bija jadodas atpakal uz Rigu. Riga
vinam ieradija ebrejiem atnemtu piecistabu dzivokli. Ja vin$ kopa ar Dr. Kleistu nebija
inspekcijas braucienos pa Igauniju, tad vin$ Riga kopa ar Kleista lidzstradniekiem un
saviem pavadoniem Juhanu Libi (Libe) un Gltmani-Randvéru (Gutmann-Randveer)
izstradaja Igaunijas jaunuzbives un parvaldes projektus. Saja darba posma Mee uz-
skatija, ka lgaunijas civilparvaldes juridiska pozicija vél nav pavisam skaidra, tomér
Igaunijas nakotne izskatoties |oti laba.*
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Kamér H. Mee Vvél uzturéjas Riga, tikmér lgaunijas pedgjas pilsoniskas valdibas
premjerministrs profesors Jiri Ulotss (Jiiri Uluots) griezas pie vacu 18. armijas vadibas ar
iesniegumu, prasot atlauju veidot Igaunijas valdibu un Igaunijas armiju.6 Vacu 18. armijas
vadiba tikai apstiprinaja memoranda sanemsanu, neizsakoties par ta saturu. Tapat art
vacu Arlietu ministrija Ulotsam neatbildgja.#” Mee sancensi nebija vélami.

Tikai 1941. gada 17. augusta Mee varéja atstat Rigu un ierasties Igaunija — vispirms
Tartu, bet, sakot ar 31. augustu, Tallina.*¢ Kad Mee ieradas |gaunija, tur jau bija izveido-
jusies vietéja parvalde, vaciesi bija izveidojusi arT Igaunijas policijas struktdras.

Sakuma H. Mee ar savu Stabu vajadzéja darboties ka padomdevejam vacu militarajai
parvaldei. Tikai 1941. gada 15. septembrT vacu militarais virspavélnieks iecéla igaunu
paSparvaldi piecu personu sastava.*® PaSparvaldes vaditaji vaciski saucas Landes-
direktoren. Mee bija pirmais zemes direktors — Erster Landesdirektor —, kas igaunu
valoda tika tulkots k& Omavalitsuse juht un burtiski noziméja “paSparvaldes vaditajs”.
Bez tam Mee bija atbildigs arT par personala lietam, kultdru, izglitibu, propagandu un
tiestbam. Citi zemes direktori bija O. Angeluss — iekslietas, A. Vends - saimnieciba,
O. Lesments - socialie jautajumi un H. Sars — lauksaimnieciba. Mee, Lésments un Sars
bija piedergjusi vai piederéja VAPS kustibai.

Pirms oficialas iecelSanas amata Mee, Angeluss un Vends 11. septembrT Igaunijas
laikrakstos gan igaunu, gan arf vacu valoda publicéja uzsaukumu, ko vél bija parak-
stijudas 23 personas, to vidd art prof. J. Ulots. Ar garo uzsaukuma atbalstitaju skaitu
vajadzéja celt nakamas pasparvaldes slavu, ka ar tautas uzticibu tai. Uzsaukuma
ievada bija izteikta pateiciba Vacijai un Hitleram par Igaunijas un igaunu izglab3anu no
komunisma, bet centralaja dala bija aicindjums nenodarboties ar politiku. Visi iek$€jie
spéki esot jakoncentré kultliras saglabasanai un komunisma sagrau$anai. Tapat igauni
ar visiem spékiem piedaliSoties Jaunas Eiropas celSanas darba. Kas ar “politizéSanu”
paralizé tautas spéku, tas “ir tautas ienaidnieks un tiks nogadats pie malas™.

Péc iecelSanas amata H. Mee 20. septembrT uzstajas ar runu radio, igaunu tautai
skaidrojot jaunas pasparvaldes uzdevumus. Amatpersonu izvéli esot noteikusi kvalifikaci-
ja paredzetajam darbam, nevis “radnieciba vai paziSanas”. Mee arf solija, ka atjaunoSot
privatipasumu, bet tas notikSot vélak, kad Igaunija busot izveidota vacu civilparvalde.5!
Cita radioruna Mee kritiz€ja pédejo Valsts prezidentu Petsu, ka vina Anglijai draudziga
politika novedusi pie lgaunijas okupacijas. Kaut $adi uzbrukumi pedgjai pilsoniskajai
valdibai atbilda vacu propagandas vadlinijam, tomér Sadas runas tautd neveicinaja
Mees popularitati.

Sekojot militarparvaldes virspavélnieka instrukcijam, pasparvaldei bija tiesibas iecelt
parvaldes Iidzstradniekus un ekspertus. PaSparvaldei bija jadarbojas saskana ar “lidzSi-
né&jiem likumiem un rikojumiem’, ciktal tie nebija atcelti vai groziti. Igaunijas pasparvaldes
direktori sanéma no militaras parvaldes virspavélnieka ari rakstisku de facto atlauju
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seviskos gadijumos izdot “rikojumus, kuriem ir likuma spéks”. Varbat vissvarigakie bija
militarparvaldes virspavélnieka noteikumi, ka pasparvalde savus noradijumus sanem
tikai no militarparvaldes virspavélnieka, nevis no kadam citam iestadém. Militarparvaldes
virspavélnieks arT uzdeva visiem paklautajiem darbiniekiem palidzét zemes direktoriem
Igaunijas jaunuzblves darba.>

1941. gada 20. septembrT Igaunijas paSparvalde oficiali saka savu darbu. Pas-
parvalde paskaidroja, ka ar “lidzSingjiem likumiem un rikojumiem” saprotami agrakie
brivvalsts likumi, kas bija speka pirms 1940. gada 21. janija. PaSparvalde ari solija
publicét sarakstu ar visiem likumiem, kas batu spéeka.

Mainoties vacu parvaldei — 1941. gada 5. decembrT militarparvaldes vieta stajas
vacu civilparvalde —, netika publicéts nekads saraksts ar spéka esoSajiem likumiem, jo
vacu civilparvaldi tas neintereséja. (Netika arT atcelti padomju laika likumi par Tpasuma
nacionalizaciju.) Igaunijas Zemes paSparvaldes sédes notika vacu valoda, lai tam
varétu sekot SD parstavji. Militarparvalde uz §im sédém savus parstavjus nesdtija,
kaut arT ta vélgjas, lai paSparvalde parnemtu iesp&jami daudz parvaldes uzdevumu.
Sakumposma vacu civilparvalde - Igaunijas generalkomisars Karls Sigmunds Licmanis
(Karl-Siegmund Litzmann) — uz savam seédém ielldza arT igaunu pasparvaldi, lai sa-
skanotu uzskatus.5

Pirms vacu civilparvaldes iecel$anas Vacijas Arlietu ministrija sakopoja lidz$ingjo
pieredzi par parvaldes darbu lgaunija. Militarparvaldes sadarbiba ar igaunu parvaldi esot
apmierino$a, kaut arT pastavot zinamas komunikacijas problémas ar armijas aizmugures
parvaldnieku, kura Stabs esot “periférija” — Verro pilsétina. Tapat darbu kavejot “paraléla
parvalde’, jo blakus viena otrai pastavot gan militar-, gan civilparvaldes struktiras. So
kavékli vareSot noveérst ar vienveidigas un stingri vaditas civilparvaldes iecel$anu.

Tomér galveno parvaldes darbu veicot igaunu pasparvalde, kurai paraléli vél pa-
stavot vacu “ortskomandantu” parvalde. Sadarbiba uz vietam esot daZzada — no labas
sapraSanas [1dz pretiSkibam. Kavéjot militarparvaldes noteikumi, kas izstradati visai
Padomju Savienibas teritorijai un tapéc ne vienmér derot lgaunijas apstakliem, kur
kulturalais limenis esot daudz augstaks neka paréja PSRS.

Seviskas problémas sagadajot militarparvaldes saimniecibas komandas (Wirtschafts-
kommando), kas tikai izmantojot Igaunijas saimniecibas resursus, neievérojot pasu
zemes vajadzibas. Ja $ai joma nakotné nekas nemainiSoties, tad viegli varéSot zaudét
igaunu draudzigo nostaju.

Kopuma situaciju Igaunija novertéja ka “veseligu”, kur esot visi priekSnoteikumi, lai
izveidotu paraugu, ka maza valsts vaciedu vadiba var normali attistities. Sadam piemé-
ram basot liela politiska un propagandiska nozime. Tomér priekSnoteikums visam esot,
ka iesp&jami driz jaievies stingra, vienveidiga un zemes Tpatnibam piemérota parvalde,
kas reizé ari rupétos par politiskajam prasibam piemérotu saimniecibas politiku.5®
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1941. gada novembrT Mee radas negaiditas problemas. Himlers bija izlasijis P&ciz-
celoSanas akcijas Parbaudes komisijas nosleguma zinojumu. P&c tam vins pavéléja:

“Es ladzu DroSibas policijas un SD vaditaju Dr. Mee un Dr. Masakasu reizi par
visam reizém pavisam pamatigi parbaudit. PEc mana uzskata, Sis divas meligas
igaunu izcelsmes personas batu uz gadiem janogada aiz restém. Péc 5. pielikuma
beidzot nu zinu, no kurienes nakusas mulkigas runas, ka ierocu SS uznemot igaunu
brivpréatigos.”t

Sakas steidzama izmekléSana. Beigas noskaidrojas, ka negativo atsauksmi par
Mee un Masakasu Himleram bija sniedzis SS Sturmbanfirers Ritvegs (Rittweg), kur$
arT vasara bijis iesaistits igaunu brivpratigo vervéSana un pats no savas puses izvirzijis
solljumus par uznemsanu ierocu SS. (Ka jau agrak noradits, no igauniem saforméja
policijas bataljonu.) ArT Latvijas DroSibas policijas un SD vaditajs Dr. Ridolfs Lange
ar Operativo grupu A un SD.5” Un ta, jau sakot ar 1942. gada janvara vidu, Mee un
Masakass atkal varéja justies drosi.

1941. gads beidzas ar vacu civilparvaldes iecelSanu Igaunija. Militarparvaldes
dazado struktdru vieta vajadzeja ieviest viengabalainu parvaldes sistému. Tomér ar
1942. gada 7. marta reformu Igaunija, vismaz attieciba uz pasparvaldi, nekas daudz
nemainijas. Ja art pasi paSparvaldes darbinieki atzina, ka organizacijas rikojums nr. 3
batu bijis labs pamats Igaunijas parvaldiSanai kara apstak|os, tad tomér ta neiznaca.
Vacie$i ne tikvien pildija savu uzraudzibas funkciju, bet arT pasi centas visu ko par-
valdtt, ta radot atkal jaunu dubultparvaldi,’® no kadas péc kritikas par militarparvaldes
struktaram tieSi vélgjas atbrivoties.

4. Komparativa perspektiva — kopsavilkums

1. VacieSu nostaja iepretim Igaunijai pirms iebrukuma Padomju Savieniba 1941. gada
22. junija, ka arT pirmajos okupéacijas ménesos vértéjama pozitivi. Jau pirms padomju
okupacijas Igaunijas un Vacijas diplomatiskas attiectbas bija korektas, kuram specialu
dimensiju piedeva slepena militara sadarbiba un saimnieciskas attiecibas Igaunijas
degakmens izmantoSana. Planojot Igaunijas okupaciju, vaciesi sava rases skala igaunu
tautu vértéja visai augstu. Tapat vacu vado$ajas aprindas (seviski Arlietu ministrija,
Austrumzemes ministrija, SS) plai bija izplatits uzskats, ka no Igaunijas varés izvei-
dot okupétas teritorijas parvaldes paraugmodeli, parvaldes darba iesaistot arT pasus
igaunus. Tapéc jau no paSa sakuma planoSana apsveéra, ka vislabak parvaldes darba
varétu ieklaut pasus igaunus. (Sadiem apsvérumiem Lietuvas un Latvijas gadijuma bija
maznozimiga vieta.)
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2. Neparprotami H. Mee 1941. gada pavasar ieguva A. Rozenberga [dzstradnieku
uzticibu. Mees slepenie uzskati par lgaunijas un igaunu tautas nakotni liela méra sakrita
ar vacieSu planiem. Tapat Mee arT varéja noradit uz savu sadarbibu ar Reiha dro$ibas
Galveno parvaldi un Dro$ibas policijas un SD atbalstu nakotné. Tapéc neparsteidza,
ka jau no sakta gala ar vinu apgajas ka ar nakamo lgaunijas Zemes paSparvaldes
vaditaju.

Ka 3kiet, tad Mees izraudzi$ana vina pagatnei VAPS kustiba nebija nekadas se-
viSkas nozimes. Ka uzsver igaunu vésturnieks Andress Kasekamps, tad noteicoSie
motivi vacieSiem bijusi vina (un arT vina lidzstradnieku) provaciska nostaja un aroda
kompetence,5® kaut gan pats Mee sakumposma (1941. gada maijs un janijs) vairakkart
uzsvera, ka VAPS varétu bat galvena nozime Igaunijas jaunuzbives darba.

3. Parnemot Igaunijas Zemes pasparvaldi, Mee bija jasastopas ar vacu militarpar-
valdi un tas noteikumiem par PSRS teritorijas parvaldisanu. Daudzkart tie nesakrita ar
faktisko stavokli Igaunija. Ka laikposma [1dz vacu civilparvaldes ievieSanai 1941. gada
5. decembrT Mee batu varéjis pats izdot savus noteikumus, nav Iidz Sim pieradtts.

Tapat |oti piesardzigi ir jauznem Igaunijas Starptautiskas komisijas noziegumu pret
cilveci izmekléSanai publicéto zinojumu par vacu okupacijas laiku, kura lidzatbildiba
par visiem kriminalnoziegumiem lgaunija tiek arT pieskaitita paSparvaldes vado3ajam
personam vinu amata dél. Te no Igaunijas Starptautiskas komisijas bltu japrasa lieldka
precizéSana gan par noziegumiem (pieméram, attieciba uz krievu karagistekniem), gan
par nozieguma izdariSanas laiku (pieméram, attieciba uz ebreju slepkavoSanu).t

4. LatvieSiem nebija tadu personu, kas jau pirms karagajiena pret Padomju Savieni-
bu 1941. gada badtu baudijuSas vacu uzticibu. LatvieSus, kurus paredzeja kolaboracijas
parvaldei (Oskars Dankers, Visvaldis Sanders, Arturs Freimanis, Evalds Andersons),
izraudzija tikai péc Vacijas un PSRS kara sakSanas. Dankera uzdevums Latvija ne-
bija veidot Latvijas Zemes paSparvaldi (ka Mee), bet gan likvidet pastavosas latvieSu
parvaldes struktdras (uzraudzit “Ulmana kliki” un “latvieSu parvaldi netraucéti nodot
vacieSu rokas”).’

Péc vacu ienakSanas Latvija latvie$i pasi veidoja savas parvaldes struktlras vai
arT tas notika sazina ar militarparvaldi. ArT Alfréda Valdmana izvirziSana saimnieciskas
dzives priekSplana bija tikai sagadiSanas, jo pie armijas virspavélnieka Latvija par pa-
domdevéju saimniecibas jautajumos stradaja vecs Valdmana pazina Adolfs Lekéiks
(Adolf Leckzyck) — kadreiz&jais Vacijas sttniecibas Riga saimniecibas ataejs.

5. Rozenberga Iidzstradnieki, kuri ripéjas par Mee, neapSaubami vélgjas no
Igaunijas izveidot vacu okupétas zemes paraugmodeli, parvaldes darba iesaistot art
vietejos spékus. Tapéc jau kops 1941. gada maija Mee iesaistija Igaunijas parvaldes
un jaunuzbaves planoSanas darba. Kad Igaunija bija izveidota zemes paSparvalde,
vacu militarparvalde vacu iestadém ieteica atbalstit pasparvaldes darbu. Lai labak
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saprastos, igaunu pasparvalde, ka arT vélak Igaunijas generalkomisara parvalde
viens otru aicinaja uz savam sédém. Tomér beigas vacu specialas intereses (armijas
aizmugures virspavélnieks, saimniecibas komandas, vacu civilparvalde u.c.) izradijas
spécigakas par visiem labajiem nodomiem. ArT Igaunijas Zemes pasparvalde nonaca
izpildvaras funkcijas, ITdzigi ka tas bija Latvija un Lietuva. Ta plani par Igauniju ka
paraugmodeli beigas arT tikai palika plani.
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Karlis Kangeris

Estlands Selbstverwaltung vor der Reform
der landeseigenen Verwaltungen (07.03.1942) -
Betrachtungen vom lettischen Standpunkt

Zusammenfassung

Estlands internationale Kommission zur Untersuchung der Verbrechen gegen die
Menschlichkeit verdffentlichte im Mai 2001 ihren Bericht (iber die deutsche Okkupa-
tionszeit. Darin wird die Landeseigene Verwaltung Estlands als mitschuldig an allen
Verbrechen befunden, die in Estland begangen wurden. Auch die auBerhalb Estlands
durch estnische militarische Einheiten veriibten Verbrechen werden der Landeseigenen
Verwaltung angelastet.

In diesem Aufsatz wurde die Griindung der Landeseigenen Verwaltung naher unter-
sucht. Da das estnische Volk in der nationalsozialistischen Rassentheorie als eindeutschbar
eingestuft wurde und auch das allgemeine “Image” Estlands in der nationalsozialistischen
Fuhrung gut war, planten die Mitarbeiter des spateren Reichsministers fir das Ostland, Al-
fred Rosenberg, aus Estland ein Musterbeispiel zu schaffen, um der Welt zu zeigen, wie ein
kleines Land unter deutscher Flihrung neu aufgebaut werden kann. Auch die Landeseigene
Verwaltung sollte dabei ein Rolle spielen.

Schon vor dem Angriff auf die Sowjetunion war Dr. Hjalmar M&e von den deutschen
Dienststellen als Leiter der estnischen Selbstverwaltung ausersehen worden. Im Marz
1941 war Mae im Rahmen der Nachumsiedlungsaktion nach Deutschland gekommen. Seit
1938 hatte Mae mit dem Reichssicherheitshauptamt und dem Biro Ribbentropp zusam-
mengearbeitet. Fir die Auswahl Maes zum Leiter der estnischen Selbstverwaltung war
ausschlaggebend gewesen, dal seine eigenen Plane fir die Zukunft Estlands mit den
deutschen Zukunftsplanen fiir die okkupierte Sowjetunion Ubereinstimmten.

Mitte August 1941 kam Mé&e nach Estland, wo er am 15. September offiziell zum Leiter
der estnischen Selbsverwaltung ernannt wurde. Verwaltungsmassig unterstand Estland bis
zum 05.12.1941 dem Chef des riickwartigen Gebiets des Armeeoberkommandos, als Est-
land der deutschen Zivilverwaltung unterstellt wurde. Auch wenn die Militarverwaltung die
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estnische Selbstverwaltung unterstiitzte, indem sie maéglichst viele Verwaltungsaufgaben
der Selbstverwaltung Ubertragen wollte, so ist es in der Praxis doch nicht zu einer selbstan-
digen Arbeit der Landeseigenen Selbstverwaltung gekommen. Die fiir die Militarverwaltung
erlassenen schriftlichen Vorschriften des Oberkommandos der Wehrmacht erwiesen sich fir
starker als irgendwelche Absichtserklarungen des Chefs der Militarverwaltung. Aber auch
die deutsche Zivilverwaltung wollte mehr tun, als sich nur mit der Aufsichtsfunktion Gber die
Selbstverwaltung zu begntgen, und deshalb tibernahm sie selbst Verwaltungsaufgaben.
So gelangte die Arbeit der Landeseigenen Verwaltung Estlands nicht iber jene Aufgaben
hinaus, die einer Durchfiihrungsverwaltung zustehen. Man durfte nur das tun, was ausdrtick-
lich verordent oder befohlen wurde.

Deshalb ist die Bewertung der estnischen Selbstverwaltung durch Estlands interna-
tionale Kommission zur Untersuchung der Verbrechen gegen die Menschlichkeit mit groler
Vorsicht aufzunehmen. Von der Kommission sollte man eine groRere Prazision verlangen,
sowohl in Bezug auf die zeitliche Eingrenzung der Téatigkeit der Selbstverwaltung, als auch
bei der Bestimmung der einzelnen Verbrechen, fir die eine Mitverantwortung der Selbstver-
waltung anzunehmen wére.
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Eavins Evarts

Vacu okupacijas varas ekonomiska politika Latvija
Otra pasaules kara laika

Nacistiskas Vacijas ekonomiska politika ir viena no sarezgitakajam témam par Otro
pasaules karu. Daudzi vésturnieki uzsver dazadas problémas, kas saistitas ar $is
teémas izpéti, pieméram, faktu, ka Otra pasaules kara laika liela dala svarigu doku-
mentu par saimnieciskiem jautajumiem tika iznicinata, bet dala aizvesta uz Vaciju.
Saglabajusos materialus ir grati izvértét, jo tie nav pilnigi, turklat tiem ne vienmér
var ticét, ko noradijis arT vésturnieks Karlis Kangeris raksta “Nodeva reiham ..", at-
Ziméjot, ka, pieméram, darbaspéka bilances dazkart apzinati sastaditas nepareizi, lai
samazinatu stradnieku skaitu, kas batu janostta darbam Vacija, tadéjadi saglabajot
iesp&ju nodarbinat tos vietéja rapnieciba un lauksaimnieciba. Tapat arT neviens ar
Vacijas realizéto ekonomisko politiku saistits okupacijas varas ierédnis nav sarakstjis
atminas. Tadgjadi daudzi jautajumi vél joprojam nav lidz galam skaidri, pieméram,
reprivatizacijas gaita un tas rezultati.

So tému savos pétijumos ir skarusi vairaki vésturnieki, pieméram, Amolds Aizsil-
nieks,2 Rosvita Colleka,® Sepo Milliniemi,# K. Kangeris,5 Ditrihs Eiholcs® un citi. Tomér
lielaka dala pétnieku okupacijas varas ekonomisko politiku ir apskatijusi ka papildu
elementu, kas nepiecieSams galvenas témas pilnigakai izpratnei, vai art Sis periods
tiek skatits ka viens no vairakiem, ka to dara, pieméram, A. Aizsilnieks darba “Latvijas
saimniechas vésture 1914 1945”
izstradati visparigi plani par okupé&jamo apgabalu salmnleC|sko |zmantosanu. Tomer
Vacijas realizétaja ekonomiskaja politika nebija vérojamas nekadas konsekventas
vadlinijas. Tas bija gandriz neiesp&jams kaut vai tapéc, ka Latvijas ekonomika bija
paklauta vairakam okupacijas varas iestadem — vérmahtam, Hermana Géringa pa-
Klautiba eso$ajam Cetrgadu planam un pusmilitarajam saimnieciskajam tabam Ost,
ka arT Austrumzemes ministrijai ar Alfrédu Rozenbergu priek$gala. Visas $is iestades
sava starpa gan sadarbojas, gan konkuréja. Tam Latvija bija izlaupiSanas objekts
un teritorija, ko vélak — péc kara varés kolonizét ar vacu iecelotajiem. Atskiras tikai
panémieni, ar kadiem bija paredzéts Sos mérkus sasniegt.
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Saja referata ir dots Tss ieskats piecas témas, saistitas ar nacistiskas Vacijas
ekonomisko politiku: reprivatizacija, finanSu jautajumi, lauksaimnieciba, rapnieciba un
darba dienests Vacija. Pec referenta domam, $is témas vislabak raksturo okupantu
ekonomisko politiku Latvija.

Pirmajos kara méneSos okupéto apgabalu saimniecibas apzind$ana notika
padpllisma, vacu iestadem apzinot un apkilajot precu un izejvielu krajumus. Péc
saimniecisko institlciju izveidoSanas to galvenais uzdevums bija apgadat karaspeku
un piegadat preces reiham. Tikai péc tam ar nepiecieSamakajam precém drikstéja
nodroSinat vietéjos iedzivotajus.

Latvijas iedzivotaji sagaidija vacu karaspéku ka atbrivotaju un ceréja uz drizu
saimnieciska stavokla uzlabo$anos un bolSevistiskas agraras reformas atcelSanu.
Tadejadi atbalsts vacu okupacijas varai iedzivotaju vidl pirmajos ménesos bija sa-
[idzinosi liels. Tomér péc vacu okupacijas varas uzsaktajiem parkartojumiem iedzivotaju
nostaja driz mainijas.

Viens no pirmajiem pasakumiem, ko veica vacu civilparvalde, bija reinskomisara
Hinriha Lozes 1941. gada 18. augusta rikojums’ par Padomju Savienibas Tpasumu
parnems$anu. Ar turpmakiem rikojumiem okupanti parnéma sava riciba ebreju un
pret vacieSiem naidigi noskanoto personu TpaSumus. Vietéjiem iedzivotajiem tika
aizliegts bez valsts atlaujas ieglt TpaSuma vai pardot firmas un uznémumus. Ar
dazadiem rikojumiem tika izslégta personiska iniciativa, tapéc daudzi uznémumi
neatsaka darbu.

ledzivotajiem svarigs jautajums bija bolSeviku laika veiktas nacionalizacijas at-
celSana. Tomér vacu civilparvalde nesteidzas to darit.

Ar generalkomisara 1941. gada 17. oktobra rikojumug saka reprivatizét mazos
uznémumus, kuros stradaja ne vairak ka 20 stradnieku. Tomér dazadi noteikumi
ierobezoja TpaSuma atgi$anu: uznémumam vajadzéja darboties, ta nakamajam
TpaSniekam bija jabat profesionalim un personiski [t.i., politiski. — E. E.] piemérotam,
uznémumam vajadzéja bat dzivotspéjigam utt.® Turklat daudzos gadijumos bija jaiegust
generalkomisara piekrisana. Sis process vairak atgadinaja pasuma atpirk&anu, nevis
reprivatizaciju, jo iedzivotajiem bija jaatpérk dala privatiz€jama TpaSuma un janomaksa
daZadi ar to saistiti nodokli.

No 1941. gada oktobra Iidz 1942. gada vidum reprivatizaciju koordingja latvieSu
pasparvalde. Ar 1942. gada 14. septembra generalkomisara rikojumu reprivatizaciju
faktiski veica vacu ierédni jeb speciali dibinatad Fiduciara parvalde generalkomisa-
riata — un latvieSiem bija afjauta tikai padomdevéja loma. Fiduciara parvalde parbaudija
art tas lietas, kuras privatizacija bija jau pabeigta.

Tikai ar A. Rozenberga 1943. gada 18. februara rikojumu par privatipasuma
atjauno$anu saka visparéju reprivatizaciju. Tomér ar tad ta notika Ienam un tika
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pasniegta ka privilégija par laika veiktiem nodoklu maksajumiem. Turklat reprivatizéja
tikai mazos un vidéjos uznémumus, kuru paredzama pelna bija nieciga. Reprivati-
zaciju saka vienigi propagandas noluka. Praksé lidz galam ta netika realizéta gan
dazadu gratibu, gan okupacijas varas nevéléSanas de|, gan ari tapéc, ka vacu ka-
raspéks atkapas. Rezultata visvairak reprivatizéja pilsétu namus (aptuveni 90%), jo
to uzturéSana bija saistita ar lieliem izdevumiem. Lauksaimnieciba tika reprivatizéti
aptuveni 24% zemnieku TpaSumu.™

Vacu okupanti 1941. gada neatjava iedzivotajiem no Latvijas bankam iznemt nogul-
dijumus. 1942. gada 15. jinija Latvijas kreditiestades driksté&ja izmaksat noguldijumus
[idz 1000 rubliem, ja vien padomju vara tos nebija nacionalizejusi, un tikai 1943. gada
1. junija atlava iznemt arf padomju varas nacionalizéto noguldijumu dalu.

Sakot ar 1941. gada 1. jUliju, tika ieviests jauns maksasanas Iidzeklis — reihnsmarka,
kuras kurss attieciba pret Latvijas latu bija noteikts 1:10 (pirms kara tas bija apmé-
ram 2:1)."2 Tas sekméja Latvijas izputinaSanu, jo reihsmarkas bija paredzétas tikai
okupétajiem apgabaliem un bija aizliegts tas ievest Vacija. Nosakot latam tik zemu kur-
su, nogulditajiem un vértspapiru pasSniekiem arkartigi samazinajas uzkratas veértibas.
Latvijas iedzivotaji jau otro reizi vienas paaudzes laika zaudéja savus ietaupijumus.
Cenzdamies atmaksat savus paradus, reihnsmarkas vértibu centas izmantot visi kredita
néméji. Tomér finansialas priekSrocibas nebija paredzétas vietgjiem iedzivotajiem, tadel
visiem paradniekiem ar specialu reihskomisara rikojumu bija janomaksa vienreizéjs
nodoklis.

Pastavot tik zemam lata kursam pret reihsmarku, vacu karaviri un ierédni atri
izpirka preces Latvijas veikalos. PreCu krajumiem izbeidzoties, iedzivotaju rokas uz-
krajas liels daudzums bankno3u, par kurdm neko nevaréja nopirkt. Tas savukart radija
labvéligu augsni melnajam tirgum, bet vélak noveda pie mainas tirdzniecibas. Par
maksasanas lidzekliem izmantoja degvina, cigareSu un citu preCu pirkSanas atlaujas.
Melnaja tirgd aktivi piedalijas arT vaciesi, kas guva pelnu, pardodot dalu rekvizéto
precu. Radas kuriozas situacijas — zemnieks, pardodot ciku par okupantu noteikto
cenu, par sanemto naudu tirgl varéja nopirkt tikai sivénu.

Lauksaimnieciba Liepajas apgabala komisars 1941. gada 25. augusta ar rikojumu
atcéla padomju agrarreformu, bet vienlaikus art noradija, ka $is rikojums ir izdots
pagaidam un nenozimé TpaSumtiesibu parkarto$anu.’® Lidziga satura rikojumu
1941. gada 13. septembrT izdeva reihskomisars H. Loze. Ar Siem rikojumiem zemnieks
kluva par savas zemes Trnieku. Padomju varas jaunsaimnieki tagad bija laukstradnieki
tajas saimniecibas, kuram pievienoja vinu jaunsaimniecibas. Katra aprinkT tika iecelts
vacu okupacijas ierédnis, kas uzraudzija darbu lauku saimniecibas.

Lauksaimnieciba tika reguléta ar neizpildamiem rikojumiem. Nodok|us bieZi vien
negaidot palielingja, kas radija zemniekos nedro$ibu. Monopolorganizacijas sekoja, lai
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nodoklus laikus nomaksatu. Tos zemniekus, kuri neizpildija uzliktas nodevas, sodija
ar naudas sodu vai pat ieslodzija koncentracijas nometné. Lauksaimnieciba nodar-
binatie bija apgratinati ar visada veida $katim un klausam, turklat troka darbaroku,
kas bija saistits ar virieSu mobilizaciju un dazadiem citiem uzdevumiem. Jau miera
laika apstaklos Latvija nodarbinaja sezonas darbos péc daZiem aprékiniem apméram
45 tikstoSus arzemju viesstradnieku. Lai gan lauka darbos tika iesaistiti arT gustekni,
tomér to skaits nebija pietiekams, turklat nepastavigs.

Vissapigak lauku iedzivotdji izjuta ar apgadi saistitas problémas, kas radas
transporta trikuma dél, jo parvietoties pa dzelzcelu bez apgabala komisara atlaujas
nedrikstéja. Autotransporta izmanto$anu ierobezoja benzina trikums, bet lielu daju
zirgu vérmahts bija atnémis kara vajadzibam.

ledzivotaju apgadé ar nepiecieSamajiem partikas produktiem tika ieviestas par-
tikas kartites. VacieSiem partikas normas bija augstakas neka vietéjiem iedzivotajiem.
Latvijas civiliedzivotaju partikas devas tika pakapeniski samazinatas. Dazu precu
izsniegSanai ieviesa specidlas atlaujas zZimes. Tas radija lielu sajukumu tirdznieciba ar
attiecigajam precém, jo biezi vien veikalu vaditajiem nebija skaidrs, uz kadam atlaujas
zZimém kadas un cik daudz pre€u drikst izsniegt. Ebrejiem preces tika izsniegtas tikai
tad, ja tas veikala bija pietieckami paréjo iedzivotaju apgadei. Turklat viniem drikstéja
pardot tikai pirmas nepiecieSamibas preces.' Latvijas iedzivotaji asi izjuta dazadu
precu trikumu, jo pirms kara Latvija bija salidzino$i augsts dzives standarts.

Lauksaimniekiem nebija atlauts brivi rikoties arT ar izaudzéto produkciju. Lopu
kau$anai vajadzéja specialu atlauju. Zemniekam savas gimenes uzturam bija pa-
redzéts stingri noteikts partikas daudzums. Tapéc, lai izvairitos no parmeérigi lieliem
nodokliem, toreizéjos kara apstak|os zemnieki uzskatija par labaku neuzradrt pareizas
zinas par savu saimniecibu.'®

Lidziga situacija bija arT rlpnieciba. Lielakie uznémumi, pieméram, dzelzcel$,
pasts, uzreiz péc vacu iebrukuma pargaja vacu militaras ripniecibas rokas. Pargjos
uznémumus vacu monopoli parnéma pakapeniski, ar dazadu rikojumu palidzibu. Sis
process turpinajas gandriz visu kara laiku. Sakot ar 1941. gada nogali, Latvija cita
péc citas tika dibinatas vacu sabiedribas, kas sava uzraudziba paréma veselas
saimniecibas nozares. Monopoli okupétajos austrumu apgabalos radas “ka sénes
péc lietus™s. Vacu civilparvalde sekméja vacu monopolu rasanos Latvijas teritorija,
tadejadi vietejie iedzivotaji pamazam tika izslégti no saimnieciskas dzives.

lestaZzu un uznémumu maksajumus driksteja veikt tikai ar parskaitijumu, turklat
brivie I1dzekli bija obligati jaglaba Latvijas banka. lestazu un uznémumu tekosie rekini
tika iesaldéti, Latvijas banka vienigi dz&sa uznémumu paradus. Uznémumi tada veida
nonaca sarezgita stavoklr, jo tiem nebija pat [idzeklu algu izmaksam stradniekiem,
nemaz nerunajot par izejvielu iepirkS8anu un kara nodarito postijumu izlabo$anu.!”
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Katra lielaka uznémuma tika norikots vacietis, kurs faktiski pildija uzrauga funkcijas.
Sevidku neapmierinatibu izraisija tas, ka vacietis par to sanéma daudz lielaku darba
algu. Okupantu noteiktas cenas ripniecibas precém un lauksaimniecibas produktiem
bija mazakas par precu paSizmaksu, kadé| pazeminajas darba algas. No 1941. gada
18. julija tika aizliegts tas paaugstinat.”® Tapat tika aizliegts paaugstinat art precu
cenas. Rapnieciba visu kara laiku bija jatams liels izejvielu, transporta un specia-
listu trdkums.

Lai efektivak izmantotu darbaspéku un izejvielas, okupanti 1942. gada planoja
atjaunot vietgjo ripniecibu, bet pret to iestajas Cetrgadu plans, saimniecibas $tabs
Ost un citas okupacijas iestades. Galu gala vienojas, ka rlpniecibas atjauno$ana
nebltu pielaujama.

Nacistiskas Vacijas ekonomiskaja politika batiska bija stradnieku piegade darbam
Vacija. Sakotngji stradniekus paredzgja vervét péc brivpratibas principa. Strad-
niekiem tika izteikti vilinoSi piedavajumi. Tomér iedzivotaju vida atri vien izplatijas
zinas par darba apstakliem, par solfjumiem, kas tiek lauzti, ierodoties darbavieta.
Uz noteiktu laiku parakstito darba ligumu vacu uznéméjs varéja pagarinat uz ne-
noteiktu laiku, nenemot véra stradnieka vélmi. Lai nodro$inatu darba razigumu,
tika ieviesta ndjas disciplina, nepaklausibas gadijuma nosatot stradnieku pat uz
koncentracijas nometni. Turklat stradnieki tika novietoti apgabalos, ko intensivi bom-
bardéja sabiedroto kara aviacija. Brivpratigo kluva arvien mazak, un noléma veikt
mobilizaciju. Latvija sakas “cilveéku medibas™?, bija gadijumi, ka ielu krustojuma no
visam pusém sabrauca kravas automasinas ar vacu kareivjiem un apcietinaja visus,
kas tobrid tur atradas. Sos cilvekus nositija darba uz Vaciju. Sada veida akcijas
gan atri beidzas reihskomisara un generalkomisara iebildumu dél, jo Latvija jau ta
troka darbaroku, ja grib&ja izpildit Latvijas ekonomikai uzliktos planus. Tada veida
prasibas péc darbaspéka tika reducétas vai vispar atceltas. Svarigs faktors, kapéc
Latvijas iedzivotajus partrauca satit darba uz Vaciju, bija nacistiskas Vacijas kara
masinérijas pieprasijums péc karaviriem. Tadejadi viedoklis, ka Latvija nav briva
darbaspéka, guva virsroku.

Noteikt personu precizu skaitu, kas tika nodarbinatas darba Vacija Otra pasaules
kara laika, ir grati. PaSreiz zinatniskaja literatara ir minéts skaitlis 15900 cilvéku.20
Padomju literatlira Sis skaitlis lésts apméram 22 000-25000 stradnieku.

Atbildibu par piespiedu vervéSanam, ka arT par citiem nepopulariem [Emumiem
okupacijas iestades centas uzvelt LatvieSu Zemes paSparvaldei. LatvieSu Zemes
pasparvaldes iestades izplatija uzsaukumus, kuros aicindja doties darba uz Vaciju,
ka arT aktivi piedalijas nacistiskas Vacijas ekonomiskas politikas realizé$ana. Turklat
LatvieSu Zemes paSparvaldei tika uzdots rikojumos neatsaukties uz pilnvarojumu un
generalkomisara piekrisanu attiecigajam rikojumam. No vienas puses, tas saglabaja
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iespé&ju propagandai, bet, no otras puses, izskatijas ta, it ka Zemes paSparvalde pati
pienemtu $adus lemumus.?!

Atkapjoties no Latvijas 1944. gada, nacistiskas Vacijas okupacijas iestades veik-
smigi izmantoja to taktiku, ko 1941. gada neizdevas realizét Padomju Savienibas
armijai, proti — izdedzinatas zemes taktiku. L1dzi tika panemts viss iespgjamais, sakot
ar partikas produktiem, beidzot ar veselam rapnicam. Evakuéjot uznémumus, to, ko
okupanti nevaréja panemt [idzi, iznicinaja saspridzinot vai nodedzinot. Vislielakais
Latvijas saimniecibas zaud&jums bija specialistu aizveSana uz Vaciju.

Tie vésturnieki, kas pétijusi So tému, ir nonakusi pie viena viedokla — ar Sadu
vacu ekonomisko politiku nebija iesp&jama Latvijas iedzivotaju ilgsto$a iesaistidana
nacistiskas Vacijas planu realizé$ana. Nacistiskas Vacijas piekapSanas atseviskos
jautadjumos, ka, pieméram, reprivatizacijas gadijuma, bija tikai propaganda. Lidz pat
kara beigam okupacijas iestades neatmeta domu par to, ka nakotné Latviju varétu
parvérst par Vacijas saimnieciskajiem mérkiem paklautu teritoriju.
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Eavins Evarts

Economic Policy of the German Occupation Rule in Latvia
during World War Il

Summary

The economic policy of Nazi Germany presents one of the most complicated topics of
World War Il because a large part of important documents concerning economic issues has
been destroyed and another part has been transferred to Germany. Another shortcoming is
the fact that none of the civil servants of the occupation rule who had been associated with
the economic policy implemented by Nazi Germany had written any memoirs.

In the economic policy implemented by Germany one can trace no consistently
pursued guidelines that could have been explained almost solely by the fact that Latvia’s
economy was subjected to several occupation authorities. They all both co-operated
and competed among themselves. However, they all had one thing in common: they
regarded Latvia as an object of plunder and a territory, which after the war could be
colonised with German immigrants. What differed was only their idea of the means for
achieving these goals.

The present paper offers a brief insight into five topics related to the economic policies
of Nazi Germany: re-privatisation, financial issues, agriculture, industry and labour serv-
ice in Germany. The author believes that these topics best of all describe the occupants’
economic policy in Latvia.

The 17 October 1941 order launched the re-privatisation of small-scale craft, retail
trade and production enterprises. However, there was a whole range of regulations that
restricted and hampered the restitution of even this type of property. Even after 18 February
1943, when Ostland’s Reichsminister Alfred Rosenberg passed a resolution on the restitu-
tion of private property, the restitution process was slow and was presented as a privilege
for duly paid taxes.

After the invasion of German troops the major companies and farms passed into occu-
pants’ hands. A large part of agricultural and industrial companies came under the control
of German monopoly associations. The operation of local companies was hampered by
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the introduction of Reichsmark on 1 July 1941, the purchasing power of which was dis-
proportionately high. Farmers were turned into tenants of their own land. Since the taxes
due to the occupants were high, farmers preferred to keep back the correct data about
their farms.

The operation of agriculture and industry was strongly affected by the occupants’ labour
policy. As a result of this policy a large number of the resident population of Latvia was
transferred to work in Germany. According to the latest data featured in historical literature,
the number of persons sent to work in Germany constitutes about 15 900. According to
Soviet literature, the figure fluctuated around 22 000-25 000 workers.

Nazi German occupation institutions, as they withdrew from Latvia in 1944, applied
the tactics of wasted land. They took with them everything they could, from food to whole
factories. As they evacuated enterprises, occupants destroyed by blowing up or burning
everything that could not be taken away.
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Juris Pavloviés

Okupacijas varu mainas ipatnibas Liepaja
un tas tuvakaja apkartne:
aktivas karadarbibas faktoru analize

Pétot 1941. gada okupacijas varu mainu Latvijas teritorija, ir jaievéro nevis aktivas
karadarbibas norises, bet gan dazada lieluma karaspéka daju un vienibu parvieto$anas
ietekme uz notikumu gaitu. Lielakaja dala Kurzemes un Vidzemes tieSu sadursmju starp
padomju un vacu spékiem nebija, paréjos regionos ievérojamakas militaras operacijas
parasti bija dazus simtus viru lielu vientbu savstarpéjas apSaudes, kas reti ilga vairak par
diennakti. Liepaja un tas apkartne, kur salidzinosSi neliela teritorija veselu nedélu notika
cinas starp vairakiem tokstoSiem karaviru katra puse, ir gandriz vienigais izpémums.
Karadarbibas ilgums tieSi ietekméja varu mainas gaitu. Visur citur Latvija bija iespéjams
pardzivot Sos juku laikus, izvairoties no kontaktiem ar militarpersonam un brunotiem
padomju aktivistiem, ko lielaka dala iedzivotaju arT darija. Liepaja kars skara katru maju
un gimeni. Var diskutét, cik liels bija varu mainas izraisitais psihologiskais $oks citviet
Latvija, tacu Seit gandriz katram ta bija emocionala trauma, kas tika atstata mantojuma
nakamajai paaudzei un nav pardzivota vél tagad. Lai izprastu Latvijas iedzivotaju rictbu
1941. gada vasara, janoskaidro arf, kas, ka un kapéc toreiz notika Liepaja.

Diemzél visos lidz Sim publicétajos pétijumos, kur pieminéta karadarbiba Liepaja,
uzmaniba parasti ir pievérsta vienigi jautdjuma militarvesturiskajiem aspektiem. Publi-
kaciju autori atkariba no personiskas parliecibas vai konjunktdras ir simpatiz&jusi vienai
no karojo$ajam pusém vai brunotajiem Liepajas padomju aktivistiem. Neapbrunotie,
militaros formejumos neiesaistitie civiliedzivotaji te bija vienigi fons liela méroga kaujas
atainojumam. Sadas pieejas dél polemika pagaidam ir aprobeZojusies ar diskusiju par
otr8kirigu faktu precizéSanu un autoru savstarpéju kritiku ar politisku, nevis zinatnisku
ievirzi. Lidziga rakstura gratibas ir arT Liepajas novadpétniekiem, kuri, nevélédamies
uzurdit pagatnes konfliktus dazadas parliecibas pilsétnieku starpa, tiesi civiliedzivotaju
ricibu skata neskaidri un visparinati." Atbildot uz liepajnieku prasibu sakt 1941. gada
notikumu padzilinatu izpéti, tomér ir janorada, ka, lai tas notiktu, viniem pirmajiem
jasak apkopot un publicét pilséta pieejamos dokumentus un atminas.2 To, kas notika
Liepaja 1941. gada vasara, var méginat izprast, vienigi atsakoties no ideologiju un
lokalpatriotisma uzspiestiem aizspriedumiem.
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1939. gada Liepaja bija, iesp€jams, etniski savdabigaka Latvijas pilséta, kur
pastaveja nedross, tradiciju balstits [Tdzsvars ka starp etniskajam kopienam, ta art
politiskajiem stravojumiem kopienu ietvaros. Kosmopolitiskie liepajnieki, no kuriem
dazi ta arT nebija iemacijusies latvieSu valodu, bija dedzigi ka sava radikalisma, ta
art konservativisma. Vacu kopienas aizbrauk$ana 1939. gada un tas aizstasana ar
krievu kopienu — garnizona personalu — izjauca trauslo etnisko [idzsvaru tapat, ka
1940. gada okupacija un vietgjas tradicionalas elites aizvietoSana ar padomju eliti
sagrava dazadu politisko uzskatu lidzaspastavésanu. Konservativo tradiciju un mo-
dernizacijas pretrunas bija veicinajusas kreisa radikalisma popularitati nelielaja, bet
augsti industrializétaja pilséta, turklat ne tikai stradnieku vidd, bet arT starp atsevis-
kiem administrativajiem un tehniskajiem specialistiem, kuriem péc 1934. gada vairs
nebija iespéju iekldt tradicionalas elites skaita.® Lielaka dala Liepajas padomju elites
atSkiriba no citiem regioniem nebija svesinieki. Aktivakie pilsétas komunisti, ieskaitot
Liepajas LK(b)P pilsétas komitejas vaditajus M. Buku un J. Zaru, ka Skiet, bija kluvusi
par partijas biedriem no Rietumiem “reeksportétu” kreiso ideju ietekmé. Vini, ja ne-
nem véra cietumsoda laiku, nebija dzivojusi arpus aprinka robezam, vaji prata krievu
valodu un [idz ar to ne Tpasi veiksmigi piemérojas no Krievijas iebrauku$o padomju
amatpersonu mentalitatei, un krizes bridi nebija spé&jigi ar tam sadarboties. Neieverojot
straujas izmainas, liepajnieku socializé$anas principi 1941. gada junija joprojam bija
visai sarezgiti. Viens un tas pats vidusméra pilsétnieks varéja bt uzticigs saviem
draugiem un domubiedriem, ieturét stingru lojalitati pret tuvakajiem kolégiem un tai
pasa laika veidot cieSus, privati lietiSka rakstura kontaktus ar atSkirigas socialas vai
politiskas piederibas personam.* Varu mainas un arf vélaka laika norises Liepaja nav
iespéjams saprast, ja neievero, ka, uzturot sakarus ar pazinam un pazinu pazinam,
tradiciju un ideologiju raditi aizspriedumi varéja tikt ignoréti bez Tpasam palém. Te
nav runa par toleranci, dzive daudzkopienu sabiedriba bija iemacijusi cilvékus bat
pragmatiskiem.

Péc geografiska stavokla un materialajiem resursiem Liepaja 1941. gada noteiktos
apstaklos varéja klat par Odesai lidzigu nocietinatu jiras karabazi. Sai konkrétaja
gadijuma padomiju reZimam pietrika to divu ménes$u, kuru laika saskanot Iemumus,
sagatavot aizsargblves un pak|aut visu vienam komandcentram. Lai cik paradoksali
tas batu, Liepajas garnizona haotiskas ricibas iemesli péc 22. jlnija bija virsnieku pe-
dantiskums un palaviba uz instrukcijam. Jaras karabazes komandierim M. Klevenskim
un 67. divizijas komandierim N. Dedajevam bija pilnTgi atSkiriga dienesta pieredze,
pie tam, ka rada vinu biografija, abiem bija tikai aptuvens priekSstats par nocietina-
tu poziciju aizstavéSanu. M. Klevenska specialitate bija zemadenu talas operacijas,
N. Dedajevs - aizrautigs kavalérists, kas pret autotransportu un brunutehniku iz-
turejas ka pret zirga paveidiem.5 Ne abi Liepajas militarie Iideri, ne ari robeZsargu,
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aviacijas vai sakaru dalu komandieri nebija saskanojusi savu ricibu arkartejas situa-
cijas gadijumam un arT nedomaja to darit. Skaitliski un materiali spécigaja Liepajas
garnizona bija zinams, ko darit, ja saksies hipotétiskais, propagandas sludinatais
kars, kur Sarkana armija planveidigi uzbruktu mazkustigam, iepriek§ paredzamas
pozicijas ienémusam pretiniekam. Neprognozéjama pretinieka esamibu padomju
militara doktrina nebija pat pielavusi. Bez ta Liepajas militarie sakari 1941. gada
junija atradas |oti slikta stavoklt — jurasspeku sakaru kabeli vél nebija gatavi, savukart
N. Dedajevs, acimredzami nerespektéjot radiosakarus, deva priekSroku zinneSiem
uz zirga. Papildu visam koordinacijas un komunikaciju problémam kada ideologiski
pareiza, bet militari mulkiga Iémuma dé| ar 1940. gada rudens iesaukumu Liepaja ka
armija, ta flote nonaca daudzi jauniesauktie no Kaukaza un Vidusazijas. Var pielaut,
ka N. Dedajeva parcelSana uz Liepadju 1941. gada maija vismaz dal€ji bija saistita
ar augoSajam etnisko attiecibu problémam divizija, ko N. Dedajevs bija risinajis vél
1934. gada Kaukaza.

Vérmahta 291. kajnieku divizijai kop$ V. Konces 1953. gada monografijas parasti
tiek veltti pozitivi vai negativi, bet vienmér parakas pakapes epiteti. Ta tiek déveta
par vienu no lielakajam divizijam visa armija, visspécigu forméjumu, kas spgjigs at-
risinat jebkurus kaujas uzdevumus. Diemzél, tikiidz $o uz papira apdziedato vientbu
apskatam reala situacija, iespaids ir ne vairak ka viduvejs. 1941. gada junija 291. di-
vizijai bija uzdots strauji “iztirt” Kurzemi un tad doties paliga paréjiem grupas “Nord”
spekiem. Tacu tik liels uzdevumu apjoms Sai karaspéka dalai izradijas par gratu.
Motociklistu un velosipédistu vienibas bez automatiskajiem ieroCiem, bez tankiem,
tikai ar vieglo brunutransportieru un minmetéju atbalstu nekad nebdtu spéjusas atri
parraut nocietinatas pozicijas, ja vien pretinieks nebltu izradijies tik vajs. Papildi-
nasana ar juras kajnieku vientbam palielindja diviziju skaitliski, bet ne kvalitativi.
Juras kajniekiem trika smaga brunojuma, tai skaita ari artilérijas, kuras piegade bija
aizkavejusies tiktal, ka velak nacas izmantot Liepaja iegtas trofejas.” IzlikoSana un
logistika bija divizijas divas vajas vietas. P&c 23. jlnija, tuvojoties Liepajai, bez tieSas
militaras kontroles palikuSaja aizmugures teritorija acimredzot kadu laiku nebija pat
novéro$anas postenu, ka dé| padomju autokolonnu izlausanas 27. jinija no Liepajas
uz dienvidiem sakuma nesastapa vérmahta pretdarbibu. Sikaki operativie dati par
apkartni tika iegati, vientgi pateicoties nacionalajiem partizaniem. Lauka virtuves un
apgades dalas nebija gatavas straujiem izravieniem dzili ienaidnieka teritorija. Un, lai
cik divaini tas batu, divizijai 22. janija pat nebija pieskirts nopietns aviacijas atbalsts,
ja neskaita devinus (varbdt mazliet vairak) JU-88 tipa bumbvedgjus, kas uzlidoja
Liepajai ar neatlaidigu regularitati.6 Taktisko bumbvedéju un iznicinataju pirmajas
dienas 3ai frontes sektora vacu speékiem vai nu nebija vispar, vai ari tie paradijas
sporadiski un bez saskanoSanas.
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Visu minéto apstaklu dé| karadarbiba ap Liepaju izvértas par abpuséju militari
taktisku improvizaciju un parpratumu sériju, kur ka vieni, ta otri ceréja, ka pretinieka
riciba bas prognozéjama. Padomju armijas un kara flotes vadiba, ka Skiet, jau 22. j-
nija bija izlemusi, ka Liepaju nevar speciali sagatavot aizstavéSanas kaujam, un saka
atvilkt no pilsétas smago brunojumu.® Liepaja ka jlras karabaze, ta art 67. divizija
saka gatavoties pakapeniskai evakuacijai no pilsétas, acimredzot paredzot, ka frontes
291. divizija sasniedza Grobinu, nonaca Liepajas pievarté, izjauca tikko ka uzsakto
evakuaciju pa dzelzcelu un radija pilséta un garnizona visparéju paniku. Cik no-
protams, 23. jlnija 67. divizija planoja izveidot aizsardzibas Iiniju uz dienvidiem no
Liepajas un vismaz vairakas dienas noturét pretinieku, uzticot kontroli par pilsétu
Liepajas aizsardzibu un evakuaciju sabruka. Aplenkuma loks ap pilsétu noslédzas,
un 291. divizija, cerot uz kapitulaciju, bija zaudéjusi iespéju piespiest sarkanarmiesus
pamest Liepaju. 67. divizijas vienibas, divu dienu laika satitas uz Nicu un atpakal,
nonakot zem apSaudes un nesaprotot, kas notiek, saira stkakas grupas un izklida,
tiklidz nonaca arpus komandieru tieSas kontroles.'® Pie Liepdjas Sarkanas armijas
virsnieki izradijas spéjigi kontrolét vienigi karavirus, ko varéja parskatit vai bija iz-
vietojusi stacionaras pozicijas. No 24. junija cel$ uz Liepaju no dienvidiem bija brivs,
tacu vérmahts to neizmantoja. Ta vieta 24. un 25. junija tika veikts uzbrukums no
Grobinas puses, ko padomju spéki atsita gandriz vienigi ar savas artilérijas ievérojama
parspéka palidzibu. Ka $kiet, tiesi slikti ttmeta, bet |oti bliva artilérijas uguns bija par
iemeslu ievérojamiem vérmahta zaudéjumiem un nespéjai turpinat uzbrukumus.™ Vél
savas divizijas, ko bija vadijis ka kavalérijas eskadronu. 26. janija vakara Liepaju
sasniedza 27. armijas $taba evakuacijas pavéle. Tas ietekmé 27. janija notika vis-
paréja organizetu un nejausu sarkanarmieSu un padomju aktivistu kopu bég$ana no
Liepajas, radot pilnigu haosu parsteigtas 291. divizijas vienibu pozicijas. Bégli izklida
pa Kurzemi ITdz pat Ventspilij, Tukumam un Jelgavai un vairakas dienas parvérta So
plaso teritoriju par neviena nekontrolétu, nedrodu neitralo zonu, kur iedzivotajiem
bija jamégina aizsargat sevi pasiem. Tikai 28. junija vérmahta priekSposteni iegaja
Jaunliepaja, kur sadaras ar stradnieku gvardu un atpalikuSo karaviru nelielu grupu
pretoSanos, noturéja tos par daudz lielakiem spekiem, neka tie patiesiba bija, un at-
lika Vecliepajas ienemSanu uz vienu dienu. 30. janija smagi cietu$aja Liepaja notika
vérmahta uzvaras parade.?

22. janija aptuveni Iidz pulksten 9.00 vai pat nedaudz vélak ne liepajniekiem,
ne art pilséta izvietotajam karaspekam nebija nojausmas, ka sacies kars, lidlaukos
un osta dzirdamos spradzienus uzskatija par kartéjiem manevriem. Kad stavokla
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nopietniba kluva skaidra, Liepajas partijas un padomju amatpersonas sadarbiba ar
pilsétas un aprinka kara komisariem saka pildit iepriek$ sagatavotos t.s. mobilizacijas
planus — zirgu un transportlidzeklu rekviziciju armijas vajadzibam. Izmantojot Liepajas
mazajos uznémumos iegato transportu un degvielu, pilsétas partijas komiteja saka
izsattt pa aprinki mobilas aktivistu grupas, kuru pirmais uzdevums bija nogadat Kara
komisariatam zirgus un kravas automasinas. Zirgu rekvizicijas tika veiktas brutali,
neieverojot instrukcijas, un péc batibas bija nevajadzigas, jo 67. divizijai vairs nebija
laika uzlabot savu transportbazi.'3 Uzskatot tikko izveidotos milicijas un armijas pos-
tenus svarigakajos objektos par nepietiekamiem, Liepajas partijas komiteja 22. janija
ar aprinka komitejas sekretara L. Vrublevska starpniecibu Iidza M. Klevenski izsniegt
tai Sautenes, ko izdalit kartibas uzturétajiem — komunistiem un bijusajiem stradnieku
gvardiem. Tlit péc darba beigam, uzzinajusi par kara sakumu, liepajnieki, kam bija
iemesls baidities no represijam, pa nomalam takam devas arpus pilsétas un paslépas
tika izsludinats karastavoklis.' Lidz dienas beigam padomju aktivistu rokas nonaca
300-500 Sautenu, galvenokart no aizsargu bijuSajiem krajumiem. Péc tam kad Tsi péc
pulksten 12.00 Liepaja beidzas 23. junija pirma evakuacijas panika, pilséta l1dz pat
vérmahta spéku ienakSanai vairs bija vérojama vienigi armijas un patrulu parvieto-
$anas un rapnicas un ierakumu darbos nodarbinato civiliedzivotaju grupas. Kustibas
ierobezojuma, 22. jinija veiktas privato telefonu atslégSanas un abu pusu sniegto
radiozinu nesakritibas dé| seSas dienas — no 23. lidz 29. janijam - liepajniekiem
uguns parstaja funkcionét komunala saimnieciba, partiku pec 24. janija parasti izdalija
bumbu patvertnés vai darba kolektivos péc cilvéku skaita, prasot pret to lidzdalitbu
aizsardzibas darbos.'s Sev par nelaimi, Liepajas iedzivotaji bija nonakusi pilniga
atkariba no visdazadako brunoto patrulu patvalas.

Laika trokuma dé| organizétas stradnieku gvardes vienibas Liepaja ta arf netika
izveidotas. leroCus sanéma personas, kuru lojalitate reZimam netika apSaubita un
kas Tstaja laika atradas Sautenu sanems$anas vietas. Uznémumi, ka, pieméram,
“Tosmare”, kam bija tieSi kontakti ar militarpersonam, ignoréja partijas komitejas
pasakumus un meklgja ieroCus paSu spékiem.'® Bez tam, sakot ar 24. juniju, zidot
disciplinai un militarajai organizacijai, padomju aktivistu rokas nonaca liels daudzums
brunojuma, ko atdeva vai vienkarsi pameta 67. divizijas karaviri. Citos apstak|os
padomju amatpersonas un aktivisti batu bégusi, tacu atraanas aplenkuma, ka art
nezina par vérmahta nodomiem radija galéju psihologisku spriedzi ar tragiskam
sekam. Dazadas brunotas vienibas nebija saskanojusas savu ricibu un, vélakais,
26. junija kluva tik nervozas, ka jebkur$ nejauss Saviens vai neparastak apgérbies
gajéjs likas esam dala no vacu desanta.'” JaSaubas, vai tobrid Liepaja atradas pat
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neliels skaits brunotu padomju reZzima pretinieku. Nacionalie partizani no Bartas un
Rucavas ap 25. juniju, iesp&jams, iekluva Liepajas dienvidu nomalé no kapsétas un
ezera niedraju puses, tacu pilséta bija parak liela karaspéka koncentracija, lai notiktu
kas vairak par vienkarSu izlikoSanu. Aktiva karadarbiba ap Liepaju noteica to, ka
bezvaras stavoklis pilséta bija Tss (28.-29. junijs) un ta laika, baidoties no Liepaja
27. janija péc neveiksmigajiem méginajumiem iziet no aplenkuma vismaz vairaki
simti sarkanarmieSu un padomju reZzima atbalstitaju bija spiesti palikt Liepaja un vai
nu méginat bégt dienvidu virziena, vai ari slépties. Turpmakos tragiskos notikumus,
to skaita 56 cilveku bojaeju Armijas Ekonomiska veikala pagraba 28. junija, izraisija
totalitara padomju reZima ideologijas ietekmé nonakusu individu nespéja saskatit at-
Skirtbu starp realitati un propagandas téliem. Rodas iespaids, ka no militara viedokla
nezeliga riciba pret civiliedzivotajiem, vienaldziba pret [1dzpilsonu miteklu un dzivi-
bas saglabasanu Liepajas komunistiem un komjaunieSiem bija dala no Sizofréniskas
karaspéles, kas bija gala tikai tad, kad izbeidzas patronas un granatas. Tikai tad Sie
cilveki atkal saka uzvesties ikdieniSki un mekleja patvérumu pie draugiem un pazinam
tieSi tapat, ka nedélu agrak to bija darijusi vinu politiskie pretinieki.1®

Liepajai nodaritais postijumu apjoms un iedzivotaju parciestais Soks uz laiku
padarija vinus vienaldzigus pret politiskdm parmainam. 1941. gada varu mainai Lat-
vija tik raksturiga spontana iedzivotaju pulcéSanas “no apaksas” Seit notika daudz
mazaka méra. Vacu armijas un flotes spéki bija nodrosinajusi kontroli par Liepaju, un
militara rakstura latvieSu brunotie formé&jumi atSkirtba no paréjas aprinka teritorijas,
kur vérmahts izsniedza partizaniem Sautenes cinai ar klejojosam sarkanarmieSu
grupam,? pilsétas vacu komandantam K. Lomeijeram nebija vajadzigi. Kad 29.,
Tpasi 30. junija vacu Militarparvaldes amatpersonas saka pakapeniski parnemt sava
kontrole svarigakas iestades un uznémumus, vinam izradijas nepiecieSami, pirmkart,
saimnieciskie specialisti, kas atjaunotu pilsétas komunalos dienestus un nodroSinatu
iedzivotaju apgadi ar partiku un komfortablus dzives apstaklus flotes ierédniem un
garnizonam, otrkart, vietéjo iedzivotaju parzinata iestade ar policejiskam funkcijam,
kas palidzétu arestét bijuSos padomju aktivistus un noveérst iespéjamas pretosanas
kustibas veidoSanos. Liepajas infrastruktiras atjauno$anu uzsakuSais inZenieris
J. Blaus, kas ap 30. juniju viesnica “Roma” saka organizét pilsétas pagaidu valdi,
nekavéjoties saddras ar divam vietéja méroga problemam — dzivok|u trakumu un
traucéjumiem partikas produktu piegadé.? No 1. jalija pagaidu valdes tehniska dala
A. VacieSa vadiba saka apzinat atlikuSo dzivojamo platibu un bija spiesta nekavéjoties
sakt akceptet daudzos gadijumus, kad bez pajumtes palikuSie bija patvarigi aiznémusi
aizbrauku$o amatpersonu dzivok|us.?' Partikas problémai liela méra par iemeslu bija
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291. divizijas karaviru vaja disciplina un nosliece uz marodierismu. Parpratumi starp
vérmahtu un iedzivotajiem sakas jau treSaja vai ceturtaja kara diena, kad bez lauka
virtuvém palikuSo karaviru prasibas péc partikas saka parsniegt Liepajas apkartnes
laucinieku iespé&jas. 29. junija, ienakot Liepaja, vacu karaviri laupija veikalus un at-
néma iedzivotajiem velosipédus un citu mantibu.2? Var pielaut, ka atseviski incidenti
sakara ar zirgu rekviziciju vermahta vajadzibam tiktal nobiedéja zemniekus, ka tie
nerisk&ja vest partiku uz Liepajas tirgu.23 Vismaz I1dz 5.-6. jalijam liepajnieki partika
no dego3a elevatora un “Bekona eksporta” noliktavu krajumiem, apgade stabilizejas
ne agrak par 10. jaliju. J. Blaua un vina kolégu nopelns bija Liepajas atdzivina$ana
desmit dienu laika, atverot veikalus, aptiekas un pirtis, atjaunojot tramvaja satiksmi
un elektribas un Gdens piegadi, novacot drupas un méginot atkal padarit pilsétas
centru apdzivojamu.

LatvieSu paSaizsardzibas speku veidoSanas Liepaja notika vismaz divos posmos.
29. junija Drasu fabrika saka darboties brunotu stradnieku grupa Zana Snikera vadiba,
kas ka paziSanas zimi izmantoja baltu piedurknes lenti ar dzeltenu kaskrustu.2* Ta ka
Drasu fabrika bija izvietojusas vacu karaspéka dalas, kas izmantoja stradnieku vientbu
kopé&jai patruleSanai pilséta, jasecina, ka Sie cilveki tika organizéti tieSa vérmahta uz-
raudziba un interesés. Gandriz vienlaikus grupa bijuso policistu un aizsargu pulcéjas
pilsétas prefektiras €ka un saka izmantot viesnicas “Roma” vestibilu ka publisku
koordinacijas centru. Cik noprotams, abas grupas nepiedalijas militaras akcijas vai
eksekicijas — to uzdevums bija identificét un arestét padomju aktivistus. Liepaja
ienakusajam vérmahta, flotes un SD vientbam pirmajas dienas galvena probléma bija
sporadiski uzbrukumi no slépniem, uzskatot masveida arestus par vienigo risinaju-
mu. Ta saucamais kartibas dienests saka partapt par paSaizsardzibas spékiem péc
pulkveZa A. Plensnera ieraSanas Liepaja 2. vai 3. jalija. Ap So laiku 1dz ar Liepajas
saimnieciskas dzives atjauno$anos daudzi kartibas dienesta dalibnieki, nevéloties
tikt atlaisti, atgriezas sava darbavieta.?s Lidz A. Plensnera aizbrauk$anai uz Rigu
5. jalija Sis process tika apturéts un saka veidoties Liepajas rajona paSaizsardzibas
speki ar izteikti militaru organizacijas struktdru. Lai gan Liepajas pilsétas pagaidu
valde finanséja pasSaizsardzibas spékus un pilsétas cietumus no saviem lidzekliem,
rajona, aprinka un pilsétas spéku priekSnieku amatos ieceltais pulkvedis un divi
pulkveZi-leitnanti uzskatija sevi par pilnigi neatkarigiem no tas.? Ka Liepaja, ta Riga
A. Plensnera uzturéSanas sakumposms sakrit ar nozimigam kadru mainam Kurzemes
latvieSu paSaizsardzibas spéku vadiba. Abos gadijumos jau izveidotu un pietiekami
stabilu forméjumu priek3gala tika nostaditi cilveki, kuru galvena atSkiriba no vieté&jiem
[ideriem bija militara pieredze un lidz ar to prasme precizi izpildit vérmahta rikojumus.
Apgalvojums, ka vietéjie pasi lidza norikot profesionalus komandierus, neiztur kritiku,
jo 8ada vélme nevaréja rasties vienlaikus Liepajas, Ventspils un Talsu aprink péc
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tam, kad droSiba pagastos bija gandriz pilntba atjaunota.?” Drizak japienem, ka
A. Plensners — un var bit, ka ne vin§ vienigais — darbojas ka Militarparvaldes pa-
domdevéjs kadru jautajumos. Nacistiskais okupacijas reZzims izmantoja A. Plensneru
tieSi tapat ka nenozimigako no vinam teorétiski paklautajiem pasaizsardzibas spéku
karaviriem. Viena cilvéka liktenT bija redzama visas nacijas tragédija.
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Juris Pavlovic¢s

The Specifics of the Change of Occupying Powers in Liepaja
and Its Environs: Analysis of Warfare Factors

Summary

Before World War Il Liepaja was one of the most cosmopolitan Latvian cities. An uneasy
equilibrium existed between the Latvian, German and Jewish communities. Such state
of things made people radical in their opinions and at the same time unrestrained in
socializing. The Soviet occupation of 1940 replaced the German community with a Rus-
sian one. Newly created local Soviet elite had quite a few native communists with very
little understanding of the Russian language and mentality. Soviet garrison of Liepaja,
although huge and well-armed, was totally unprepared to fight off a German attack. Only
the superior firepower of the Soviet kept the Wehrmacht from entering the city for five
more days (23-28 June). Considering the limited size of the territory of Liepaja, the time
of interregnum was quite short — no more than two days. The population of the city was
shocked because of the size of destruction of buildings and Soviet terror. The first native
auxiliary self-defence unit in Liepaja was created by Germans. Latvians were responsible
for economic issues only, organising and controlling the City Council. There were constant
conflicts between Latvian self-defence forces and civilian City Council in the matters of
authority. By 16 July the district and city of Liepaja were brought under full economic
control of the Germans.
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Andrievs Ezergailis

Collaboration in German Occupied Latvia:
Offered and Rejected

In general, | want to be negative about the applicability of the concept of collaboration
to Eastern Europe in general and Latvia in particular. Since, however, | have no power
to prevent anybody else from writing about collaboration, my real purpose is to invite
those scholars who are bent to do so, in the spirit of Karl Marx, to be unceasingly
critical about the use of the concept. Collaboration in Eastern Europe and Latvia
needs to be critically, not presumptively, established.

As there were different kinds of Nazi occupations, so there were different col-
laborations. The one purchased the other! The occupation of France differed from
that of Poland, and that of the Low Countries differed from that of Norway. The
occupation of Denmark differed from all the others. There was an inverse, one can
even say paradoxical, relationship between severity of occupation and the nature
of collaboration: the lighter the occupation, the deeper the collaboration. The
‘common sense” conclusion about the Nazi occupation, | assume, has been the
reverse, that collaboration was the deepest in Eastern Europe, in the place where
the occupation was also the most stinging one, but thinking about it, it is clear that
my formulation could be the only correct one. Nor is the answer for this conundrum
far to seek: it was Nazi racism that created this paradox. There were people, for
example Jews, with whom the Germans wanted none to minimal collaboration.
One notch above were the Poles, then followed other East Europeans, among
them Latvians. Hitler's favored people were Germanic races and even among them
there were gradations. France, for example, experienced three different occupa-
tions: Alsace-Loraine was ethnically cleansed, the northern part of the country with
Paris as its center was by and large German administered and Vichy France was
mostly French governed. It can be noted that during the course of the occupation
no Latvian or Polish agency was asked to pass any anti-Semitic laws, as was the
Vichy government, which obliged.
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The corollary of the first paradox is a second one: the deeper the collaboration,
the greater a space for autonomous decision-making became available. Because
the Danish collaboration was more deeply sweeping and thorough, they were able to
save their Jews, while the choice to save the Jews was not available to Poles. We can
say that the decision of the Danish government to collaborate with the Nazis made it
possible to keep the Nazis at bay. At the same time we must recognize that this kind of
the collaboration was not available to any Eastern European people. It seems that the
Vichy government collaborated too readily on the Jewish question. The Vichy French
perhaps had an option not to round up their Jews.

As far as | have been able to determine, for obvious reasons, the Danes were
so favored because: they had hastened to surrender before killing any Germans,
had agreed to place Denmark’s considerable economic capacity in the service of
the Nazi war machine, and from the racial point of view, the Danes were blonder
than Germans. The bargain that the Danes struck with the Nazis allowed them to
maintain their pre-war government and police and keep the killing squads out of their
frontiers. The Einsatzgruppen entered Poland and Latvia but not Denmark. Wehrmacht
tanks were never parked in the Tivoli Park. In comparison, no Latvian administrative
structures, with the exception of rural, pagasts, communities, were extant during the
German occupation. | would like to see a comparison of prices that the Germans paid
to the Danish, Polish, and Latvian farmers. Hypothetically speaking, if, for example,
we would find that the Nazis paid more to the French farmers for their produce than
the Polish or Latvian ones, could we conclude that collaboration in Latvia was more
prevalent than in France?

The occupation of Latvia was closer to that of Poland than that of any European
country that the Nazis deemed Germanic.

sk

If one wants to write about collaboration in Latvia, there are three caveats to
observe. One is likely to go wrong: (1) if one starts with writing about collaboration
without knowing or wanting to know about the system and rules of German occupation;
(2) if one generalizes from the collaboration and condition of occupation of France and
Scandinavia, the lands that gave birth to the concept and praxis of collaboration; and
(3) if one does not have a clear idea about who during the course of the collaboration
was treasonous to whom and from whose perspective the collaborative activity is
evaluated.

If one writes about collaboration without considering the conditions of occupation,
one is more likely than not to judge the process from the Nazi point of view, that is,
start another ex post facto collaboration with the Nazis. On the other hand, if one
declares the collaborating Latvians traitors without examining the question, one is
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likely to entangle oneself in the muck of Soviet legality. Were Latvians the citizens
of the USSR or of Latvia, a country that in the view of the Nazis and the Soviets
did not exist? Mindless transplantation of a concept that originated under different
political, social, and racial circumstances, studying any other event but German
occupation, would be considered out of place and anachronistic and thus of little
rational validity. The Nazis took their racism seriously and thus it would be an error
if we did not respect their monomania. Not only did the Nazis draw distinctions be-
tween Norwegians and Jews, they also calibrated distinctions between the French,
the Poles, and the Latvians.

Did the collaboration with the Nazis call for a quid pro quo?

The kind of a deal that the Danes or the Vichy French got from the Nazis was not
available to any people in the East. In my paper, | shall endeavor to show that Latvians
did not fully understand the nature of Nazi racist imperatives; they continued to offer
to Nazis a variety of collaborationist schemes that the Germans kept rejecting. The
offers and rejections continued for more or less the whole duration of the war. We can
conclude that all collaborations that Latvians offered were rejected and those that
existed were German organized ones (some coerced).

s there a difference? Or who cares whether the collaboration is organized by the
occupiers or offered by the occupied peoples? If the collaboration entails criminal acts,
then to draw a difference between them would be a difficult and from the intellectual
perspective also futile attempt. On the other hand, in “collaborations” other than
criminal, the relationship could take on a different psychological and moral weight.
Even in criminal cases, coerced collaboration, if it could be established, may serve
as an extenuating circumstance.

It is true that a number of Latvians voluntarily entered German organized “collabo-
rationist” structures, but it also needs to be remembered that, even if the joining had
been coerced, the Germans still called it voluntary. This is especially true of Latvian
collaboration in German organized Self-Defense, SD Commandos, and the Latvian
SS-Voluntary (Waffen SS) Legion. It is, however, arguable whether those situations
in which the Germans obtained collaboration by coercion, deception, and lying can
be characterized as collaborations.

Collaborations Offered and Rejected

The World War Il started with a collaborative scheme between Germany and the USSR,
known as the Hitler—Stalin Pact of September 23, 1939. By attacking the USSR on
June 22, 1941, the Nazis reneged on the deal. The Pact and the war represented
several levels of betrayal of the USSR and Eastern Europe. It is, however, less known
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that the effect of the Pact and the ensuing betrayal did not stop with the onset of
hostilities between the USSR and Nazi Germany, as some opinion makers of recent
vintage have maintained. In fact, the Nazis took full advantage of the Pact’s diplomatic
and legal implications. It helped them to redefine Latvia as a Soviet territory and Lat-
vians as citizens of the USSR. From the Nazi point of view, they never occupied Latvia,
and thus they did not need to refer to Latvia by its name. In their announcements, the
Germans frequently referred to Latvians as citizens of the USSR.

To offer themselves for collaboration was not an option for many Latvians
to exercise. The opportunity to do so, however, arose for a few selected in-
dividuals. To enter German organized structures, however, was a different
matter. Criteria for entering those structures, be they civilian, police, or
military, differed from organization to organization and they were determined
by considerations of race, age, ideological proclivities, and physical condition
of the person in question.

Nazi Search for Collaborationists.” There actually was a phase prior to
the outbreak of the war when the Nazis searched for Latvian collaborationists.
Very little came of this Nazi effort, and as it transpired, they came to regret it.
Perfidy undergird all Nazi relationships with the so-called “natives,” and now
we know that, as the Nazis were looking for collaborators, simultaneously,
unbeknownst to any Latvians, they were planning to end the existence of
Latvia and Latvians. Quid pro quo was never a Nazi option in dealing with
the Latvians. This search took place mostly among the Latvian refugees,
escapees, repatriates in Germany. Among the men they found, the most
significant ones were Arturs Silgailis, Roberts Stiglics, Gustavs Celmins,
Aleksandrs Plensners, Viktors Deglavs, Oskars Dankers, Ernests Treiglts-
Tale, Verners Voitkus, and some two hundred others whose names and parts
they played by and large have vanished from the pages of history.2 The Nazi
agencies that were involved in this search were Abwehr, Wehrmacht, RSHA,
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Very little came out of these plans, for
at the very brink of the war, the Nazis drew back — and we may assume it
was done fearing to make deals with Latvian “nationalists” (those desiring
sovereignty) — reducing the scheme to use Latvians to a minimum, we can
even say symbolic scale. A plan to parachute some two hundred Latvians
behind the Soviet lines was abandoned, we may assume it was decided out
of fear of bolstering a centralized Latvian fighting force and give credence to
the concept “Latvia.” It appears that no more than six Sonderfiihrers, dressed
in German uniforms, Arturs Silgailis, Bulle, and Gustavs Celmin§ among
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them, embedded in Wehrmacht formations, were sent in as translators and
propagandists. Having reached Riga, they apparently were released from
their duties. The most conspicuous RSHA's finds, and one that wreaked
the greatest damage, was Roberts Stiglics, whom Stahlecker installed as
the Prefect of the Riga police. So far in my studies, | have found nothing
redeeming in Stiglics’ activities.

The most convoluted and tragic of these collaborations were those of
Colonels Plensners and Deglavs. It ended with the latter’s murder by the SD.
In general we can say that these pre-war collaborations were German organ-
ized ones, yet most of the Latvians who were asked to collaborate did so.?
We must note that the pre-war German offers and plans lacked transparency
and the selection seems to have been made more to limit Latvian “nationalist”
influence than to advance any military or social goals. The conflicting goals
of Germans and Latvians at the outset of the war were for the latter to desire
the re-establishment of Latvia’s sovereignty and the former to impede it. If
we go below the surface of Nazi plans, the early effort of the Wehrmacht
and the SD appears to have been the steering of their efforts towards the
elimination of Jews in Latvia.

Public Opinion on June 22. It must be noted that at the outbreak of the war
on June 22, many Latvians were predisposed towards collaboration with the Nazis.
The Nazis presented themselves as liberators and Latvians, even the elite politicos,
knew too little about Nazism to penetrate their public relations fagade.* There were
even some Jews, who, as improbable as it may sound, thought that Germans were
liberators from Communism and that was a reason, especially among the wealthier
ones, why they did not endeavor to escape the Nazis by fleeing to the USSR. We
could say that at the beginning of the war many Latvians proffered to the Germans a
tacit plan of collaboration: for a guarantee to secure Latvia’s sovereignty, the Latvians
on their part would have provided a Latvian military force to help the Nazis to fight
communists. As, on the Latvian part, it was tacitly proffered, so on the German
part it was tacitly rejected. The Nazis answer was to deny the legal existence of
Latvia, consider Latvians to be citizens of the USSR, refuse to return Soviet nation-
alized properties to their previous owners, and reject Latvians as fighters against
Communism. Latvian willingness to collaborate with the Germans was especially
evident among the so-called “national partisans” who after the beginning of the war
had sprung into existence in a variety of, especially Vidzeme, locations. In part their
organization had been encouraged by the Germans. How did the Germans deal with
their offer of collaboration? They were disarmed, dispersed, and many sent to camps
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in Prussia as POWs. Some of them were transformed into self-defense formations.
The most villainous of Nazi stratagems was, as Stahlecker in his report admitted, the
rechanneling of Latvian patriotic euphoria towards the murder of the Jews. Unfortunately
the smoke of the war and occupation was too dense for many Latvians to notice this
Nazi monomania.

We also have every reason to think that prior to the war Aleksandrs Plensners
and Viktors Deglavs served as go-betweens between the Abwehr and Latvian
officers, potential partisans behind the Soviet front. In that sense Plensners and
Deglavs were the creators of the National Partisans.5 And, by the same token, the
disarming of the partisans also signaled the clipping of the wings of Deglavs and
Plensners.

Meeting of Eminent Latvians on July 11, 1941. The first overt and expressed
rejection to the Latvian offer to collaborate came on July 11, 1941. On that date
two events happened: first, the German Field Marshal of Latvia Colonel Petersen
issued two orders (see below) cold shouldering Latvian advances and plans of
collaboration. And second, at the former Ministry of Education in Riga forty eminent
Latvians assembled to offer collaboration to the conquerors. At the meeting two
decisions were made: to send a delegation to Berlin to bring to the Nazi capital a
declaration of collaboration and to send a telegram to Hitler offering the same. The
text of the telegram was:

To Adolf Hitler

The Fiihrer and Chancellor of the Reich —

Headquarters

On July 11, 1941, representatives of various groups and professions of the Latvian
people met for the first time in newly liberated Latvia to express the gratitude of the
whole Latvian nation to the illustrious German armed forces and to every German
soldier who participated in the liberation of Latvia, but above all to Adolf Hitler, the
celebrated and victorious principal fighter for the cause of the German people and of
all Indo-European peoples.

Resting upon the decision of Adolf Hitler, we consign to him the hope of the
Latvian people for permission to participate in the construction work of the New Order
in Europe.

The Latvian people desire participation in building the New Europe, and confi-
dently await an affirmative decision from Adolf Hitler.

Alfréds Valdmanis, Delegation Leader
Lt. Col. Viktors Deglavs, delegate
Gustavs Celmins, delegate®
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The trip to Berlin was disallowed without any ado, and the delivery of the letter

stopped. Hitler never saw even this craven, though unctuous, letter.
%

The Case of Viktors Deglavs and Aleksandrs Plensners. Upon Soviet occu-
pation of Latvia in July 1940, Lt. Colonel Viktors Deglavs and Colonel Aleksandrs
Plensners, seeking refuge, found themselves in Germany. As the Barbarossa Plan
was maturing, perhaps as early as late 1940, Abwehr operative Kurt Graebe estab-
lished contact with Deglavs and later with Plensners. Altogether about 350 Latvians
of military potential were found living in Germany, of whom 200 were selected for
special training. To this day we do not know for sure what kind of a deal was given
to Deglavs and Plensners. Both men, however, acted as if they had been given a
green light to organize a Latvian indigenous military force, which, as we know, was
contrary to Nazi policy in the East. We know that they had a role to play in preparing
“national” partisans in Latvia during May and June of 1941. In May 1941, a group
of Latvians met in Deglavs’ apartment in Berlin and took an oath to organize and
work as military men for the good of Latvia. As noted above, the broader use of
the Latvians did not materialize (we may assume the oath was deemed to be too
“nationalistic”), though some, perhaps no more than six of 200, were embedded as
Sonderflhrers in Wehrmacht units giving them an opportunity to return to Latvia.
We can assume there were other, more secretive uses of Latvians especially by
the RSHA that to date have not surfaced.”

After the war began, the Nazis displayed contradictory attitudes towards
Deglavs and Plensners: on the one hand, they had received a “right” to be in
limited charge of a defense force in Latvia, and on the other, their return to
Riga was inexplicably delayed. Plensners was sent to Latvia via Liepaja and
Deglavs arrived via Daugavpils. Both reached Riga on July 5, when the basic
decisions about police and defense forces had already been made. They thought
they had received, as if, a right to organize self-defense forces in Latvia, but a
network of self-defense organization under the auspices of the Wehrmacht in
most localities in Latvia was already an established reality.8 There is no doubt
that in Deglavs/Plensners’ case both men entered the relationship voluntarily,
and that from their point of view there was a quid pro quo: they had agreed to
serve the Nazis for a right to organize a Latvian military force. On the basis
of this arrangement, they published several announcements in central and
provincial newspapers asserting that they are in charge of Latvian security
or self-defense. Plensners signed and published the first announcement in
Kurzemes Vards on June 4 while passing through Liepaja.® He wrote:
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Announcement

The commander of the German navy has appointed me commander of Lat-
via’s defensive forces [Heimwehr] in its coastal regions. | am in charge of all
Aizsargi and Latvian security forces. My task, co-operatively with the victorious
and friendly German army, is to organize a Latvian defense force, in order to
create order and conditions for peaceful work. A great trust has been shown
to the Latvian people and | am confident that my countrymen will prove to be
worthy of this obligation and will never cease to be grateful and joyous for the
long-desired liberation from Bolshevism. | am equally convinced that all former
soldiers of the Latvian army, policemen, Aizsargi and all patriots, for the sake
of the common good will support me carrying out my assignment with discipline
and in good faith.

Liepgja, July 3, 1941 Colonel Plensners

It appears that after their arrival in Riga on June 5, Plensners and Deglavs have
overreached their “understanding.” In their announcement in the newspaper Tévija
they had dropped the reference to “coastal regions,” implicitly placing themselves
in charge of the whole of Latvia. On July 8, 1941, the following announcement was
published in Tévija and in a number of local papers:

To all Latvian Soldiers, Aizsargi, Policemen, and Patriots!

One must without delay contact officials of German military and other offices.

Rescue Latvian lives and property from plundering Bolshevik gangs.

Take care of the security in your region. Guard railroads, bridges, and important
economic objects from being destroyed by the Russian and Bolshevik pillaging
gangs.

The members of the self-defense groups must dress in the uniforms of the
Latvian army, Aizsargi, policemen or boy scouts, and wear an armband of national
colors around the left sleeve. The armbands must be numbered and stamped by
the local German commandanture, pagasts, or town council. If one has no uniform,
the armband suffices.

In accordance with the Command of the German army
Commander of the Self-Defense forces: Colonel A. Plensners
Commander of the Headquarters: Lt. Colonel V. Deglavs
Riga, July 8, 1941
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In many particulars this announcement cleaves close to those already issued by
the Wehrmacht, but there are some “Latvian” elements in it that were not part of the
“self-defense” setup that the Germans had already established during the first days
of occupation and it lacks some of the Nazi precepts: there is no mention of Latvian
auxiliary status, or the limitation on the level of weapons. On the other hand, the Latvian
document featured the use of uniforms that the Germans had expressly forbidden.0

There is an even more mysterious document, not reprinted here, signed by
Plensners and Deglavs, and dated July 10, 1941, which, lacking proper context, has
been misunderstood. The document appears to contain, as if, a list of appointments
of Latvian officers to the posts of District commandants of self-defense formations.
As Haralds Biezais points out, it is not a list that Plensners appointed but rather
a status quo report of Self-Defense commandants to the commander of the 291st
Infantry Division. Whether Plensners and Deglavs appointed anybody to become
a Self-Defense commander is not known, yet the report has left an impression,
as if they had. The report contains numerous errors, naming as commandants
people who never occupied those positions and omitting those who actually served.
Considering the errors, on the whole, the document, with the exception of Colonel
Lobe’s appointment to Ventspils, was inconsequential.!

As Plensners/Deglavs were issuing announcements and organizing defense forces,
they ran into the buzz saw of Stahlecker, who had unambiguous instructions from
Heydrich to prevent centralized native civilian and military organizations. On July 8,
the same day when Deglavs/Plensners published the announcement claiming authority
over Latvia’s self-defense network, Stahlecker announced that only he was responsible
for security in the rear, thus making the Plensners/Deglavs’ efforts not only irrelevant,
but also antagonistic to German plans. There were two major issues that created the
conflict between Latvians and Germans: the endeavor to centralize a Latvian armed
formation and the use of uniforms by the self-defense and police forces.

The same Tévija issue that published the Plensners/Deglavs’ announcement on
its first page, carried an announcement on the fourth page that the commandant of
Riga self-defense is V. Veiss. Everyone in Riga who was aware of the German rules
of occupation knew that the fourth page notice trumped the Plensners/Deglavs’ first
page announcement. The Veiss's announcement read as follows:

Invitation to enlist

All former instructors, cadets, and Aizsargi who wish to join the self-defense
formation are asked, beginning with July 9, to do so from 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM at 60
Miera Street.

Riga, July 8, 1941 Lt. Colonel V. Veiss

The Latvian Commandant of Riga City
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The above announcement and its connection to Nazi policy of occupation that explained
the Deglavs’ imbroglio is confirmed in Stahlecker’s June 7 Ereignissmeldungen to Berlin.

The security of the city has been organized with the help of Hilfspolizei (400 men);
hence, the troops no longer are disturbed by snipers. The Hilfspolizei so far have suffered
four dead. Lieutenant Colonel Veiss has been made the leader of the Hilfspolizei; care
has been taken to assure that these troops would not become a Latvian militia.”?

During the first days of occupation, the political insiders found the German negativism
towards the Latvian effort to establish an institutional presence inexplicable and consi-
dered it a huge German error. By July 7, after the first week of occupation, as recorded
in diplomat Séja’s unpublished diary, depression descended upon the political insiders in
Riga. They began to realize that Latvia’s road to independence will be an arduous one.

In spite of Stahlecker’s orders, suggestions, and maneuvers, Plensners/Deglavs
managed to stay above water for the next few days. Plensners fell ill or feigned illness.
That left Deglavs doing the footwork in Riga.'® They issued several announcements
that mimicked orders previously issued by the Wehrmacht. Several times they
repeated announcements that weapons must be collected and surrendered, and
that bridges and roads must be kept in good repair. Stahlecker’s coup de grace
came on July 11. Tévija published two orders signed by Lt. Colonel, Field Marshal
Petersen, who in effect purveyed publicly the orders that Stahlecker had conveyed
to Veiss and Deglavs already on June 7. The reference in the second document
to the Supreme Commander must be to no other than Stahlecker himself.14

Order

Some individuals of late are appointing themselves to offices. On their own they
are even restarting centralized organizations that existed prior to the Bolshevik time.
Such conduct is not permitted and needs to be condemned. Those people who are
acting illegally, or are using public funds, will be called before the bar of justice..

Riga, July 9, 1941

Petersen
Colonel and Commandant
Order

On the orders of the Supreme Commander, | forbid the wearing of any kind of uni-
forms of the former Latvian army or Aizsargi organization. The order pertains also to
Latvian police auxiliary and Self-Defense forces. The order is in force immediately.

Riga, July 11, 1941

Military Field Marshal
PETERSEN, Colonel and Commandant
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Deglavs’ tin ear, his thinking that Germans are finesseable, or his continued belief
in “iron-clad promises” led to his assassination on July 18, 1941. The Plensners/
Deglavs’ episode created a myth that continues to exist today that there was a cen-
tral Latvian command of the self-defense formations with its headquarters in Riga.'s
The Latvian center could not have been more than Deglavs’ briefcase and had
its fictional existence for a couple of days in July. Deglavs was found dead in the
stairwell leading to Plensners’ apartment at 31 Dzirnavu Street.'s A pistol and
the briefcase were found next to him. The Germans pronounced the murder a
suicide, but no investigation was allowed. The assassination marks the end of one
cycle of “collaboration” and serves as an illustration of the Nazi attitude towards
Latvian-offered “collaborations.” Deglavs’ burial turned into a major patriotic event
in Latvia that was as close to a Latvian state funeral as was possible at the time.
The Germans, to mask their hand in the murder, allowed the funeral, but the pa-
triotic euphoria occasioned by the event could not have pleased them. He was
buried in the cemetery of Latvian heroes, in the Brethren Cemetery at the feet of
the statue of Mother Latvia. On July 21, the display of Latvian national flag was
forbidden without the permission of German authorities, .

The assassination of Deglavs was not an isolated event. It was followed by
a mini-purge whose target first of all was Plensners and, as it appears, another
collaborationist Arturs Kroders, the editor of Tévija. The print-space that Kroders
gave to the Deglavs/Plensners’ plan and story and the obituary that he wrote
commemorating Deglavs could not but earn German displeasure.'” Deglavs’ funeral
took place on July 23 and Kroders’ editorship was ended on July 24. The Tévija
issue that reported Deglavs’ funeral was the last one that Kroders edited. The
editorship was taken over by Andrejs Rudzis.

Pérkonkrusts: the Case of Gustavs Celmins.'® Both Pérkonkrusts adherents
and its enemies have dealt in hyperbole whenever Pérkonkrusts name is mention-
ed. From the beginning its leaders exaggerated its numbers, and its enemies have
exaggerated the threat that it posed. In comparison to the “threat” that the Estonian
Veterans’ League (Vapists) presented to their northern neighbors, the Pérkonkrusts
threat was feeble and containable by other political forces.® Holocaust folklorists
have exaggerated the role of Pérkonkrusts in the killing of the Jews in 1941.20
The heyday of Pérkonkrusts was 1931 and 1932. In the latter year, Pérkonkrusts
suffered the fate of its earlier “active nationalist” predecessors — Latvia’s Saeima
prohibited the organization and closed its press. A broad coalition of Latvia’s parties
that included the Social Democrats and the Farmers Unionists under the leadership
of Karlis Ulmanis sided with the decision to suppress the organization. After 1933
Pérkonkrusts decided to go underground and battle against the establishment
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with illegal means.2! After Ulmanis’ coup d’état in 1934, which in part was an
anti-Pérkonkrusts move, he began criminal prosecution of many of Pérkonkrusts
members, jailing some and exiling others. The surveillance and persecution of
Pérkonkrusts continued during the 1930s and was picked up by the communists
in 1940. In comparison with other European “active nationalist” groups, including
the Nazis, at the time when their fortunes began to thrive during the early 1930s,
the luck of Pérkonkrusts had run out. Peérkonkrusts did not survive the war and the
early days of German occupation were a brief illusory swan song to the Latvian
extremist organization.22

Persecution of Pérkonkrusts members by Ulmanis and the Soviets made them
“natural” collaborationists with the Nazis, who did not fail to evaluate them for
their anti-Semitism and their utility as “troublemakers” in Latvia. The German plan
was to use Pérkonkrusts as a counterforce against the Ulmanis men. It, however,
needs to be remembered that, by 1941, there were only tattered remains of the
1932 organization, and in no sense can we say that upon German occupation of
Latvia it was a full and sturdy organization or had any magic hold on Latvian public
opinion. To be sure, however, one needs to know that Pérkonkrusts was as close
to fascism as any party in Latvia, though they derived their anti-parliamentarianism
from Rome rather than Berlin. Even their anti-Semitism lacked the scientific edge
of Nazism. Early in the Nazi occupation a myth about Pérkonkrusts began to
evolve that to some degree continues today to the effect that during the German
occupation Pérkonkrusts was the commanding organization in Latvia and, among
other mischief, were also the main organizers and perpetrators of the Holocaust.
Among the most obvious Pérkonkrusts activists during the German occupation
were Gustavs Celming, Félikss Rikards, Arveds Melling, Evalds Andersons, Teodors
Zelting, Raimunds Caks, and Adolfs Silde. The following were not Pérkonkrusts
members: Voldemars Veiss, Viktors Ardjs, Martin§ Vagulans, Radolfs Bangerskis,
Pauls Kovalevskis. | do not think that among the killers of the Jews there were
more than ten Pérkonkrusts members, if that.2® They played a more significant
role as purveyors of anti-Semitism in Nazi press. The “match made in heaven”
collaboration between the Nazis and the Pérkonkrusts did not fire off; from the
beginning there was a wall of suspicions between them. By August 1941, it became
clear that there was more that separated than what united them.

Pérkonkrusts was anti-Semitic, anti-socialist, and anti-parliamentarian; they
were also “patriots” — many had fought in the war of independence and were fa-
natical about the state of Latvia, its boundaries, and its military force. Pérkonkrusts
members were anti-Semites, but, as | have pointed out, their anti-Semitism lacked
Nazi “scientific’ racism. Due to traditional Latvian attitudes, they had no liking for
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the Germans, and during their heydays they had been vociferous about it. Upon
German conquest of Latvia, it appeared that Pérkonkrusts were somehow favor-
ed by the Nazis. Pérkonkrusts was the only group that the Germans allowed to
reorganize and publicize their views. Gustavs Celmin$, the prewar commander of
Pérkonkrusts, arrived in Latvia as a Sonderflhrer. It is false, as the folklore of the
occupation frequently maintains, that all of the Latvian “collaborators” and murder-
ers were Pérkonkrusts members. By August 1941, it became known to Latvians
that the Nazis were not going to be more “understanding” about Pérkonkrusts than
about other Latvian “nationalists” who desired Latvia united and whole.

From the Nazi point of view, the ideal Latvian collaborator would have been a
renowned Latvian, who would also have agreed that Latvia was a geographical,
not a political concept. To expunge Riga as the intellectual center of Latvia was
one of the Nazi goals. Their problem, however, was that, even at the “self-ad-
ministration level,” it was not easy to find such Latvians. Since Pérkonkrusts
members were adamant on these questions, this promising collaboration fell
apart. Although some Pérkonkrusts members continued to work in the Nazi ad-
ministrative structure, others chose resistance. Celmin§ commenced to build an
underground organization and publish an illicit newspaper Briva Latvija. It was the
largest resistance publication during the years of occupation. The final act in the
Pérkonkrusts’ “collaboration” was the arrest and imprisonment of Gustavs Celmin$
in early 1944. At the end of the war the Nazis gave Celmin$ an opportunity to
become a veteran of the KZ Lager at Floessenburg, a camp for Europe’s Nazi
elite captives.

Alfreds Valdmanis — A Deal-maker Who Lost

Among the Latvian collaborationists Alfréds Valdmanis, the only Ulmanis-time minister
who served in the Nazi organized Land Self-Administration as a Director General of
Justice, is the most inscrutable one, for, as he offered himself and the Latvian people
up to the Nazis, he managed to maintain a polyphonic voice, cleaving close to a pa-
triotic mode of rhetoric. It must have been his link to the Ulmanis’ regime and thus to
the substrata of Latvian public opinion that made him valuable to the Germans and
therefore, despite his “rambunctiousness,” he was tolerated as long as he was. The
Land Self-Administration was a German organized agency which they intended to be
maximally powerless and voiceless, yet they also wanted people who obfuscated their
iron-fisted politics and had sufficient charisma to mollify the Latvian people and help
the Nazis. It appears that generally the Germans were successful in finding Directors
General who made no waves, but, unfortunately for the Germans, they lacked the
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spark that could excite the public. The exception was Alfréds Valdmanis. From the
beginning Valdmanis' approach to the Germans was dialectical; on the one hand,
without falling into anti-Semitism (a remarkable feat by itself), he avowed loyalty to
the occupying power and urged his countrymen to do the same, but, on the other
hand, asserted that Latvians were racial equals to Germans and insisted that Latvia
was worthy of sovereignty. The uniqueness of Valdmanis’ stance was that, contrary to
German wishes, he refused to believe that in dealing with the Germans the Latvians
had no right to a quid pro quo. In this sense he was similar to Deglavs, except that
the former was politically more savvy. Like Deglavs, Valdmanis insisted on Latvia’s
sovereignty, but he never forgot to mention that the sovereignty was to be obtained
under Nazi auspices. Without Deglavs there would not have been a Valdmanis. From
Deglavs Valdmanis learned the lesson of patience, and Germans perhaps learned that
killing “friendly nationalists” may be counter-productive. In Valdmanis’ deal the German
quid was a Slovakia status for Latvia and Latvian quo a 100,000 men fighting force
that would battle against Bolsheviks. It need not be mentioned that on Valdmanis’
part this was utter effrontery, for no Latvian had selected him to make life and death
deals with the Germans.

Valdmanis’ tactical approach is already evident in his Tévija articles of July 16
and 26, both entitled “Savam tautietim (To My Compatriot).”2* The tone of the articles
is statesmanlike, even patriarchal, presuming to guide Latvian public opinion in
channels acceptable to the occupying forces. On one level the text signaled his
surrender to the conquerors and was an abject confession for Latvia’s errors,
especially in foreign policy, including those of the Ulmanis’ government which
Valdmanis had served. But he also encouraged Latvians to work, hope, stay uni-
ted, join the New Europe, and wait until Germans pronounce on Latvia’s future.
He writes as if delivering a warning to his countrymen not to protest the German
policies too “hastily and harshly.”> “We shall keep in mind,” Valdmanis cautions,
“that it is deeds and not words that define intentions and make them credible. [..]
Therefore we shall not be ungrateful and impatient.” One should note that the bustle
occasioned by Deglavs’ murder was sandwiched between the first and the second
Valdmanis’ article. The second, for those who knew the ins and outs of German
policy, illustrates the chilling effect that the murder had left upon Latvian political
circles. In it he still entreats the public not only to work for the good of Latvia but
also for the benefit of the German military and New Europe. The major point of
the article, however, is to warn the public to refrain from committing any further
errors that hotheads may commit, by which Deglavs might have been meant. In
the second article almost verbatim Valdmanis repeats the orders of Field Marshal
Petersen, cited above:
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“We must, however, understand that there are also tasks that can be carried
out only by invitation and not on our own initiative, because otherwise such well-in-
tentioned work can only lead to disruptions. After all we must understand that much
in our future life, especially in economy and self-government, will be different than it
was in the past. [..] Therefore unsanctioned restoration of former administrative offices
is not permissible. [..] Our future road is crystal clear: we shall remain faithful to the
decision that the whole Latvian nation, silently and unanimously, made during the
communist occupation. We have fully decided to opt for submission to the leadership
of Greater Germany. [..] Adamant, unanimous, and united with the mighty and kindred
German nation, the Latvian nation seriously and with dignity will assume and fulfill
the role that the shapers of the New Europe will assign to it.”

As the occupation deepened, Valdmanis’ “contrariness” came to the fore. On
an informal level, throughout the occupation, he had kept in touch, without being
part of it, with the Latvian underground.2é Specifically, he confronted the Germans
on two issues: first, the organization of a Latvian youth society, for which Vald-
manis proposed the Ulmanis-time Mazpulki model,2” while the Germans were
pushing the Hitlerjugend prototype; and, second, the legality of the Latvian
SS-Voluntary Legion. Among the Germans a furor was created by Valdmanis’
1942 memorandum entitled “Die lettischen Probleme,” which was a roster of
Latvian complaints against and their demands of the Germans. Even before the
memorandum there were calls for Valdmanis’ dismissal; thereafter voices were
raised for his incarceration. The Commissar General Drechsler, who had been
one of Valdmanis’ defenders, had to write an explanatory letter to Berlin about
why Valdmanis was appointed to the Directorate General and why the error had
not been amended.28

Valdmanis’ “dissident” side reached its apogee on January 29, 1943, when
Commissar General of Latvia Drechsler had invited the Directors General for a
conference to solicit their help in organizing the Latvian SS-Voluntary Legion.
The following text comes from the minutes of the meeting that were leaked and
circulated in the underground and reached Stockholm two months later.

The Commissar General wonders whether the Director General of Justice A. Vald-
manis has any observations to make.

A. Valdmanis replies that he has given his opinion on this point at a conference
with General Schroeder and that his Chief, General Dankers, already has outlined the
situation. This question cannot be raised separately, it must be viewed in connection
with all other actual problems in our country.
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Let us speak first about the Legion. One should know whether the German Fiihrer
has permitted the formation of the Legion (if such is the case, it must be assumed
that someone has requested it) or the establishment of the Legion has been ordered;
in this case one should know to whom this order has been given. At present we do
not know that. We know that a year ago we wanted such a Legion, but about the
time when the Estonians got their Legion, in view of the prevailing circumstances,
we charged General Dankers to inform General Schroeder that we did not desire a
Volunteer Legion because we did not see any possibility of establishing one.

What are the conditions which have been created in our country and on which
we must touch upon today?

When, in July 1941, the German army drove out the Bolsheviks, every Latvian took
up arms. Not a single man made any demands, all just wanted to aid. Then came the
first blow — the Latvians were ordered to lay down and surrender arms within a few
days. The Latvian, as a fighting partner, was rejected. It was said, moreover, that a
crusade had been proclaimed against Bolshevism. We could not fail to consider it a
natural thing that European order and system were to be restored also in our country,
where they had always existed. What we see, is something entirely different.

With reference to our national economy, it is said that reconstruction [Aufbau] is in
progress, but we conceive it as the pulling down [Abbau] of our economy. These bitter
words do not refer either to Mr. von Borcke or to the Commissar General, because we
know that they, too, wish to see things take a different course, just as we do; however,
precisely this circumstance makes it even more difficult to understand what is going on.

The German press helps us to clarify many of the present events. When, on the
first page of the German newspaper, we read a big headline running “Roosevelt vio-
lates the Rights of Self-Determination of the Liberian Negroes,” we think, “And in our
country?”; when we read in the same newspaper that serfdom has been introduced
in Iran, since, after the British march into their country, the Persians are compelled to
work in the mines so or so many days per week or month — well, again we must put
the question “And how are things at home?”

And our Latvian newspaper translates, of course, trustingly and assiduously the
clever articles of her big German sister and qualifies everything in the same terms as
the latter. One should not, therefore, be astonished that for some time we have given
our own interpretations to many things.

Let us go on. Our poets, it is true, are allowed to chant about Latvian virtues,
Latvian country and Latvian people. The German censorship allows us to publish these
poems in the press. However, when such poems, even if they had been printed in
the Deutsche Zeitung im Ostland, are recited by a 15-year old girl student, the latter
is arrested and imprisoned.
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Many Latvian patriots have been arrested and are in prison. For what reason?
Because, it seems, they have sung good and patriotic Latvian songs, unfortunately, at
illegal meetings. But why have these people done this? Have they not acted because
they did not see any way out?

And now | want to speak about ourselves, the so-called Directors General, seven
decayed pillars who have lost their reputation and often make wry faces and look
sideways even at one another. | want you, Mr. Commissar General, to know what
these men look like inside. | want to tell you that today, because we do not always
have this opportunity.

We all have but one common ideal and one desire, namely, that the Latvian
Free State [Freistaat] be reestablished. Whatever we do and whatever we say, we
are guided by this idea, this vision from early in the morning till late in the evening.
Here, in the presence of all of us seven, | declare once more that none of us thinks
in different terms.

We hope to achieve our goal once, but we would receive the Latvian Free State
exactly from the German hands [aus deutscher Hand] and not from anybody else.
Theoretically we could receive it also from the British, but then we will have to fear
that again the new glory will not last for more than some 15-20 years and then again
will come to an end.

Therefore we want to associate with you and to march together with you, but do
not be those who reject us, who themselves drive us on another path.

Germans often tell us that first we must show deeds and the reward would then
follow. We are told that such is the principle of National-Socialism which also proved
correct during the fighting period. The faith in the Fihrer has elevated the people
to its present height and power, and therefore we, too, should simply believe that
everything will turn out well.

There is, however, a great difference between us and you. You were called by
and you followed a man of your own people, a man who was bone from your bone
and flesh from your flesh. We belong to another people. We admire your Fiihrer, but
we know that he is the Leader of the German nation, and that we are Latvians. God
alone knows whether it is not more to the point to apply Goethe’s saying: “If you want
to receive, give first.” Goethe did not conceive these words in terms of barter, nor do
|. These words mean: “You cannot ask confidence and trust, unless you yourself show
it.” Do not charge our small people with loads which no one can bear.

The Bolsheviks are said to be near our frontier. We know that; the whole country
also knows that if the Bolsheviks succeed in invading this country once more, death
and destruction is what the Latvian people expect. And still, does it not strike the
Commissar General that the whole country is silent, wrapped in a dark calm. It is the
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gloomy calm of hopelessness in which our country is shrouded, we no longer see
what to place our hopes into, what to live for. One cannot live for hatred alone, one
cannot live for destruction alone. One must have a positive ideal; one must have a
bright hope. The German nation knows what it is fighting for: it is fighting not only in
order to annihilate Bolshevism, but also to assure a better and brighter life for its future
generations, to assure its existence and development for all the times to come.

What have the Latvians to fight for? What may then be told, except that Bolshevism
must be fought? Nothing, it seems.

If we are now asked to urge the people to take up arms, it is tantamount to asking
us to slay a bear with bare hands. There are said to have been times when men have
slain bears with bare hands, but there are no longer such men. If we are ordered
and shall try to do that, the result is clear, it would seem. And if, nevertheless, we do
not refuse squarely, you will maybe think whether you might not give us a weapon
for fighting the bear; if not a rifle, then at least a penknife. Perhaps we would make
an attempt.

In this connection, | must touch upon another point. Germans accuse us of
bartering and making demands. Perhaps we cannot tell exactly what we mean in
the German language, and this gives rise to misunderstandings, but | refuse to
admit that we are making demands when we are speaking about human attributes.
If a lumberman is sent to the forest and he asks for an ax, | do not see that this
means making demands; if men are called up to arms and they ask, “What for?” or,
to be more exact, when we want to give them an aim and ideal to fight for, then we
want to give them only the very indispensable attributes of a soldier, and nothing
else. A soldier, who does not know what he fights for, is everything you like except
a soldier. My chief General Dankers has mentioned a few points. Maybe they are
not exhaustive, but still they are something. If you could give us something, perhaps
we could start something. A volunteer action cannot be a success; however, a few
thousands may report.

General Schroeder points out that the day before the Lithuanians had said that
they were setting up a Legion of 30,000 men.

A. Valdmanis observes that though he is not versed in Lithuanian matters, he is
astonished. Such response is, however, not feasible in Latvia.?

Thereafter the Germans moved to get rid of him. Valdmanis was given an option
to be incarcerated in a camp or be ostracized to Germany. Valdmanis’ voice from the
German point of view had become too “nationalistic.” Unlike Celmin$, Valdmanis chose
the latter alternative. Therewith Valdmanis’ attempt to get a deal for Latvia came to
an end. Another collaborationist was vanquished.
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*

To date the concept of collaboration has frequently been misapplied or has been
applied in an abstract way. By having discussed the collaborative schemes that Lat-
vians offered and Germans rejected, we, however, have not exhausted the question
of collaboration during the Nazi occupation. There were still those structures that
Germans organized and invited, at times coerced, Latvians to enter. We know that
thousands of Latvians did so, and before coercive measures began, many of them,
especially during the first year of occupation, voluntarily entered in a variety of German
Police, SD, and military services. We must, however, remember that the German use of
the word “voluntary” more frequently than not could not be taken at its face value.

Among the German organized structures that one would need to discuss are the
Self-Defense formations of July 1941, the Arajs’ Commando, the Police Battalions,
and the Latvian SS-Voluntary Legion. To date the praxis of collaborations has been
little examined in historical, legal or intellectual literature in Latvia, as it has been in
France. It may be noted that, for example, Oskars Dankers and Radolfs Bangerskis
were examined by the prosecutors of Nuremberg and they were cleared of collabor-
ation or any crimes committed on the behalf of the Nazis. Alfréds Valdmanis, one of
the personages of this study, was treated as valuable administrative talent after the
war, by international public. The Canadian government picked him for the governorship
of Newfoundland.®® The same can be said about Gustavs Celmin§ who after the
war emigrated to the United States and ended his career as a professor of In-
ternational Relations at St. Mary’s University in San Antonio, Texas. But all of the
above judgments were made by “foreigners” who had been wrong about events
in Eastern Europe before. One of the future assignments in the ongoing debate
about collaboration in Latvia is to fully account for all its varieties. This debate,
however, should begin with a clear understanding of the legal and intellectual
issues involved and full knowledge of the system of occupation that the Germans
imposed upon Latvia.
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Andrievs Ezergailis
Kolaboracija vacu okupétaja Latvija: piedavata, bet noraidita

Kopsavilkums

Péetljuma téze ir: visas latvieSu sadarboSanas shémas, kuras latvieSi piedavaja, bet
vacie$i noraidija, un visas kolaboracijas, kas vacu okupacijas laika eksistéja, bija
vacieSu organizétas. Ta ka vacu iekarotaja Eiropa bija dazadas okupacijas, bija arl
dazadas kolaboracijas, kas cita citu noteica. Attiectba starp kolaboraciju un okupaciju
bija paradoksala: jo viegldka okupacija, jo dzildka kolaboracija. Lidz Sim ir pastavéjis
apSaubams uzskats, ka Austrumeiropa, kur okupacija bija skarbaka neka, teiksim, Danija
vai Francija, arT kolaboracija bija dziaka. No pirma paradoksa izriet otrais: jo dzilaka
kolaboracija, jo sabiedriba ieguva lielaku “brivibas” telpu. Ejot kolaboracijas celu un
vacieSiem to atlaujot, Danija ieguva tiesibas paturét savu pirmskara valdibu un policiju,
privilégijas, kas bija liegtas Austrumeiropas valstim. Danija spéja dal&ji saglabt savus ebreju
pilsonus, kas nebija iesp&jams Latvijai un Polijai. P&tniekus, kuriem interesé kolaboracija
Latvija, autors bridina no trijam iesp&jamam klimém — nerakstit par kolaboraciju, pirms
nav apzinata okupacijas sistéma Latvija; nevisparinat kolaboraciju Latvija pec kolaboracijas
pieredzes Francija un Skandinavija — zemés, kas mdsu vokabulara ienesa vardu
kolaborécifa; par tematu nerakstit, ja pétniekam nav skaidrs, kas kolaboracijas procesa bija
nodevigs un no kadas perspektivas kolaboracija tiek izvértéta. Ja par latvieSu kolaboraciju
raksta, neizvertgjot okupaciju, pétnieks iespéjami to daris no nacistu viedokla. Bet, ja
pace| nodevibas karogu, tad pétnieks var sapities Padomju legalitate. Vai latviesi bija
PSRS vai Latvijas pilsoni, tadas zemes pilsoni, ko neatzina ne PSRS, ne Vacija? Pirmam
kartam mums ir nopietni janem nacistu rasisms. Nacisti ne tikai nosprauda atSkirtou starp
norvégiem un ebrejiem, bet arT kalibréja to starp franciem, poliem un latvieSiem. Runajot
par kolaboraciju, mums janolemj, vai kolaboracijai ir nepiecieS8ams qui pro quo princips.

Autors analizé piecus gadijumus, kad latviesi piedavaja sadarbo$anos, bet vaciesi to
noraidija: 1. LatvieSu pirmskara sadarbo$anas Vacija; 2. LatvieSu sanaksme 1941. gada
11. jalija; 3. Viktora Deglava un Aleksandra Plensnera “kolaboracija”; 4. PeérkonkrustieSu un
Gustava Celmina kolaboracija; 5. Alfréda Valdmana kolaboracija. Visos piecos gadijumos
vacie$i noraidija latvieSu piedavajumu.
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Alexander Kokurin

The Basic Activity Directions
of the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs
of the Latvian Soviet Socialist Republic in 1940-1941

Immediately after Latvia’s incorporation into the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
among other bodies of state administration the People’s Commissariat of Internal
Affairs of the Latvian SSR was organized, located in Riga, the capital of Latvia. On
29 August 1940, People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR Lavrenti Pavlovich
Beria signed the order No. 001072 “On the organization of the People’s Commissariat
of Internal Affairs [NKVD] of the Latvian SSR,” by which the scheme and staff of the
above commissariat was certified.’

Orders of NKVD of the USSR on the establishment of NKVD of the Estonian
and Lithuanian SSR (Nos. 0010672 and 0010893) were signed by L. P. Beria on
29 and 31 August 1940, accordingly. Texts of the orders had been drawn in the
Personnel Department of NKVD of the USSR, signed by S. N. Kruglov, Deputy
People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the USSR on personnel, and submitted
to the People’s Commissar for certification.

In two weeks L. P. Beria had signed the order of NKVD of the USSR No. 1268
of 11 September 1940 on the assignment of officers to the local NKVDs: Alfons
Noviks was appointed the people’s commissar of internal affairs of the Latvian SSR,
and the captain of the state security service Semion Shustin, the former deputy
head of the 4th Department of the Central Economic Board (GEU) at NKVD of the
USSR, was appointed the first deputy people’s commissar.

Alexander Guzjaviius was appointed the people’s commissar of internal affairs
of the Lithuanian SSR; the major of the state security service Pyotr Gladkov, the
former head of the local NKVD board at Biatostok Region and former deputy
people’s commissar of internal affairs of the Byelorussian SSR, was appointed the
first deputy people’s commissar, Boleslav Baranauskas was appointed the second
deputy people’s commissar.

Boris Kumm was appointed the people’s commissar of internal affairs of the
Estonian SSR, the senior lieutenant of the state security service Nikolay Shkurin,
the former deputy chief of the Inquiry Department of Central State Security Board
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(GUGB) at NKVD of the USSR, was appointed the first deputy people’s commissar,
Andrey Murro was appointed the second deputy people’s commissar.*

NKVD of the Latvian SSR was located in Riga, NKVD of the Lithuanian SSR -
in Kaunas, NKVD of the Estonian SSR - in Tallinn.

The activity directions of law-enforcement and state security bodies had been
worked out already in the 19th century in the 3rd Section of His Imperial Majesty
Office and Police Department of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian
Empire. There had been set up also the bodies of secret service and counter-
espionage, bodies of military counter-espionage and struggle against the workers’
and revolutionary movement and terrorism a. 0., as well as secret agents service,
the service of secret observation and overhearing, the post control and other
methods that after October Revolution of 1917 were taken over by the bodies of
VChK-OGPU-NKVD of the USSR. Of course, the staff of these bodies had been
completely replaced and, if during the tsarist era they struggled to oppress the
working-class movement and revolutionaries, now they began to struggle against
the anti-Soviet movement and counter-revolutionaries.

Local bodies of NKVD of the USSR (people’s commissariats and boards of
internal affairs of the Soviet republics, autonomous territories, areas and regions)
completely corresponded to the scheme of the Central Office of NKVD of the USSR,
but they were its reduced copy. According to activity directions of NKVD of the
USSR in the scheme of the Central Office there were the following basic subunits
of the state security bodies: Central Administrative Board of the State Security,
including the following departments: 1st (bodyguard to the Communist Party’s
and Government leaders), 2nd (confidential and political), 3rd (counter-espionage),
4th (special department), 5th (foreign department), 7th (ciphering). Besides there
were also: Central Economic Board, Central Transport Board, special departments:
1st (registration and archives), 2nd (operational equipment), 3rd (operational),
4th (laboratories), 5th (State Storehouse — Gokhran).

The scheme of NKVD of the USSR included also: Central Board of Workers'-
and-peasants’ Militia (Soviet police or GURKM), Central Board of Fire Protection
(GUPO), Central Penalty Camps Board (GULAG), Central Board of Highway Con-
struction (GUShOSDOR), Central Archival Board (GAU), Central Prison Board
(GTU) and other subunits.

Although local bodies of the NKVD/UNKVD of the Latvian, Lithuanian and
Estonian SSR were the reduced copy of the Central office of NKVD of the
USSR, they lacked some divisions that functioned at the Central office. Thus,
for example, at the local state security boards (UGBs) there were not to be
found the following divisions: the special department that was in the scheme



Alexander Kokurin. The Basic Activity Directions of the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs 143

of the Baltic Special Military District, and the department of foreign affairs; at
the economic department there were not to be found the sections on work at
the Government Securities printing office (Gosznak) and affinage factories, in
the aviation industry, fuel industry, etc. because the Baltic republics lacked
these enterprises and industries; there were neither the 4th nor the 5th special
department (laboratories and Gosznak, Gokhran accordingly); initially there were
no local bodies of GULAG at NKVD of the USSR as there were no penitentiaries
(ITK) in the above territories. Neither were there local bodies of the Administration
of POWs and internees (UPVI) at NKVD of the USSR as there were no war
prisoners’ camps etc.

But on the whole, the offices of NKVD of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia corres-
ponded to the scheme of the Central Office of NKVD of the USSR.

According to the activity directions of the local NKVD bodies, the following
scheme of the central offices of NKVD of the Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian
SSR was approved (on the example of NKVD of the Latvian SSR):

* administration: People’s Commissar, the first Deputy and Deputy People’s
Commissar, Assistant to People’s Commissar on affairs (departments) not sub-
ordinated to the State Security Board;

* secretariat of NKVD (9 employees);

*  Mobile Inspection (1);

* State Security Board (UGB):

* 1st Section (bodyguard to the Communist Party’'s and Government
leaders) (1);
* 2nd Department (confidential and political) (29)
3rd Department (counter-espionage) (29)
7th Section (ciphering) (4)
Economic Department (28)
Water Section (5)
3rd Transport Section (5)
Inquiry Department (27)
1st Special Department (registration and archives) (17)
2nd Special Department (operational equipment) (13)
3rd Special Department (operational: search, arrests, secret observa-
tion) (6)
* Personnel Department (8)
* special commissars (2)
* Financial Department (6)
* Logistics Department (4)
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commandant’s office (22)
motor service section (garage) (26)
telephone exchange (4)
communication by State messenger service (17)
medical service (3)
The employees of the UGB totalled 270.
Besides the State Security Board (UGB) the scheme of NKVD included also the
following formations:
* Road and Transport Department (DTO) (45 employees)
* Broadcasting and Radio Stations of NKVD (64)
* Board of Workers’-and-peasants’ Militia (URKM) (215)
* Latvian School of RKM (16)
* Road Department of RKM of the Latvian Railway (232)
* Registry Office Department (OAGS) (47)
[ ]

Department of Fire Protection (OPO) (41)

Board of Highway Construction (UShOSDOR) (30)
Archival Department (12)

Prison Department (16).

There were 20 city (town) and district departments and sections of NKVD
subordinated to NKVD of the Latvian SSR, among them the following: city de-
partments — Daugavpils and Liepaja (63 and 56 employees accordingly), district
departments and sections — Abrene (18), Ventspils (17), Ludza (12), Jelgava (18),
Reézekne (25), Riga (10), Riga port section (10), Valmiera (12), Aizpute (7), Bauska (7),
Valka (10), Jekabpils (7), lltikste (10), Kuldiga (10), Madona (10), Talsi (7), Tukums (7)
and Césis (10).

The following sections of the Road and Transport Department (ODTO) were
subordinated to the Road and Transport Department (DTO) of NKVD: ODTO at the
station Riga (9), and also ODTO at the station Valmiera (12), Gulbene (8), leriki (11),
Daugavpils (9), Jelgava (8) and Liepaja (9), and also operative points at the stations:
Krustpils (3), Rézekne (3), Ventspils (3) and Daudzeva (3).

The following prisons were subordinated to the Prison Department of NKVD:
general prison No. 1 (Riga, a filling capacity of 1570 prisoners, 231 employees),
general prison No. 2 (Riga, 535/96), general prison No. 3 (Riga, 55/38), general
prison No. 4 (Ventspils, 400/68); general prison No. 5 (Daugavpils, 340/68); general
prison No. 6 (Jelgava, 240/62); general prison No. 7 (Liepaja, 225/58); general prison
No. 8 (Césis, 200/56); general prison No. 9 (Valmiera, 200/56); general prison No. 10
(Rezekne, 140/38), and also the Internal Prison Ward (8) at DTO of NKVD of the
Latvian Railway.
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The activity directions of departments and sections at UGB of NKVD were as
follows:

2nd Department (confidential and political) (SPO):

* 2nd Section (anti-Soviet organizations and groupings, nationalist formations,
churchmen, monarchists, sectarians and former non-communist government authorities
and higher officials) (7 employees)

* 3rd Section (system of regional public health services, regional education, the
Soviet authorities, research institutes, mass media, writers, sports organizations etc.) (6)

*  4th Section (militarized organizations) (5)

3rd Department (counter-espionage) (KRO):

* 1st Section (struggle against espionage) (10)

*  2nd Section (struggle against internal and nationalist counter-revolution) (11)
* 3rd Section (intelligence service) (3)

* Tth Section (ciphering and protecting the state secrets) (4)

Economic Department:

* 1st Section (industry) (8)

* 3rd Section (agriculture and procurement) (8)

*  4th Section (trade, co-operation, finances) (7)

* 3rd Transport Section (communications, highways, air fleet) (5)

1st Special Department (registration and archives):

* 1st group (registration, performance of resolutions, statistics, confisc-
ations) (4)

*  2nd group (general information file, search, dactyloscopy, archives, complaints
and applications) (5)

*  3rd group (registration of confidential informers) (3)

2nd Special Department (operational equipment)
*  “VCh’ (high frequency) communication group in Riga (6)

3rd Special Department (operational):

* 1st Section (secret investigation service) (1)

* 2nd Section (secret information service and overhearing equipment install-
ation) (1)

* 3rd Section (searches, arrests) (1)
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The Board of Workers-and-peasants’ Militia (URKM) of NKVD included:

Criminal Department (34):

* 1st Section (gangsterism, robberies, murders) (6)

*  2nd Section (thefts) (7)

* 3rd Section (swindle, hooliganism, sexual and other crimes) (6)

Department of Struggle against Plunder of Socialist Property (OBHSS):

* 1st Section (profiteering and plunder of the state trade enterprises and
consumers’ co-operative societies) (4)

* 2nd Section (plunder of local and light industrial establishments, producers’
co-operative societies, invalid, supplying and marketing organizations) (4)

* 3rd Section (plunder of agriculture, purveing organizations, financial bodies;
counterfeiters) (5)

Special Department (18):

* 1st Section (explosives, poison, arms, printing industry and pigeons)
* 2nd Section (accounting and statistics, dactyloscopy, registration) (8)
*  Group of the Scientific and Technical Department (2)

Department of military service and combat training:

* 1st Section (protection of the public order) (6)

*  Group for the guarding of secret objects, wards of preventive custody, escort
service, sobering-up stations (3)

*  Section of combat training (4).

Personnel of NKVD of the Latvian SSR totalled 4923,5 NKVD of the Lithuanian
SSR - 5683, NKVD of the Estonian SSR - 3272.7

On 26 December 1940, the Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars
of the USSR V. M. Molotov signed the resolution No. 2631-1204ss “On the nume-
rical strength of personnel at the People’s Commissariats on Internal Affairs in the
Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian SSR” that stated the total amount of

* personnel of the operative and state security service (chekists) and in the
prisons of NKVD (4872);

* members of the Workers’-and-peasants’ Militia (8703);

* personnel at the registry offices (132);

* personnel at the branches of the Board of Highway Construction
(UShOSDOR) (144).
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The amount of staff at the bodies of NKVD of the Lithuanian, Latvian and
Estonian SSR totalled 13 851. It was proposed to the People’s Commissariat on
Finance (Narkomfin) that the above staff should be maintained by the All-Union
budget from 1 January 1941, and it was proposed to the Committee of Defense
and Economy Council (Economsoviet; subordinated to the Council of People’s
Commissars) of the USSR to allocate to the employees of the operative and
state security service, prisons and militia of the Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian
SSR necessary funds for supplying, arms and equipment.8

To the above staff of NKVD of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia also a staff of some
150-200 secret informers must be added who were certified in August 1940.

The administrative staff of bodies of NKVD of the Latvian SSR was assigned
as follows. The senior lieutenant of the state security service G. |. Martirosov (the
former head of the Road and Transport Department (DTO) of NKVD of the Bye-
lorussian Railway) was appointed head of DTO of NKVD of the Latvian Railway,
and the captain of the state security service V. B. Goldfain (former chief of ODTO
of NKVD of the Kiev station of the Southwest Railway)? was appointed head of
the inquiry department and deputy chief of DTO of NKVD of the Latvian Railway
by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1397 of 4 October 1940).

The captain of the state security service A. Yefimov (former chief of DTO of NKVD
at the Gor’kovskaja Railway) was appointed head of the Water Section of NKVD of
the Latvian SSR by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1435 of 11 October 1940). The
senior lieutenant of the state security service M. S. Zarubin (former substitute of the
2nd Section at the 2nd Department of the Central Transport Board of NKVD of the
USSR)'0 was appointed chief of the Riga port section of NKVD by the same order.

E. Gavars was appointed chief of the 2nd Department of UGB at NKVD of the
Latvian SSR by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1492 of 22 October 1940), and
the lieutenant of the state security service I. G. Doronkin (the former deputy chief
of the 9th Section at the 2nd Department of GUGB at NKVD of the USSR) was
appointed deputy head of the 2nd Department.

M. Rozentals was appointed head of the 3rd Department of UGB at NKVD; the
lieutenant of the state security A. |. Magidin, the former student of the Higher School
of NKVD of the USSR, was appointed head of the 1st Section at the 3rd Department
at UGB of NKVD; the sergeant of the state security service A. K. Zabelin, a former
operative commissar at the 3rd Department at UGB of UNKVD at Smolensk Region,
was appointed head of the 2nd Section; the lieutenant of the state security service
F. 1. Mosolov, the former operative commissar at the 5th Department at GUGB of
NKVD of the USSR, was appointed head of the 3rd Section at the 3rd Department
of UGB.
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The sergeant of the state security service V. A. Safonov, the former operative
commissar of the 3rd Special Department at NKVD of the USSR, was appointed
chief of the 1st Section at UGB of NKVD, and the sergeant of the state security
service |. F. Medvedchenko was appointed chief of the 7th Section at UGB
of NKVD.

E. Briedis was appointed head of Economic Department at UGB of NKVD,
and the lieutenant of the state security service K. M. Tsvetkov, former operative
commissar of the 12th Section at the 2nd Department at GUGB of NKVD of the
USSR, was appointed deputy head.

The lieutenant of the state security service V. V. Saveljev, the former operative
commissar of the 1st Department of the Central Transport Board of NKVD of the
USSR, was appointed head of the 3rd Transport Section of NKVD.

K. Kroms was appointed chief of the Inquiry Department of NKVD, and the
senior lieutenant of the state security service N. M. Karpenko, the former head
of the 2nd section at the 4th Department at GUGB of NKVD of the USSR, was
appointed deputy chief.

D. Opincans was appointed chief of the 1st Special Department of NKVD and
the second lieutenant of the state security Z. I. Krivitskij, the former chief of the 1st
Special Department of UNKVD at Ryazan’ Region, was appointed deputy chief.

The senior lieutenant of the state security service I. Ya. Vorobiov, the former
chief of the 5th Section at the 2nd Special Department of NKVD of the USSR,
was appointed head of the 2nd special department NKVD of the Latvian SSR.

. Piesis was appointed chief of the 3rd Special Department, but already on
25 November 1940, he was appointed chief of the URKM of NKVD of the Latvian
SSR. The senior lieutenant of the state security service V. A. Alexejev (the former
chief of the 8th section at the 3rd Special Department of NKVD of the USSR) was
appointed deputy chief of the 3rd Special Department of NKVD of the Latvian SSR
on 22 October 1940.

The second lieutenant of the state security service Ya. K. Bakalejnik, a former
senior operative commissar of Economic Department of UNKVD at Smolensk Re-
gion, was appointed chief of the secretariat of NKVD.

The lieutenant of the state security service A. V. Ivanov, a former senior in-
spector at the Personnel Department of NKVD of the USSR, was appointed chief
of the Logistics Department (AHO).

. K. Barkovskij was appointed head of Daugavpils City Department of NKVD,
and the sergeant of the state security service S. A. Rusakov, the former deputy chief
of UGB of Stalin district department (Moscow) of NKVD of the USSR, was appointed
deputy head.
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A. F. Stabrovskij was appointed head of Liepaja City Department of NKVD and
the lieutenant of the state security service D. N. Shibanov, the former chief of the
3rd Section at the 2nd Department at UGB of UNKVD in the Ryazan’ Region," was
appointed deputy head.

There were many other similar assignments, revealing the tendency to no-
minate for chiefs of department the local employees (communists) who did not
have state security service agent’s operational experience, and to nominate
for deputies the security officers from the bodies of NKVD/UNKVD of other
republics, territories, areas and regions or from the Central Office of NKVD of
the USSR.

A few words about some assignments. The senior lieutenant of the state
security service J. Bunne, the former chief of OAGS of UNKVD at Stalingrad
Region,2 was appointed deputy chief of OAGS of NKVD of the Latvian SSR by
order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1601 of 12 November 1940).

The senior lieutenant of the state security service V. N. Vasiljev, the former chief
of the 3rd Department at UGB of UNKVD at Tambov Region, was appointed deputy
chief of the 3rd department at UGB of NKVD by order of NKVD of the USSR (No.
1679 of 25 November 1940).

The captain of militia A. Eglitis, the former deputy chief of the Road Department
at RKM of Gor’kovskaya Railway, was appointed chief of the Road Department at
RKM of Latvian Railway by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1800 of 19 December
1940). The captain of the state security service J. Vévers, the former chief of the
2nd Department of Sibirian Penalty Camps Board (Siblag) at NKVD of the USSR,
was appointed' deputy chief of DTO at NKVD of the Latvian Railway by the same
order of NKVD of the USSR.

The lieutenant of the state security service I. S. Latukhin, a former special
commissar of UNKVD at Smolensk Region,' was appointed special commissar
of NKVD by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1808 of 19 December 1940).

The sergeant of the state security service I. F. Medvedchenko, the former chief
of the 7th Section of NKVD of the Latvian SSR, was appointed senior inspector
of the Mobile Inspection of NKVD, and the lieutenant of the state security service
A. A. Ryzhkov was appointed chief of the 7th Section by order of NKVD of the USSR
(No. 1822 of 24 December 1940).16

General-Major K. I. Rakutin was nominated chief of frontier guard troops
(Pogranvojska) of NKVD at the Baltic Special Military District by order of NKVD
of the USSR (No. 1660 of 21 November 1940), and Colonel A. E. Bulyga'” was
appointed chief of the 6th frontier guard groups of NKVD at the Baltic Special
Military District.
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Even earlier, on 24 September 1940, the major of the state security service
|. Ya. Babich'® was appointed chief of the Special Department of NKVD at the
Baltic Special Military District, and the brigade’s military lawyer A. A. Palkin (the
former military prosecutor of NKVD at Kharkov Region)® was appointed substitute
of the military prosecutor of the NKVD troops at the Baltic Special Military District
by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 1608 of 13 November 1940).

Thus, during September-December 1940 an active formation of bodies was
carried out at NKVD of the Latvian SSR, both by assignment of the officials, and
by the scope of the security service activities based on the example of other
NKVD/UNKVD bodies of the USSR.

The People’s Commissars of Internal Affairs of the Latvian, Lithuanian and
Estonian SSR A. Noviks, A. Guzjaviius and B. Kumm were promoted to the special
ranks of “the senior majors of the state security service? by order of NKVD of the
USSR (No. 2 of 2 January 1941).

In accordance with the Decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
USSR of 3 February 1941 the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs of the
USSR was divided into two People’s Commissariats: NKVD of the USSR and NKGB
of the USSR, and by order of NKVD of the USSR (No. 00214 of 26 February 1941)
NKVD/UNKVD were organized in the Soviet republics and autonomous territories,
areas and regions. A. Noviks, A. Guzjavi€ius and A. Murro were appointed the
people’s commissars of internal affairs of the Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian
SSR accordingly.?!

The former first Deputy People’s Commissar of Internal Affairs of the Latvian
SSR S. M. Shustin was appointed People’s Commissar of the state security service
of the Latvian SSR. The organization of NKVD at the Latvian SSR was carried out
by setting apart from the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs of the Latvian
SSR operative and state security service divisions that had been included in the
former UGB of NKVD.

All other bodies were included into the newly organized NKVD of the Latvian
SSR. The scheme of the new NKVD differed from the scheme of NKVD in 1940
by that after formation of penitentiaries in the territory of Latvia, for example,
there appeared Penitentiary Department in the new scheme; headquarters of the
local antiaircraft defense appeared after similar headquarters had been formed at
the Central Office of NKVD of the USSR; in addition to the first deputy people’s
commissar on general questions, two deputies were appointed who headed Militia
Board and the Personnel Department correspondingly.

On 20 July 1941, after the attack of German troops on the USSR, NKVD of
the USSR and NKGB of the USSR were amalgated once again into uniform NKVD
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of the USSR led by L. P. Beria. Corresponding amalgamations at the local level
were carried out as well. NKVD bodies of the Latvian and Lithuanian SSR were
not established. NKVD of the Estonian SSR formally was established, but actually
it could not function due to evacuation to the inland of the USSR.

Soon after that People’s Commissars of Internal Affairs of the Latvian, Lithuanian
and Estonian SSR were appointed chiefs of sections of the newly organized 4th Board
of NKVD of the USSR (led by R. A. Sudoplatov) on management of secret service
and subversive activities at the enemy’s rear. A. Guzjavi€ius headed the 3rd Section
of the 1st Department at the 4th Board dealing with the activities in the territory of
Lithuania, A. Noviks headed the 4th Section (activities in the territory of Latvia), and
B. Kumm headed the 5th Section (activities in the territory of Estonia).

In conclusion it is possible to say that organization of the People’s Commissariats
of Internal Affairs in the Latvian, Lithuanian and Estonian SSR was carried out within a
short time by analogy to the Central Office of NKVD of the USSR with small changes
depending on the local operating conditions.

The local NKVD bodies were staffed both by the Communist Party’s henchmen
and security service personnel transferred from the European part of the USSR.

The division of the local bodies of NKVD into two People’s Commissariats: NKVD
and NKGB was carried out on the example of the division of NKVD of the USSR.

Due to the outbreak of the war, NKVD of the Latvian and Lithuanian SSR were not
established and the newly organized NKVD of the Estonian SSR ceased to function
very soon as its office was evacuated to the inland of the USSR.

For the period of German occupation the officials of NKVD of the Latvian, Lithua-
nian and Estonian SSR went to work at the 4th Board at NKVD of the USSR that was
concerned with the organization and management of secret service and subversive
activities at the enemy’s rear.

In 1944, after the reoccupation of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia by the Soviet troops,
the corresponding bodies of NKVD and NKGB were organized for the second time.

A. Eqglitis was appointed people’s commissar on internal affairs of the Latvian
SSR in 1944.
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Aleksandrs Kokurins

Latvijas PSR lekslietu tautas komisariata
galvenie darbibas virzieni 1940.-1941. gada

Kopsavilkums

Driz vien péc Latvijas ieklauSanas Padomju Savienibas sastava PSRS iekslietu tautas
komisars Lavrentijs Berija 1940. gada 29. augusta parakstija pavéli par Latvijas PSR
lekSlietu tautas komisariata (leTK) nodibind8anu. Par Latvijas PSR iekSlietu tautas
komisaru péc L. Berijas pavéles tika iecelts Alfons Noviks, kuram 1941. gada 2. janvari
pieSkira specialu pakapi — valsts drodibas vecakais majors. Par A. Novika pirmo vietnieku
kluva bijuSais PSRS leTK Galvenas ekonomiskas parvaldes 4. dalas priek3nieka vietnieks
valsts drosibas kapteinis Semjons Sustins. Savukart par Lietuvas PSR ieklietu tautas
komisaru iecéla Aleksandru Guzjaviu, bet Igaunijas PSR iekslietu tautas komisara amata
atradas Boriss Kumms.

Latvijas PSR leTK dislocgjas Riga, ta paklautiba atradas 20 vietéjas leTK dalas.
Divas no tam bija pilsétas — Daugavpill (63 darbinieki) un Liepaja (56), bet 18 bija
aprinku dalas: Abrenes (18), Ventspils (17), Ludzas (12), Jelgavas (18), Rézeknes (25),
Rigas (10), Rigas ostas (10), Valmieras (12), Aizputes (7), Bauskas (7), Valkas (10),
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Jekabpils (7), lldkstes (10), Kuldigas (10), Madonas (10), Talsu (7), Tukuma (7) un Césu
(10). Pastavéja arT Latvijas dzelzcela Celu transporta dala (priekSnieks — valsts dro$ibas
vecakais leitnants G. Martirosovs) un Cietumu dala, kurai bija paklauti 10 cietumi, ka ar
pastavéja vel citas dalas.

Latvijas PSR leTK $tata bija 4923 darbinieki un apméram 150-200 slepeno I1dz-
stradnieku.

Latvijas PSR leTK sadalidana 1941. gada februart divos tautas komisariatos — leTK
un VDTK - tika veikta péc ta pada parauga k& PSRS. Kad péc PSRS un Vacijas kara
sakdanas 1941. gada 20. julija PSRS leTK un PSRS VDTK no jauna tika apvienoti
PSRS leTK, Latvijas PSR IeTK vairs netika organizéta, jo Latviju jau bija okupgjis vacu
karaspéks.

Padomiu iekslietu un valsts dro$ibas iestades bija 19. gadsimta izveidojuSos cariskas
Krievijas ohrankas un leM Policijas departamenta tradiciju un metoZzu mantinieces, kaut
gan $o organu personalsastavs pilntba tika nomainits.

Kopuma Latvijas PSR leTK aparata uzbive, tapat ka citas Padomju Savienibas
republikas, autonomajas republikas, novados un apgabalos, ar nelieliem iznémumiem
pilntba atbilda PSRS leTK centrala aparata struktlrai Maskava. Vietéjo struktdrvienibu
(dalu) priekSnieku darbu uzraudzija centrala aparata atsatitie vietnieki.
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Robert G. Waite

Some Aspects of Anti-German Sentiment in Latvia
(1941-1944)

At 3:05AM on June 22, 1941, units of Army Group North crossed the borders of the
Soviet Union into Lithuania, one of the three Baltic States occupied and annexed by
the Soviet Union a year earlier. The German armed forces and units of the Security
Police advanced rapidly through Lithuania and into Latvia, and on June 26th members
of the 16th Army took control of bridges on the River Daugava near Daugavpils.
German troops reached the southern border of Riga on the 29th and entered the city
the next day. By July 1st, the military command reported that “the mopping up of the
city is all in all completed,” as a detachment of the Security Police arrived. Other units
of Army Group North continued their drive toward Leningrad, pushing aside scattered
resistance from the Red Army and occupying all of Latvia.’

According to contemporary German accounts, many in Latvia viewed these armed
forces, at least temporarily, as liberators who had freed the country from the year of
Soviet rule, a period of repression and brutal terror.2

The Soviets had invaded and occupied the country on June 17, 1940, set up a
bogus election in which Latvians “voted” for annexation, and incorporated the country
into the Soviet Union. The new rulers moved quickly to eliminate alleged opponents,
especially those viewed as political and class enemies. Property was seized and
farmers lost their land to the newly established collectivized farms. Businesses were
nationalized and the country’s independence, gained on November 18, 1918, elimin-
ated.® With the German invasion, locally organized forces drove Russian troops out
of some areas, liberating their home territories. In Riga, political leaders, prominent
nationalists, and large numbers of patriots believed that German occupation meant
autonomy and that Latvia would regain its independence, feelings exploited by the
Germans in the first weeks of the occupation.* These dreams were but short-lived
as the Nazis moved quickly to secure its firm control over all aspects of political and
economic life. Latvia was now occupied by another European power, which chose to
exploit for its own advantage the economic and human resources it found there.5 As
a German military intelligence unit reported, while the Latvian populace “received the
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troops with enthusiasm,” these sentiments “cooled relatively fast” in both the cities
and the countryside. In a July 28, 1941, speech, Hinrich Lohse, newly appointed
Reich Commissar for Ostland, told the residents of the Baltic States that German
forces occupied this “sphere of interest” because of a threatened British attack and
the continuous Soviet threat. He assured the Latvians that the Nazi rulers would do
all “in the interests of your well-being” and to “ensure the continuous development”
and gains. Lohse did not mention autonomy and he emphasized that the orders and
directives of the German administration were to be followed.”

For Latvia, both the Soviet and German occupations shattered hopes for auton-
omy and freedom, and each power inflicted far-reaching political and moral damage,
disrupting, even destroying, the familiar societal frameworks, the networks and routines
of daily life. The massive, brutal and armed intrusions of these regimes into Latvian
social and political life led to large numbers of arrests, deportations, and even execu-
tions, as the Soviets moved against class enemies and the Nazis against Jews, Social
Democrats, communists and any perceived opponent, including Latvian nationalists.®
Under both the Soviets and the Nazis, the rules of daily life in Latvia, the way indi-
viduals went about normal affairs, were largely controlled by foreign troops, soldiers
and police, on their territory under the threats of overwhelming violence. Economic
exploitation grew to an excessive scale, and complaints grew as prices rose, goods
became scarce (except, seemingly, for the German authorities), and Latvians were
mobilized for labor service outside of their country. Already on August 15, 1941, the
Reich Commissar for Ostland issued a decree obligating everyone in Latvia to work,
calling upon every resident to register with a labor office which placed them in a job,
even far from home, if necessary.? It came as no surprise that anti-German sentiment
grew steadily.

The very nature of Nazi occupation brought the new rulers face to face with the
local residents in ways unfamiliar to them, as it attempted to control and direct all
aspects of life that contributed to German occupation policies and the war effort. Most
individuals had little choice other than to submit, to accommodate themselves to the
Nazi dictates. For many Latvians, basic survival meant compromising and accommo-
dation. Local compliance, however, implied that certain measures or benefits were
expected in return. But German policy makers seemed oblivious to the needs of the
Latvians and local sentiment moved, as a late 1942 report explained, “in a direction
other than that expected in the spirit of the July days” of 1941. The reasons were clear
to the German occupiers:

The injuring of nationalistic feelings by the renaming of streets, agencies and
squares, the use of the German language in the first place, the banning of November
18th, the establishment of the ‘Ostland,’ writings in the German press, the intrusion of
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Germans in the Latvian economic life, the delay in nullifying the nationalization, abnor-
mal public assistance, the general and clear preference for Baltic-German ideology,
all of which has left among the people dejected feelings, [and] prepared the country
for anti-German propaganda.’

Anti-German sentiment emerged quickly in Latvia and it took a variety of forms,
as individuals responded and reacted to this new occupation, to the changes and
burdens imposed by the Nazis and they sought ways to show it. Already in the fall of
1941, discontent began to appear, as pamphlets critical of the new occupation regime
circulated." Throughout the years of German occupation, individuals expressed their
dissatisfaction and opposition, and the Nazis were keenly interested in recording such
incidents and finding those responsible. The new occupiers went to great lengths to
record and analyze public opinion. The Wehrmacht, political police, especially the
Security Police and SD (Security Service) and offices of the occupation government
prepared regularly reports on the mood in the country, and they also obtained and
translated large numbers of anti-German writings. Their collecting was, however, by
its very nature selective, but it does reveal some of the manifestations of the anti-
German sentiment.'2

The German reports and the materials they collected provide a glimpse into the
view of the occupation from the streets of Latvia, from individuals who felt strongly
enough about their beliefs to risk arrest and imprisonment to make them known even
to just a few others. The actual extent of such materials and anti-German sentiment
will never be known; but the available documentation does reveal much about these
feelings in Latvia. During the course of the war, there are discernible patterns. Through-
out occupied Europe, the first year was one of coping, of coming to terms with and
simply surviving under German rule. In Latvia, opposition grew sharply in 1942 and
1943, as the Security Police had in fact predicted, largely because “the expectations
concerning the political future of the country are continuously disappointed.”? First,
some acts were the expression of an individual, acting alone, voicing his or her dis-
satisfaction through gestures of defiance in public places (such as being less than
courteous to Germans in public places), graffiti, or the drafting of short manifestos
or statements voicing their opposition and the posting of these in public places or
slipping them into mailboxes. Second, Latvian patriots in Riga and several other
cities voiced their grievances, especially the lack of autonomy and independence, in
newsletters, some published on a regular basis. These were distributed through the
mail or informally, hand to hand among sympathizers. Third, a handful of youth groups
called for an independent Latvia, a country free of its occupiers. Fourth, a number of
communist newsletters and pamphlets were circulated, particularly later in the war,
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often reminding Latvians of the “benefits” of communist rule and calling for partisan
activity against the Germans. An examination of these expressions of anti-German
sentiment offers a glimpse into how Latvians responded and dealt with the occupation.
This paper focuses on these manifestations and how the German police, military and
occupation authorities in the civil administration described and evaluated them. The
most powerful and forceful expression of anti-German sentiment came from those
engaged in active resistance who chose to use violence and sabotage to fight against
the Nazi occupation. There were a number of such incidents, but this paper examines
the broader popular sentiment which, the Germans feared, could easily lead to direct
confrontation and violent acts.

By the fall of 1941, the objectives and policies of German occupation were be-
coming clear — the country was ruled by a Nazi imposed political structure; alleged
opponents had been targeted with many arrests and executions; the courts had been
taken over; and the economy restructured largely to aid and to supply the Germans.
Not surprisingly, as a police report observed in December, “recently, the steadily
deteriorating situation has manifested itself in individual anti-German expressions.”*
These took a variety of forms. In a village near Liepaja, someone posted on No-
vember 18th, Latvia’s independence day, two announcements, hand-written with a
red-white-red border, on the community bulletin board. The author wrote that Latvia
has been trampled first by the Soviet Union and now by Germany which appointed to
the local administration “dukes and barons” who had already “for 700 years repressed”
the people of Latvia. He called upon Latvians to unite, to believe in their country.
At the bottom he wrote: “God bless Latvia! The independent Republic of Latvia
lives! Freedom lives! Down with the traitors!” Also on November 18th, hand-written
pamphlets appeared in Riga with calls for “Down with the German yoke! Free Latvia
lives!” Because of the limited number distributed, German police concluded this was
the work of a single individual. A newsletter describing the German suppression of
Latvia was sent from Riga to co-operative in a village near Talsi and a similar one
went to another co-operative in Liepaja. In late November, unidentified individuals
spread some 20 notices reading “Down with the German power!” in the parking area
near Liepaja’s beach.'

Such incidents became increasingly more common. A report by the Security
Police devoted an entire section to “anti-German inflammatory activities,” recording
for officials manifestations of the mounting hostility with many appearing first on No-
vember 18th, signs of the nationalist pride and animosity to the new conqueror. On
that date, police throughout Riga reported finding handwritten pamphlets stating: “Get
rid of the German yoke!”, “Free Latvia lives!”, “The 18th November lives!” The small
number of pamphlets found, the Security Police concluded, meant that a single person
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was responsible.'® A report from late December wrote that a marked strengthening of
nationalistic feelings among the residents of Liepaja had recently become noticeable
and the calls for an independent Latvian state louder.'”

By early 1942, the Security Police in Liepaja reported that the mood of the popula-
tion had become in recent times “significantly worse,” and rumors circulated that
caused considerable unease. For example, people spoke about the recent mass
executions of the Jews and said “many Latvians will go the same way.” Another
widespread rumor announced that in retaliation for the three German soldiers recently
found dead 100 Latvians would be shot. Others spoke of the deteriorating military
situation for the Germans — that 200,000 soldiers were encircled by Russian forces,
that part of the front had already collapsed, and that Sweden would soon enter the
war against Germany. Such rumors meant that increasingly the Latvians wanted as
little to do with the Germans as possible, and one observer noted that the Latvians
had become “very reserved.” On January 19th, someone posted a notice on a fence
that read: “Latvians get ready for partisan warfare against the Germans.” In a nearby
village police arrested 13 persons on charges of spreading disruptive rumors.18

Reports of anti-German sentiment became more widespread and numerous dur-
ing 1942. Already in early January, the German Order Police began its account of
the general situation by writing that politically the conditions had worsened. It cited
a number of examples particularly in Latgale. Rumors circulated about the defeats
inflicted upon the German armed forces and the police warned of an upsurge in
communist activities. In addition, a “pronounced Latvian patriotism” had reappeared
and nationalistic Latvians voiced their desire for independence.' Such reports simply
recounted events, impressions, and generally unevaluated intelligence information
received from a variety of sources, as the German occupiers attempted to keep ap-
praised of local opinion. Throughout early 1942, examples of anti-German sentiment
multiplied, with a large number of pamphlets, broadsheets, and even clandestine
newspapers in circulation.

Typically, the pamphlets were brief and dealt with one or two grievances only. For
example, a flyer stuffed into mailboxes in Rézekne addressed fellow Latvians, telling
them that “our slave masters” had returned and Hitler’s Thousand year Reich would be
“a thousand years of slavery for us.” It urged people to get “ready to combat fascism”
and not to volunteer either for the German army or the labor service. “Down with the
swastika” and “God bless Latvia” were its final statements.20

Incidents of anti-German sentiment continued to be reported. In early May 1942,
a German serving in the civil administration reported that recently the number of in-
stances in which the “local population in Riga turned from a certain passive resistance
to direct, unfriendly acts” had increased significantly. For him, incidents at shops and
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public transportation indicated a mounting hostility, and he gave the specific example
of his wife, who while trying to hail a taxi, was deliberately ignored. He wanted the
matter referred to the District Commissioner.2! Such encounters persisted. In May 1944,
for example, several incidents were reported in which individuals spoke out against
Germany while in street cars or on ferry boats. Both involved persons described as
‘intoxicated” who spoke out loudly, directing their comments to no one in particular.
In one instance, a man said, “Latvia is an occupied country, and it is occupied by the
Germans,” and, he added, “the Germans are just like the Bolsheviks."2

In mid-February 1942, the first issue of a nationalistic newspaper, Tautas Balss
(The People’s Voice), appeared, published by a group calling itself “The Latvian Na-
tional Union.” Its purpose was to “ignite” the Latvian people, to “show them the way”,
to unite and call them to action. In addition, it would present the “true and unfalsified
opinions of the Latvian people and kindle the flames of patriotism in the hearts of the
undecided and faint-hearted,” as it reached out especially to those Latvians who had
not yet taken a stand against the German occupiers. As strong nationalists, those
individuals producing Tautas Balss announced that they would work together with any
nation that recognized and guaranteed Latvia’s sovereignty, because “there has always
been a longing for freedom in the soul of the Latvians.” Furthermore, “every people
has the right to be free,” and it called upon Latvia’s parents to raise their children with
this longing for freedom.2

Tautas Balss continued publishing and in mid-1942 the fourth issue appeared, a
copy of which came into the hands of the German military commander for the Baltic
region. From there, it was sent to the propaganda office of the civil administration with
a cover memo referring to it as “Latvian chauvinistic propaganda.” Supporters sold the
newspaper clandestinely and sometimes stuffed copies into mail boxes. The military
translated the newspaper which ran the headline: “For a proper Latvian people and
for a Latvian national state!”, and which was published by the Latvian National Union,
as mentioned before. The mid-April edition was lengthy — more than 13 pages - and
highly nationalistic. In this time of warfare and crisis, it wrote, as nations fight for their
very existence, Latvia is also part of this struggle, fighting for its survival. It is only
natural for Latvians to ask themselves what is their foundation, their basis as a people,
as a nation. Just as other peoples look into themselves for strength, the newspaper
commented, the Latvians’ “strength and unshakable foundation” is the land of their
homeland, “occupied by our fathers and ancestors for thousands of years.” And, it
wrote, whenever an occupier tried to destroy the Latvian people it did so by removing
them from the land.2* The lengthy lead article elaborated this, reminding Latvians of
the common bond among them even when occupied and denied their sovereignty. As
a voice of Latvian nationalist aspirations, the newspaper also admonished Latvians to
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work together, to help each other, to co-operate in the interests of their nation. “Our
greatest obligation is to end the squabbles, and now peasants, workers, and the
intelligentsia must come together to secure the last and only bastion of the Latvian
people, the land.” In this call for solidarity, the newspaper stated, “whoever attacks our
people and our needs for living attacks every one of us personally.”® It criticized some
recent incidents of informing, writing that “the inhuman Bolshevik terror has already
torn thousands of Latvians from us and the current arrests and denunciations continue
this politics of destruction of our people. [..] We possess only our flag and one path,
the flag of red-white-red and the way of the Latvians, and don'’t forget that!"%

Articles in the April 1942 Tautas Balss criticized the German occupiers as arrogant
and indifferent to the needs and desires of the Latvians, expressing widely held feelings
that the Germans had taken the best positions and held the Latvians in contempt. One
article described an incident when a German officer climbed aboard a street car with
his dog. He sat down and had the dog jump up onto the seat next to him. When asked
by the conductor to have the dog get back on the floor, the officer responded: “This
dog means more to me than all the Latvians and he can sit where he wants.” This
encounter, the newspaper wrote, “characterizes unmistakably the positions and views
of the German occupiers of our country,” which “had belonged to us long before the
first German merchants and missionaries set foot here.”?” An article entitled “Latvians
do you know this?” mentioned that Latvia had participated in the battle against the
communists and that the country was rewarded, in part, with a local administration. But
some German officials ruled absolutely and the newspaper quoted an announcement
from the District Commissioner in Malpils, warning that for every German or Latvian
attacked or any damage to an industry important for the war effort “20 persons will be
taken hostage in that community and shot without legal proceedings.” The newspaper
asked: “Are they going to shoot innocent people without any investigation?"2

An article, entitled “Agreement and Obligations,” described the deeply held sense
of betrayal and exploitation. Latvians had indeed stood up and accepted new obliga-
tions, providing workers for Germany and even soldiers. What did Latvians receive in
return? The Germans took the best houses and apartments, took most of the harvest,
and told the Latvians, you have a self-government, bring complaints to it.2 Most of
the positions in the local administration and the most prominent economic ventures,
it was asserted, were held by Baltic Germans who came after the German invasion.
This led to resentment among the Latvian population recognized by the authorities.
A report on the situation in Riga, dated May 22, 1942, termed this development “not
clever” and urged that these late-comers be dismissed from those businesses holding
virtual monopolies. They could, however, still be used in the civil administration if they
had “political schooling in National Socialism.”0
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By July 1942, when issue number 7 of Tautas Balss appeared, its editor or editors
decided that Latvians needed to be reminded once again of the issues the country
faced during this moment of “historical” importance. The lead article, entitled “Real
Politics!,” summarized recent history, Latvia’s 22 years of independence and prosperity
cut short in 1940 by the Soviet invasion.3' Then came “The Year of Horror,” when “the
red dragon” invaded and abolished the country’s independence. The deportations,
torture and oppression will always be remembered, it wrote, and this led to feelings of
joy when the war started and the German soldiers arrived. “We welcomed them, our
liberators, with such enthusiasm, and raised hearts, and deep pleasure.” But a year had
since passed, with thousands of young Latvians fighting alongside the German forces,
and as the soldiers pushed on toward Moscow, other Germans came, occupiers who
were there “only to fill their pockets.” The newspaper called for nationalistic-minded
Latvians to unite. “We Latvians were free and independent for 22 years; we know
very well what is good and what is bad for our country.” Tautas Balss did express a
willingness to work “with those Germans who respect our national culture and don’t
look upon us as second rate.”2

Another article in the July 1942 issue dealt with a May 15th demonstration of
young Latvians at the Freedom Monument in Riga. Entitled “Reckless or a Provo-
cation?,” it described how a group of young patriots gathered at the monument and
sang nationalistic songs. Within a few days, many had been arrested. Now, the news-
paper asked, was this an act of recklessness, where the youths believed that they
were doing something for the nation, or a provocation, the deliberate effort to attract
patriotic youths, identify and arrest them. Tautas Balss described the demonstration
with disdain, terming it a foolhardy gesture that actually did more harm than good, its
only consequence being the incarceration of more young Latvians. The newspaper
warned against further, unthoughtful gestures, writing, “it might be romantic to risk
your life but it is in no way a real fight” for the Latvian nation.3

Tautas Balss typically carried several nationalistic and well-known poems. The
July 1942 issue included, for example, a poem “In the Fight!” by J. Akuraters and
another entitled “Our Latvian Flag” by K. Jékabsons. It also published the names of
five individuals who “in spite of our repeated admonishments and warnings” continued
to do things that “cast a shadow on the honor and moral of our people.” What exactly
they did to incur the wrath of the Latvian National Union, the newspaper’s publisher,
was not clear. That issue ended by thanking the readers for their genuine interest
and support.3

The newspaper Tautas Balss gave expression to the daily frustrations and burdens
imposed upon the German occupiers, their lack of respect for the nation or its peoples
or its land. It was not vehemently anti-German, nor did it call all patriotic Latvians to
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sabotage German war efforts or to rise up in rebellion. It simply cataloged the persistent
annoyances and the basis for hostility, and reminded the Latvians to remain patriotic
and loyal to their country. Above all, it called upon all Latvians to unite.

In June 1942, the Security Police arrested seven members of an illegal youth
organization, Jaunpulki, in conjunction with an on-going investigation. Several police
reports on this group and its activities provide insight to its operations, ambitions, and
the nature of German anxiety. Police interrogations of its founder, a Riga journalist,
Martin§ Jansons, determined that he had been influenced by English and Soviet
announcements of freedom for the Baltic States following the defeat of Nazi Germany
and by the underground publications Tautas Balss and Latvija. Jansons decided to
organize young Latvians who would “fight for achieving Latvian independence” and
he recruited others. He acted on his own.3s

Within a short period of time, Jansons gathered a dozen persons and soon had
about 50 collaborators, most between the ages of 15 and 18. And the number con-
tinued to grow. They met in his apartment, on the public squares of Riga, and in the
nearby MeZaparks (Kaiserwald), where they talked and developed an organization.
The young people distributed pamphlets, written by Jansons, and drew anti-German
caricatures. The Security Police determined that Jansons, assisted by a printer by the
name of Voldemars Folkmanis, had composed at least five pamphlets and distributed
them. Several more were seized, and several other activists identified. This group
was involved in a meeting in the Bralu kapi (Bruderfriedhof) on May 17, 1942, when
a number of pamphlets were distributed. Police investigations of this event led to
several additional arrests.

The pamphlets written, printed and distributed by Jansons and his group were
heavily nationalistic. For example, one, only several lines long, read in part:

Don'’t believe the false promises of these awful bandits. Everyone who gives his
heart, his belongings, his life to the black knight is a traitor to the Latvian people. Get
ready to fight! Combat the exploiter of the Latvian countryside! Combat the repressor
of the Latvian people! Combat the seducer of Latvian young women! For a free Latvia
of the Latvians!

Several other pamphlets, translated for a Security Police report, emphasized similar
themes and these were more focused in their advocacy of organization and action. A
“Call to the Youth of Latvia” summoned Latvia’s youth to organize “young regiments”
in the schools, work-places, and apartment buildings. These were to be well-organized
after the model of the Latvian army, home defense units or other such bodies, and were
to prepare the youths for war. More than military training, however, the emphasis was on
athletics.’” A third pamphlet translated by the Security Police carried the headline: “Hail
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to the Fight of the Latvian Youth on the 15th of May!” This, too, was a call to the youths
not be believe the “lies and promises of the barbarians” who tried to present themselves
as liberators but who in fact exploited our differences. “They want to scatter the Latvian
people and destroy all that is Latvian and to hold the land for themselves. They want to
use the Latvian youth as unpaid workers in the coal mines, use them as cannon fodder
and the Latvian young women as whores in the harbor cities.” The pamphlet went on
to condemn those who had worked with the German occupiers because “the fight is
not yet over.” Latvians must work together, and “the Latvian people, as the bearers
of freedom and liberty, will prevail.”3® The Security Police moved quickly against the
Jaunpulki because they represented a Latvian nationalist organization “whose ideology
and activities are directed to changing the political order in Ostland.”?

News of the activities of Latvian nationalist organizations reached Berlin and gained
the attention of the Reich Main Security Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt). In late
June 1942, Berlin cabled the Security Police in Riga and asked for further information
on the Organization of the Patriots, a group that distributed a newsletter entitled Latvija,
and asked again in mid-August for an answer.#0 The cable from Berlin moved the
Security Police in Riga to act and also to respond. A memo prepared on August 22,
1942, summarized the activities of the Organization of the Patriots. Its “illegal pamph-
let,” Latvijai, had appeared four times, the first being November 18, 1941, which the
memo notes corresponded with Latvia’s independence day, and was distributed mostly
in Riga through the mail. The most recent issue dated from May 1942. The Security
Police described it as “the product of dissatisfied Latvian intelligensia who sympathize
with the Ulmanis regime and the former Farmers’ League.” The contents and format,
the Security Police concluded, “lead to the conclusion that former members of the
Briva Zeme [newspaper of the Farmer’s League] are heavily involved in the writing
and distributing.” Furthermore, “the tendency of Latvija is Anglophile and advocates
passive resistance to the German leadership in Latvia.”!

The August 22, 1942, letter to the Commander of the Security Police included the
translation of the March edition of Latvija, which called for “a national, beautiful, strong
Latvia,” and described itself as “a journal orientated for Latvians.” The text of the article
showed whom it was directed toward: “national thinking Latvians!” The editors disliked
intensely both the Soviets and the Germans, writing in the first paragraph, “[..] we
languished for a whole year under the yoke of the Asiatic Tscheka,” and throughout
that year the hopes for liberation persisted. Partisan groups were organized and
then came July 1st and the German invasion which drove out the occupiers. But,
the newsletter cautioned, Germany had already in 1939 “rented” the Baltic States to
the Soviets. Nevertheless, it continued, Latvians were delighted and they all offered
as one their support to the German army in order to “smash the red monster.” Then
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came the directive from the Germans: “Turn over your weapons, take off the uniforms
and go to the assigned workplaces.” Of course, the newsletter wrote, the obedient
Latvians did as they were told. Now, a new Europe emerged, but one with the same
old German knights “plundering, abusing beautiful women and the bitter exploitation”
of the nation. The “old German barons” had returned to take new positions and to
direct the “displacement of the Latvians, liquidation of banks and the takeover of
businesses.” Latvian men were sent elsewhere as workers. Now it is the time for all
Latvians, it called out, to decide if they wanted to continue living as slaves or free-men
in their own country, “where Latvians lived and ruled.” But, the newsletter cautioned,
‘it is wrong to believe that we can achieve our liberation with an open uprising or
organized resistance. No! This holy war of independence can only then begin when the
fate of Europe has entered a new phase and the balance of powers between Hitler’s
Germany and the free, democratic countries has been reached. Believe it, this day is
not far away!” Be ready, it urged readers. The article ended with “God bless Latvia,”
and was signed “The Organization of the Patriots.” The cover memo to this translation
of the article in Latvija noted that the Security Police was investigating its activities,
searching for the publisher, contributors and distributors.*2

A German intelligence gathering unit circulated accounts of the mood in the Bal-
tics. A July 12, 1942, report quoted from a publication distributed surreptitiously: “[..]
recently, the Hitlerite journals published several articles on the situation in occupied
Latvia,” and, it was asserted, “the content and tone of these articles prove that the
fascist officials are uneasy about the hatred the Latvian people feel toward the German
occupiers.” It noted, for example, that the Deutsche Zeitung im Ostland warned those
who continuously blamed the German occupation for all kinds of problems. “The
resistance of the Latvian people to the robbery and Germanization of their country
grows continuously.”3

Along pamphlet, found near Ventspils on August 26, 1942, espoused communist
propaganda. It began “Death to the German occupiers!” and was directed to “the
residents of the currently occupied Soviet Baltic republics.” It described how just two
years earlier on July 21, 1940, the Latvian representative body “followed the will of the
people” and established a Soviet republic which “joined the great brotherly people’s
society of the USSR.” The pamphlet devoted a full page to its glowing description of the
Sovietization of the Baltics and went on to write: “Stalin promised the Baltic republics
aid and a free life,” but these efforts were interrupted by the German occupiers who
came to reassert their 700 years of occupation and exploitation. The Germans, it wrote,
“took our people’s sovereignty, destroyed industry, plundered agriculture, devastated
and seized the land.” Furthermore, “hundreds of thousands of our brothers” went to
the Reich as forced laborers or were shipped to the front. The pamphlet extolled the
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virtues of communist rule and urged all Latvians to unite against the Germans, to
fight to liberate “all of the Soviet lands.” The pamphlet concluded: “Long live the very
best friend of the Baltic peoples, the organizer of our fight and our victory, the great
Stalin!” Whether such blatant propaganda had any impact on Latvians, cannot be
determined, but that is highly unlikely.+

Already in early 1942, a number of anti-German pamphlets focused on the war
situation, with some describing an impending German defeat, others calling for partisan
activities. For example, the military commander in eastern Latvia provided the Reich
Commissar with a pamphlet that had circulated in that region during February. The
pamphlet was forwarded within the civil administration, with one official writing: “[..]
the military consider it useful in combating partisan activity if the local population were
better informed than previously over the actual conditions,” and that pamphlets should
be distributed there that show that “the widely spread assertions about a break-through
or retreat of the German front are complete nonsense and irrelevant.” A translation
of the pamphlet “Death to the German occupiers!” accompanied the letter. Directed
toward the Russian speaking population of eastern Latvia, the pamphlet called upon
them to “destroy bridges and streets” to thwart the German retreat. The text ran to four
pages, most of which described the alleged German retreat and called for partisans
to attack or sabotage these efforts.45

A handwritten short pamphlet issued by a partisan group in Balvi on August 8,
1942, called for “Death to the German occupiers.” German military found it in Dam-
padrava, left behind by partisans. The pamphlet is particularly virulent, with the first
sentence reading: “The Germans have robbed our country and murdered our best sons
and daughters for more than a year already.” In every village, it asserted, “hundreds
and hundreds of innocent persons” had been shot. Acts of retribution against Latvians
were growing and this led to greater hatred of the German soldiers, police and the
home guard. All those against the Germans were called upon to join the partisans.
The pamphlet warned those who aided the Germans, “murderers and traitors,” and
threatened death to them and their families. It ended: “Death to German occupation!
Free Latvia lives!” The military translated the pamphlet and sent it to the district
commander in Daugavpils. It went next to the civilian government.* Also in eastern
Latvia, the military found pamphlets directed toward German soldiers and printed in
German. For example, one circulated during the night of August 18, 1942 and again
in early September, around Daugavpils, carried the headline “To the German People!
Countrymen! Men and Women!” It was allegedly prepared by German POWs who
wished to show their comrades the lies and the evil caused by Hitler. It wrote that
the strengthened Red Army stood ready to counter-attack. This single-page flyer was
addressed “To the German People!"and emphasized that Hitler was leading the country



166 Latvija Otra pasaules kara gados: kolaboracija, pretoSanas, sabiedriska doma un aréjie faktori

to its ruin and destruction.4” Military authorities found 4,000 longer pamphlets with the
same themes and also printed in German near Nirza in Latgale, and they surmised
these had been dropped from Soviet airplanes on the evening of April 14, 1943. This
pamphlet was directed toward German soldiers.*

Anti-German sentiment was also recorded among members of the Latvian Legion,
a “voluntary” Waffen SS unit established in early 1943. A meeting on January 27, 1943,
of the Higher SS and Police Leader Latvia and members of the Latvian administration
discussed the unit’s establishment, noting that “Latvians had always expressed the
desire to participate in the fight against the Bolsheviks,” but also stating that all of
the 32,000 Latvians currently in the Schutzmannschaft “did not all sign up voluntarily.
[..] We have been told that many of the ‘volunteers’ were in fact forced to join these
battalions.”® More powerful than the resentment of having been forced into a military
unit was a broader hostility toward the Germans because they had injured the pride
of Latvia and were working against the best interests of the nation. For example, an
August 6, 1943, memo from the Security Police dealt specifically with “anti-German
currents in the Latvian Legion” and concluded that among the officers especially “a
crass chauvinistic attitude and rejection of everything German has recently become
apparent.” That sentiment had filtered down to the regular soldiers, not all of whom,
the memo noted, had been positively affected by the front-line experience with German
soldiers.5 Furthermore, the memo described two incidents in Jelgava that illustrated
the mounting hostility. A German reported that he had gone to a hotel restaurant filled
with men from the Latvian Legion. A corporal looked at him, noted that he was German,
and said: “You know... do you think | put on this uniform to fight for the Germans?
No, me and my youngsters know that we are fighting for only one goal, namely that
the sun will shine over Latvia again. | don’t want to see either the Russians or the
Germans here. They have to get out.” He continued the tirade and at the conclusion
others gathered around and applauded him. That same evening, the SS captain filing
the report spoke with two Legionnaires, scheduled to ship out the next day, both of
whom were “very anti-German.” In addition, he wrote, Latvian Legion officers salute
only superior officers from the Wehrmacht and Waffen SS, but none of the other SS
men or police. Noting that these were only a few examples, he added, “they, however,
characterize the whole mood within the Legion.”!

In the late spring of 1943, several pamphlets directed to the Latvian Legion circu-
lated near Liepaja, and those that came into the hands of the police were from a group
calling itself the Kurland Anti-German Organization of the Waffen SS. Addressed to
“young Latvian Legionnaires,” one of the pamphlets began: “The German masters want
us to be their blind tools for conquering other peoples. We don’t want that.” It called for
organized opposition, violent if necessary, and “the goal of our fight is freedom for the
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people” from the German “barons.”2 Another pamphlet turned up during the evening
of May 1, 1943, and summoned the Legionnaires to “organize yourselves” because
‘Latvia has become a German colony.” The former German masters have returned
and some have even gained control of their estates again. The pamphlet boasted that
anti-German fighting groups within the Latvian Legion grew daily, and this “is the only
way to turn the weapons against the German masters, for a free Latvia.” The military
commander sent this short pamphlet to the civilian government, with the note that some
of the expressions, such as “This land is our land! The cities are ours!” came from a
widely known poem by Vilis Plidonis, later on made into a popular song. The expression
‘never return” was, the memo pointed out, used earlier by President Ulmanis following
the repatriation of the Baltic Germans in the fall of 1939. Other terms used, such as
“fighting group” and “Kurland organization” had allegedly communist origins.53

Some of the anti-German flyers were short, with only one line or a single para-
graph. In late April 1943, several “inflammatory sheets” turned up in Svitene, Bauska
district. One read simply: “Down with fascism! Communism lives!” Another called upon
Latvians to “Unite in the fight against the German criminals! Under the flag of Lenin
and Stalin to victory!” A third urged all Latvians to join together to defeat the German
occupiers and drive them out of Latvia. These were signed, “Latvia’s partisans.”

During the summer of 1943, German authorities acquired a number of additional
pamphlets directed against their rule. The district leader in Jelgava wrote in June
that after a long period of quiet, pamphlets had reappeared, most attacking some
aspect of German occupation. For example, one criticized a planned mobilization of
women for work deployment.®s Daugavas Vanagi identified itself as a “Latvian patriotic
organization” and it issued several circulars in 1943. At the beginning of pamphlet
number 3, it wrote that with Latvia now devastated by war, the country must unite,
and there was “no better proof of love of the homeland than working together for the
victory of Latvia.” This pamphlet included several other short pieces. One applauded
May 15th, a day “on which we think of our heroes who, guided by the love of our
country, sacrificed themselves, shed blood and their valuable lives for fatherland and
homeland” in order to achieve freedom and unity. The article praised those who had
suffered in the fight for Latvian independence.% Another article, entitled “We want to
be masters in our own homeland,” took these words from the above poem and was
largely a collection of short, anti-German, pro-Latvian statements. For example, it wrote
that “[..] although we are a small people, we have more vital energy than many larger
countries, and that is something that we have earlier and now again proven.” And “[..]
we don't want to fight and shed blood for a people addicted to power and fighting to
control the world.” It clearly opposed the Germans, writing “[..] as long as we are part
of the occupied eastern territories, ruled by German laws and decrees, by German
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administration and officials, the Germans are similar to the Bolsheviks and are our
enemies.”’ This pamphlet even had a short dictionary of current terms, defining, for
example, Nazism as the “German monopoly on life,” and Bolshevism as “an attempt
to reach the highest level of happiness for humanity because when all humanity has
been slaughtered then no one will be unhappy anymore.” The pamphlet ended by
thanking its readers and supporters, and urged them to pass it to others.%

In mid-July 1943, the Security Police became alarmed over a pamphlet, what
it termed “an illegal proclamation” from a group calling itself the “Latvian Pan-Baltic
Movement” which within the previous two weeks had circulated three pamphlets, most
found stuffed into mail boxes in Riga. This long tirade against the Germans began
with a quote from Reich Commissar Lohse who had called Latvians to arms, to fight
with the Germans against the Bolsheviks. “Is that right, Herr Reichskommissar,” that
Germany had saved Latvia from the Bolsheviks? The author of the pamphlet thought
otherwise and listed a number of examples of how it was always the Germans who
betrayed the Latvian people to Russia-Asia.”®

The same organization issued another proclamation in late August which again called
upon all Latvians, throughout the world, to unite against the Germans. “The time will
come soon when we can forever defeat our 700 year old nemesis, the black knight.”®

The Nazi Security Police followed as closely as it could the appearances of the
anti-German pamphlets. In late January 1944, the police arrested 15 persons who
had distributed an illegal pamphlet “Free Latvia” during the previous six months.
The pamphlet offered an overview of the current situation and, the Security Police
concluded, it stemmed from a group of Pérkonkrusts around Gustavs Celmins. The
arrests came only after an extensive investigation, made more difficult by the fact that
the pamphlet circulated only among a small number of individuals.* These arrests
did not halt its publication, however, and another issue appeared on February 16,
1944. This was rather a lengthy statement on geopolitics than a pamphlet. Its seven
single-spaced pages analyzed the current state of the world, particularly as it affected
Russia, and issued a call to Latvians to stay united. The decisive moment for the
Latvian people was at hand.62

In addition to nationalists, much anti-German sentiment or anti-German propagan-
da came from the communists and appeared in newspapers and pamphlets, which
their supporters distributed and were dropped from airplanes of the Red Army. The
Security Police diligently collected as much of these materials as it could, using them
to investigate and pursue the offenders. The materials came from throughout Latvia,
and most were short pamphlets, broadsheets that tried to spread doubt among the
Latvians about German military successes. Some was blatant propaganda which
referred to the benefits Latvia had gained from the year under communist rule.
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Already in the fall of 1941, German Security Police had obtained and evaluated
circulars and newsletters distributed by communists. At the same time, it monitored
radio broadcasts. Often, this material was extensive, more comprehensive than the
simple broadsheets posted by individuals. For example, the Latvian communist news-
paper Par Padomju Latviju (For a Soviet Latvia) asserted in a detailed article that
by mid-November “the Germans have lost 6 million men.” The article compared the
losses of the German forces with that of the Soviets, and in manpower as well as
materials and armaments, the Soviets were clearly winning, so much so that “Hitler is
afraid to tell the people the truth.”s3 By early December, rumors of Russian successes
and the impending return of the Bolsheviks circulated in Daugavpils.® In addition
to its version of the combat, the newspaper covered a range of other topics from
perspectives closer to its ideology, claiming that the farmers’ land, provided to them
by the Soviet Latvia along with tractors, was being seized by the German “barons.”
The newspaper called upon Latvians to support partisan activities and sabotage the
German war efforts.5 In late 1941, the Latvian communist newspaper Par Padomju
Latviju carried an article boasting that “the Germans have lost 6 million men,” and
which further recounted the massive losses inflicted upon them. The same issue had
an article entitled “Latvian peasants fight for their land and freedom,” which asserted
that “Soviet Latvia had provided the farmers with land, tractors, machines. [..] The
Germans took all that away.” The newspaper urged Latvians to sabotage German
harbors, stations, and autos.

A pamphlet circulated in early 1942 was addressed to “workers, farmers and
the intelligentsia of Latvia,” and admonished them not to volunteer or sign up for
German units. It called upon parents not to let their sons go, to women not to let their
husbands “serve the fascist violent offenders,” and to young women not to let their
fiances “become traitors to the homeland.” The Red Army approached rapidly, the
sheet announced, and leading the way “to liberate the homeland are our brave Latvian
units.” The German “robbers had plundered our land” and now “they demanded Latvian
blood” to aid in their war. Prepared by the political administration of the North-West
Front of the Red Army, the pamphlet called for partisan acts to thwart the Nazis. “Fight
the Germans, the historic enemy of our homeland and our people.”’

Often, the German military came across the communist pamphlets even before
the police. Following their translation, the army forwarded them to other offices,
including the Security Police, for review and evaluation. Some were lengthy, such
as the one dropped near Rézekne from airplanes during the night of February 28,
1942. Its banner read: “Proletariat of the world, unite! For a Soviet Latvia!” Much of
the pamphlet described the steady advance of the Red Army and the recent coun-
ter-attack that it claimed had inflicted more than 300,000 casualties on the German
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forces, and the extensive destruction of equipment, all of which was identified.®
The pamphlet also touched upon some issues particularly sensitive to the Latvians,
appealing to their national pride, writing that with the invasion, the German forces
expected Latvians to welcome them and to submit to their control. This did not
happen, and the “Latvian soldiers and comrades stood shoulder to shoulder with
the other soldiers and comrades of the Red Army, fighting the German invaders.”
It also reminded the Latvians about the 700 years of German rule, and announced
that now the Latvian people awaited the Red Army to free them from “the barons
and Hitlerites.”® A number of these short articles, collected in this pamphlet, had
been published in Pravda.

Along with trumpeting the military successes of the Red Army, the communist
pamphlets also tried to build on the growing resentment toward the German occupiers.
An article that appeared in the “Soviet communist newspaper,” Cipa, found near
Ventspils, called the Germans in Riga “Hitler’s wild animals” and recounted incidents
of their arrogance and contempt for the Latvians.”

The anti-German sentiment in Latvia had a number of causes. German authorities
diligently kept track of public opinion, and the civil administration, in particular, recogni-
zed the sources of many grievances. In a September 14, 1942, letter, a German official
wrote: “It is completely accurate that the vast disparity in the allotment of salaries and
wages and ration cards for foodstuffs has led more than any other factor to fill the
broad mass of Latvians with a hatred against the German leadership.” Germans in
Latvia enjoyed a number of privileges, including better jobs, larger salaries, and larger
food rations. This official noted also the resentment from the restriction of several
restaurants in Riga to only German customers.” Latvians were subjected regularly
to acts of German arrogance and insensitivity, gestures that led to resentment and
hostility, and which spawned a lot of rumors. An excerpt from the diary of a German
soldier, published in the communist newspaper Cina, in June 1942, read: “February
17th. We were in court with Paul. The discussions were in German. A Latvian was
convicted because of contemptuous behavior toward the military. He was sentenced to
prison. Too bad. He should have been shot.” On another occasion, this soldier asked
three Latvians directions to the “Flhrer-Street.” One responded that he did not speak
German; a second did not know the street; and a third answered: “You mean Freedom
Street.” The soldier’s response was “They all should be shot!"72 The anti-German
pamphlets also repeatedly identified the fate of Latvians, sent as “slave laborers,” to
the munitions plants and mines in Germany. Others simply became “cannon fodder.”
And many friends and comrades were imprisoned or sent to concentration camps.”
Many, especially after 1942 when the Nazis issued a call for Latvians to volunteer for
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the Schutzmannschaft which was greeted with mixed feelings. On the one hand, many
wanted to fight the communists and were ready to make sacrifices in that struggle. On
the other hand, “German treatment of the [Latvian] people had been disappointing and
had caused much suspicion.”” Complaints became more common that Latvian workers
were exploited, with promises made about working conditions and wages that were
never met.”s As occupiers, the German authorities refused to offer, or even consider
seriously, significant concessions for Latvian national sentiment and pride and they
continued to seize whatever resources needed to support the war effort. In such a
climate, rumors, contempt, and hatred of the most recent invaders would only continue
to grow, especially as the tide of war turned against the German armed forces, even
among those who had attempted to simply cope and survive Nazi rule.
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Roberts G. Vaits
Pretvacu noskanojums Latvija (1941-1944)

Kopsavilkums

Lai gan sakotnéji daudzi Latvijas iedzivotaji, TpaSi nacionali noskanotas aprindas, na-
cistiskas Vacijas armija, kas strauji ienéma Latvijas teritoriju 1941. gada junija beigas
un jdlija sdkuma, saskatija savas zemes atbrivotdjus no padomju rezima represijam
un brutala terora, tomér driz vien §Ts jutas nomainija liela vilSanas. Vienu sve$zemju
okupacijas reZimu bija nomainijis otrs. Padomju terora pret ta saucamajiem $kiras ienaid-
niekiem vieta stajas nacistu masveida represijas — ebreju slepkavo$ana, komunistiski un
citadi kreisi noskanotu cilvéku, ka arT latvieSu nacionalistu vajaSana. Nacistiska Vacija pat
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nedomaja par jelkadas autonomijas vai brivibas dosanu vietéjai tautai. Nacistiem Latvija
nozimeja iekarotu teritoriju, kuras resursi un iedzivotdji pilntba paklaujami izmanto$anai
Vacijas interesém.

Smagi latvieSu nacionalas jutas aizskara ielu pardévésana, vacu valodas izvirzisana
pirmaja vieta, 18. novembra svinéSanas aizliegums, Latvijas ieklauSana okupéto padomju
teritoriju veidojuma ar nosaukumu “Ostlande”. Tas viss kopuma jau drizuma izraisija pirmas
neapmierinatibas izpausmes, pretvacisku un antinacistisku noskanojumu un darbibu.
Seviski strauji opozicija pieauga 1942. un 1943. gada. Pirmkart, neapmierinatiba tika paus-
ta atsevisku cilveku izteikumos publiskas vietas, uzrakstos vai paddarinatos uzsaukumos.
Otrkart, latvieSu patrioti Riga un citur saka izdot regularus izdevumus, kas tika izplatiti pa
pastu vai no rokas roka. TreSkart, radas jaunatnes grupas, kas aicindja atjaunot Latvijas
neatkartbu un atbrivot zemi no nacistu okupantiem. Ceturtkart, kara gaita pakapeniski
pastiprinajas komunistiska propaganda. Plasu izplatibu guva dazadas baumas. Ta sakara
ar ebreju masveida slepkavos$anu tika runats, ka “daudzi latviesi driz aizies pa to pasu
celu”. Citas baumas véstija, ka par trijiem kaut kur pie Liepajas noSautiem vacu karaviriem
tikSot noSauti 100 latvieSi. Aizvien smagaka Vacijas armijas stavokla dé| Austrumu fronté
kiida valodas, ka fronte sabrukSot un kara pret Vaciju iestaSoties Zviedrija u.c.

Nozimigs latvieSu nacionalds preto$anas izpaudums bija LatvieSu nacionalistu
savienibas nelegala laikraksta “Tautas Balss” izdoSana no 1942. gada februara lidz sep-
tembrim.

Antivacisks un antinacistisks noskanojums atziméjams arT LatvieSu SS brivpratigo
legiona iesaukto un ta latvieSu virsnieku vidd. Ta bijusi gadijumi, kad latvieSu virsnieki
militari sveicinajusi vienigi vérmahta vai ierou SS virsniekus, bet SS un policijas amat-
personas - ne.

Smagi cietusi no padomju okupacijas rezZima, daudzi latvieSi bija gatavi sevi ziedot
cinai pret ta atgrieSanos. Tacu nacistiskas Vacijas varas terors, apspieSana, ekspluatacija
un augstpratiga nevéléSanas pat uzklaustt vietéjo iedzivotaju patiesas vélmes neizbégami
noveda pie pretoSanas un neapmierinatibas pat tos, kuri centas tikai izdzivot.
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Katrin Reichelt

The Role of Latvia’s Independence Day, 18th November,
in Nazi Occupation Policy, 1941-1943

On 5 November 1942, Department Il a/Politics of the German Civil Administration,
which controlled the economic, political, cultural and other functions in Nazi occupied
Latvia, met to discuss the issue of how to handle the day of the independence, and the
accompanying celebrations, of the occupied country. They came up with a temporary
solution and issued the following statement: “The 18th November is a memorial day
for all Latvians concerning the Latvian State, and was celebrated every year until
the Bolshevik occupation of the country. The establishment of the Republic of Latvia
meant an attempt to guarantee independence from Russia and from the German Reich
(after its collapse on 9 November 1918). On the one hand, the 18th November was
only quite possible after Germany collapsed on 9 November, and it was clear that
the German troops would leave the country [Latvia]. On the other hand, the attempt
of the founding of a [Latvian] State during the winter of 1918/1919 and especially the
German invasion of Riga on 22 May 1919 showed how much it meant if the newly
founded state would lean against the German “Reich,” because otherwise there were
no possibilities for liberation from the communists. On the other hand, the attempt to
found a State only made sense because this new State was supported by the German
Reich, as liberation from Bolshevism was not possible without German aid, especially
during the winter of 1918/1919 and on 22 May 1919.” Otherwise, some resistance
rose against the Nazi troops because Latvians remembered the German troops
as occupiers, who had come back after 700 years of power. The Latvian nation-
building only had a real chance after 1919 and Latvians had to live with a large
German population that had ruled their country for centuries. After the repatriation
of these about 70000 ethnic Germans from Latvia in 1939, the society of Latvia
went through another major social change.2 A year later, the Soviet forces marched
in and demanded their own issues from the Latvian population.3

The contents of this statement identify clearly the priorities of the German occu-
pation authorities for dealing with Latvia’s Independence day, namely a complete
subordination of this country to the Nazi rule and the use of the basic dates of the
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history of that independence. This document presents a meager attempt to commit
the Latvian population to German occupation goals. On the one hand, Latvia was
never seriously considered by the Nazis as an independent political partner for
negotiations. On the other hand, a certain amount of amicable contact and good
will with the local population had to be built up and maintained in order to keep the
occupation administration alive and functioning viably. The Nazi occupiers knew very
well that they could not dare to establish a civil administration without some Latvian
involvement.4 It is clear that the German occupiers ran out of ideas or plausible
reasons for the Latvian population to support their ideas and objectives, which, as
became clear quickly, did not include an independent Latvia. The argumentation
that the German troops were the liberators from the Soviet terror only could
convince the Latvian people for a couple of months. The traumatic moments of
the Soviet occupation were the major trump for the German authorities to win the
Latvian population over. The occupation policy, however, planned a completely
subordinated Latvian District.

From the standpoint of the Latvian population, the celebration of the day of 18th
November represented the most intensive expression of their goal to establish an
autonomous nation-state. For the German occupation authorities it symbolized just
a little detail disturbing the orderly course of the occupation of the country. Although
the Nazi administration found some willingness to co-operate among the Latvians,
the issue of the liquidation of Latvia’s Independence day and the total integration
of the occupied territory into the German plans for a new Europe proved unaccept-
able to most of the Latvian people. Two of the key elements of the German occu-
pation authorities, the Security Police and the Civil Administration, were aware
of this fact. The volume of the available German documents on these questions
show the deep concern of the occupiers with the meaning of the 18th November
and the long and detailed correspondence and discussions devoted to it. Great
differences existed between the Latvian and the German objectives and goals for
an occupied Latvia.

In the following paper, two major issues shall be presented. First, the manifes-
tation and representation of Latvia’s Independence day under Nazi occupation will
be examined from the perspective or view of the local population. Which measures
were taken to celebrate this day illegally and did these efforts shift or intensify
between 1941 and 19427 The focus will be limited to the civilian population and
will not include the attitudes of the Latvian Self-administration on this question.
Second, the reaction of the German Civil Administration and the police to these
events shall be examined in connection with the general goals of Nazi occupation
policy in Latvia.
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The documentation makes clear that the internal discussions on the 18th November
within the occupation government, between the police and civil administration, on
this question were an on-going process. The question of Latvia’s Independence day
and its celebration was, however, only discussed in the first two years of the Nazi
occupation, started in 1941, the first fall after the Nazi invasion. The year 1942 was
the highlight in the discussion about the treatment of the 18th November, because
the German authorities had noticed already in 1941, how seriously a great part of
the Latvian population regarded this holiday and was not ready to step back. After
the urgent need for the Germans to establish the Latvian Legion in 1943, to recruit
Latvians for the Waffen SS, the public presentation and celebration of the 18th
November became a minor issue for both sides — the occupiers had to cope with a
growing military and economic crisis and the Latvians had to taste the bitter sides
of the occupation more and more — conscripted into labour service in Germany or
into a combat units in order to fight for Germany under difficult conditions. At this
point, as the documentation shows, the Nazi authorities concentrated their power
much more on mobilizing the population instead of preventing them to present the
national flag of former Latvia.5

Many Latvians experienced a year of brutal Soviet terror. Now they had only
the choice of reacting to a new occupation pretending to be the liberator. But
the German occupation aims excluded an independent Latvia strictly. In the Nazi
perspective, Latvia had to serve four goals. First, the Nazi government used all the
power and resources of the occupied countries of Eastern Europe to win the war,
and for Latvia that meant the mobilization of the entire economy in order to aid and
serve the German military, especially at the front. All other goals and objectives of
the occupying power were submitted to the war effort. Second, the possibility of
military success required effective economic support, which meant for occupied
Latvia the brutal exploitation of its resources, often to the disadvantage of individual
Latvians and to the advantage of Germans in the occupation administration. In the
spring of 1942, many Latvians complained about the big difference in the salaries
between German and Latvian employees. Third, the Nazi occupiers planned to
fully restructure the territory of Latvia by settling out (i.e. deporting) 70% of the
native population and attracting as many German “Aryans” as possible to this
area as their home.5 Fourth, the German Security Police, following an order from
Berlin, killed most of the Jews of Latvia by early December 1941.7 The German
Civil Administration was involved in this process, and there were many frictions
between Latvians and Germans during the annihilation. A working relationship had
to be built up under very extreme circumstances, which were regarded differently
from both sides.®
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The Nazi occupation administration understood the role of Latvia only as an
object to use for reaching other goals. The exploitation of the country and the
race and settlement policy dominated the occupation policy and the relationship
between the German administration and the Latvian population. A split between
the Nazi occupiers and some parts of the Latvian population was caused by the
fact that this country had never been planned to be organized as an autonomous
state, something Hitler had already formulated in Mein Kampf, when he mentioned
the Baltic countries as the so-called servant satellite states. However, the Nazi
propaganda in Latvia used the myth of the “liberation from Communism” and raised
the hope of the population, which had suffered severely under the Soviet terror.
Already in the fall of 1941, however, the public mood of the Latvians towards the
Germans cooled down remarkably.

In late fall of 1941, the Commissar General Ostland issued an internal order
on the handling of the events that Latvians could organize to celebrate the 18th
November. The order emphasized that any political events or attempts to use
the date to proclaim Latvia’s independence were strictly forbidden, while cultural
features, such as theater pieces, musical events or concerts, were allowed.
This order shows how little the German occupiers knew about Latvian culture,
whose folk-songs and theater pieces are filled with the theme of an independent
nation. The available documentation does not reveal how the Latvian population
reacted to the repression of the public celebrations on the 18th November. It is
remarkable that the major part of the documents deals with November 1942,
which suggests that the experience of the previous year had impacted the Nazi
authorities who had been frightened by it. The internal correspondence of the
German Civil Administration concerning the Latvian Independence day in 1942
started already on 10 July 1942. In general, in this year, both sides, the Germans
and the Latvians showed the most interest in the 18th November; the Latvian
side in presenting it, the German side being aware of that." The amount of the
documents of the German Civil Administration and the police written in the fall of
1942 express a certain degree of uncertainty. The questions about the handling of
this event showed that the occupiers did not have a ready plan or ideas to prevent
acts or spontaneous demonstrations by Latvians to resist the repression of their
national heritage and to assert their traditions: “1. Can we give a new sense to this
day? Shall it be a working day? Shall the Latvian local government be involved in
possible celebrations or organize them? Shall public manifestation be allowed?
Shall the laying down of wreaths be allowed? Shall the presentation of flags be
allowed? How should we prevent violation of our orders?”'2 This is only one sign
that shows the uncertainty of the German authorities who strived to balance the
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contradiction between the goal of exploiting Latvia, an occupied country, both
militarily and economically, and maintaining a stable mood among the population.
The extent of the correspondence inside the civilian government can show the
meaning of the 18th November in 1942. What did the German administration expect
and want to prevent on this day and what really happened? On 11 November
1942, the Commissar General Riga Dr. Drechsler informed the Chief of the Lat-
vian Self-Government, Oskars Dankers, of the fact that this holiday had to be a
normal working day, and that the presentation or showing of the Latvian flag in
any kind of public manifestation was forbidden. 3 The official orders concerning the
presentation of the Latvian flag on 18 November 1942 were never fully clear. The
German authorities had to face the fact that the Latvian population did not care
about the official restrictions and showed the Latvian flag in front of the houses
and apartments. The documents make clear that the maintenance of the public
discipline and order was the absolute priority in the effort to win the co-operation
of the Latvian population. An internal office letter of the Reichs Commissar Ostland
from 14 November 1942 proposed a reverse from public presentations of Latvia’s
independence on the 18th November: “The Latvian people have all reasons to
celebrate the day of the 18th November in discipline and order and in quiet memory.
The serious demands of this time require quieter celebrations, because the sense
of the day has changed. The Latvian people shall use this day to escape from
political mistakes and build a stable bridge of freedom, after the liberation from
the Bolsheviks.”

On 17 November 1942, a Latvian students’ fraternity planned to sing the Lat-
vian hymn in the opera house after the lights were dimmed for a performance.
The German Security Police learned of these plans and sent 12 men to prevent
a demonstration. A police report described this event as follows: “The Latvian
students’ corporation plans to sing the Latvian hymn on 17 November 1942 right
before the performance of the Riga opera house. It is planned to realize that in the
dark to express the repression of Latvians.”’s The German police mobilized just 12
police men but deployed them in a very smart way, half of them dressed in civilian
clothing and dispersed among the audience.'s However, it is not documented how
this opera event ended.

On 19 November 1942, the Commander of the German Order Police informed
the office of the Commissar General of Latvia that there had been no special
incidents on the Latvian Independence day. In general, the treatment of the Latvian
Independence day in 1942 by the German occupiers does, however, show signs
of indecision and uncertainty. On 16 November 1942, the Commander of the Se-
curity Police in Latvia, Dr. Rudolf Lange, issued a secret order on the handling of
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the forthcoming event: “On the 18th November, the day on which the former free
Latvian State celebrated its independence, no arrangements, meetings etc. of any
kind which especially underline this former independence, remember it or wake
hope for a future possibility of an independence, are allowed.”” On 11 November
1942, in a discussion with the Commissar General of Latvia, Dr. Otto Drechsler,
the following rules were given: “The 18th November 1942 is not a holiday. Neither
flags, nor public manifestations, speeches or school ceremonies related to this day
are allowed. In any case, public representation is to be avoided.”® Nevertheless,
the possibility was pointed out that several people in Riga might show the Latvian
flag. The German Police did allow the local government to lay a wreath at the
Brethren cemetery (Bralu kapi)."

A major issue regarding the 18th November was the question whether the
Latvian population should be allowed to express their national identity presenting
the flag of their former country. The German authorities did not have strict and
precise orders how to solve this question. First, it was clear that every institution
had to decide this issue dependent on how much they needed local Latvian
police or other authorities for collaboration. The Latvians had to be treated rather
gently in order to co-operate, and the Germans were aware of this. Second, the
question of the presentation of the Latvian flag split the opinions of the German
Civil Administration and the police. Members of the German Order Police were
instructed to be particularly observant and to watch if their neighbors showed
the Latvian flag. Already a year before on 18 November 1941, the presentation
of the Latvian flag even caused frictions inside the German administration of-
fices. The Civil Administration allowed “meetings of local character and present-
ation of the flag,” while the German police had to accept orders not to prevent
this. The Latvian local police did know about this order and informed the po-
pulation, which caused an enormous amount of flag presentation in Riga on
18 November 1941.20

A document, showing that Latvia’s Independence day was an event that the
Nazi authorities could not ignore, was the order from Commissar General Drechsler
to the Latvian Self-Government to issue a public statement on the issue of the 18th
November in 1942. Unfortunately, only a draft of the speech by Oskars Dankers, the
Latvian Director General of the Interior, is available. The contents of this corresponded
fully to the ideological rules and directions given by the occupation power: “The idea
of independence, how it was celebrated in the former times, turned out to be an
illusion. This freedom brought the people of Latvia at the edge of destruction. They
memorized the former freedom days concerning the first liberation from Bolshevism
after the Big War with German help, but these days included many political errors,



Katrin Reichelt. The Role of Latvia’s Independence Day, 18th November, in Nazi Occupation Policy 183

which ended again in Bolshevism.”2' The fundamental idea of this draft was the
liberation of Latvia from Bolsheviks by the Germans and thereby the intention to
change the sense of the Independence day: “The Latvian people have all reasons
to celebrate the 18th November in discipline and order and in quiet memory.
Neither do loud parties correspond with the actual serious political situation or the
changed contents of this day.”22 This speech also stressed that in the connection
with the fight against Bolshevism.

The German occupiers were disturbed not only by the consequent will of the
Latvian people to celebrate their Independence day; some of the population of
Lithuania and Estonia caused the same problem. On 11 November 1941, an order
from Rosenberg reached the Reich Commissar Ostland with some directions how
to handle the former independence holiday in the Baltic States.?® He suggested
the abolishment of all of the Baltic independence days and the introduction of a
common Baltic “Day of Liberation” on 22 June.? Shortly afterwards, in December,
the offices of the German Civil Administration realized that this planned holiday
was in fact very close to the Johanni day (Jana diena) on 24 June, and that
was a problem. The Commissar General ordered the creation of one holiday on
this day as the day of liberation. However, this suggestion never became reality.
The German administration became overwhelmed by their own contradiction
in priorities for the occupation policy. It must be pointed out that, on the one
hand, Latvia had to be exploited economically and to perform military duties in
order to wage a successful war against the Soviet Union. The fact that the Nazi
administration adopted two levels of salaries and food rations for Germans and
Latvians in the occupied country caused a lot of unpleasant frictions between
the Latvians and the Germans. That also had a major impact on the handling
of Latvia’s Independence day from both sides, because these banal details of
German occupation policy showed, what a minor role Latvia and its population
played in Germany’s long-term planning.

The ideological use of the events of World War | in connection with Latvia’s
Independence day gained importance. A secret order issued by the German Civil
Administration noted that the “sense” of these holidays had to be changed. The
arguments that the Nazi occupiers used in their attempts to convince the Latvian
population were rather naive. First, the German authorities directed the media in
occupied Latvia to present the German military forces as the decisive power that had
liberated the Latvian people from the yoke and terrors of the Soviet rule. Second, the
argumentation points out that the independence of Latvia was a big trick towards the
Latvian population to win willingness for co-operation. The German authorities used
two ideological arguments. First, the liberation from the Soviet terror in June/July
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1941 when many of the Latvian people had to face the loss of family members,
mostly tortured. Second, many of the documents make clear, that the Nazi invaders
pointed out the fact that Germans had helped Latvians to establish their freedom
after World War I.

This collection of ideological tricks shows that the German authorities were
running out of ideas and arguments to ban the celebration of Latvia’s Independence
day. The Nazi government wanted to forbid it, but did not dare issue a formal and
official prohibition because most of the Latvian population was needed to organize
the everyday life of the occupied country. The ideological argumentation used to
persuade the Latvians to collaborate was rather weak. On the one hand, the German
leadership pointed out that they were the power that had helped the Latvians in 1919
to win their freedom. On the other hand, they forbade to celebrate the same freedom
32 years later. The comment that this freedom was dangerous, which is a hint at the
former Ulmanis government in Latvia, is ridiculous and not useful to build bridges
between the German occupiers and the local occupation authorities.

In conclusion, two aspects of German response to Latvia’s Independence day shall
be pointed out. First, the volume of the documentation concerning the Independence
day for only the years 1941 and 1942 is astonishingly large. That makes clear just
how much two of the agencies of the German administration, the civilian authorities
and the Security Police, could allow themselves in order to rule, control and exploit
an occupied country. In spite of the terror the German forces caused in Latvia,
especially concerning the local Jews, they had to take care to keep the mood of
most of the population in a German-friendly way. Second, the documentation on
Latvia’s Independence day shows that some Latvians were willing to co-operate with
the German occupation administration, assuming, of course, that their needs would
be met. The country had to function in many ways, especially economically. After
decades of being on different sides, Latvians and Germans found a large number of
issues of common interest. But the question of the 18th November and the celebration
of Latvia’s Independence day was a point that separated the occupants and the
occupied. It is one example how a relationship between an invader and some of the
invaded population can develop concerning a question of fundamental disagreement
facing other questions of agreement. The Nazi treatment of the 18th November was
for many Latvians a motive to refuse further collaboration or even willingness towards
the Germans. The fact that the German troops had liberated the country from the
Soviet terror could not last long while Latvia was occupied again. The treatment
of the 18th November symbolizes the entire character of the German occupation
policy in Latvia. It embodies one of the most unachievable and calculated details of
the Nazi occupation policy. For both of the combatting forces, the Soviets and Nazi
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Germany, the instrumentalization of Latvia’s Independence day was a subject of
ideological warfare. Both powers played the National anthem on 18th November 1944
in public.?5 Facing this war, the sympathy of Latvians was desperately needed, and
the treatment of the Independence day was one important object in achieving it,
which became clear to the Soviet and German occupants. This interest, however,
was short-lived and dependent on the changing tides of the war.
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Katrina Reihelte

Latvijas neatkaribas dienas — 18. novembra nozime
nacistu politika (1941-1943)

Kopsavilkums

Raksta apllkota I1dz 8§im maz pétita téma — Latvijas valsts dibind8anas gadadienas
atziméSana vacu okupacijas apstaklos. Nacisti neuzskatija latvieSus par neatkarigiem
politiskajiem partneriem sarunas, tomér vacu okupacijas varas parstavjiem bija jauztur
visai taktiskas attiecibas ar viet&jiem iedzivotajiem, lai okupacijas administracija normali
funkcionétu. Civila administracija nevaréja pastavét bez latvieSu ieguldijuma. LatvieSiem
neatkaribas dienas atcerei bija liela nozime, ta simbolizéja tautas mérki atjaunot ne-
atkarfgu valsti vai panakt vismaz daléju autonomiju, turpretim vacieSiem ta bija sika
neérta “detala” misu zemes okupacijas uzturéSanai. VaciesSi zinaja, ka vinu plani ieklaut
Latvijas teritoriju Jaunaja Eiropa neatbilst latvieSu tautas vairdkuma gribai. 18. novembra
jautajumu vacu iestades nevaréja ignorét, un tas satrauca latvieSu tautas konsekventa
vélme atzimét savu neatkaribas dienu.
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Raksta iztirzatas divas svarigas problémas. Pirmkart, Latvijas neatkaribas dienas
atzimésanas izpausmes vacu okupacijas apstak|os analizétas vietéjo iedzivotaju uzskatu
konteksta; otrkart, vacu civildienesta un policijas reakcija uz tam analizéta saistiba ar
nacistu okupacijas politikas visparéjiem mérkiem Latvija.

Pamatojoties uz vairaku vacu dokumentu analizi, izvértétas vietéjas vacu admi-
nistracijas diskusijas un pienemtie Iémumi ST datuma — 18. novembra atziméSanas
priekSvakara. 1941. gada tika izdots rikojums par politisku pasdkumu aizliegSanu, kurus
varétu izmantot k& méginajumu proklamét Latvijas neatkaribu, tacu kultras pasakumus
atlava. Gadu velak 8o datumu izsludinaja par parastu darbadienu. Pievérsta uzmaniba
zinamai nenoteiktibai okupacijas iestazu (vacu civildienests un policija) attieksmé
un rikojumos minétaja laikposma pret konkrétam 18. novembra atceres izpausmém,
pieméram, Latvijas valsts karoga demonstréSana. Lidztekus analizétas projektétas, bet
netstenotas idejas par atzimeéjamam dienam vispar, ka art vacu veikto konkréto pasakumu
atbilsttba visparéjas nacistu okupécijas politikas Latvija ideologiskajam nodrosinajumam.
Tiek analizéts, kada veida vacu propaganda izmantoja “vacu faktoru” 1919. gada pavasara
un 1941. gada vasaras notikumos.

Nobeiguma secinats, ka, par spiti nacistu teroram Latvija, vacu okupacijas iesta-
des centds nodro$inat Vacijai draudzigu noskanojumu Latvijas iedzivotaju vidd. Tomér
18. novembra atzimésanas jautajuma latvieSu un vacu nostaja fundamentali atSkiras —
vacu attieksme simboliz&ja nacistu okupacijas politikas Latvija raksturu un ir viens no
uzskatamiem piemériem, kas Skira okupétaju un okupéto intereses.
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Mats Deland

The Swedish-Latvian Relief Committee,
German-Baltic and Swedish Intelligence

and Impact on the Reception of War Criminals
in Sweden

A large number of Baltic refugees came to Sweden during the last months of
World War I1." In the middle of July 1945, 21300 Estonian, 3400 Latvian and 300
Lithuanian refugees were in Sweden. Another 6500 Swedish-speaking Estonians
had been evacuated in different waves during the war.2 A small number of these
refugees, 146 members of the Latvian and Estonian regiments that had fought
alongside the German forces during the war and arrived to Sweden in military
uniforms, together with about 3000 Germans and other nationalities in German
uniforms were handed over to the Soviet Union in early spring 1946 according to
the cease-fire agreements.3 A number of suspected collaborators and war criminals
were also declared as undesired in Sweden and chose to leave the country for
Latin America or the Caribbean.*

Most of the refugees arrived in small boats that on a more or less commercial
basis were trafficking the war-ridden sea, with peaks in August-October 1944 (Estonia
and Latvia except Kurzeme) and February—May 1945 (Kurzeme). Some of them,
probably about 1100-1500, came in boats that were financed by the Swedish Defence
Command for intelligence tasks. Crews appointed by the Estonian or Swedish-Lat-
vian relief committees, who both for a while consequently became parts of Swedish
defence efforts, largely manned these boats. They paid a price for this, as both boats
and drivers were lost now and then, but on the other hand they could quite liberally
chose who could and who could not come aboard on the trip to safety.> This was a
freedom that could be used for political purposes.t

It is no secret that the Nazi-German attack on the Soviet Union in June
1941 had caused sighs of relief among Swedish military authorities. The Soviet
occupied Baltic States could, as Swedish military doctrine upheld, have been
used by the Soviets for an attack against Sweden, but it was highly improbable
that a German attack would come from that direction. The Swedish intelligence
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had good relations with the Wehrmacht part of German intelligence, Abwehr, and
in autumn 1941 Swedish intelligence officer Helmut Ternberg was even invited to
the German-Finnish side of the Leningrad frontline.”

However, in autumn 1944, and especially after the Soviet-Finnish peace
treaty in September, Sweden was in dire need of intelligence from the Baltic
area. Refugees were on a routine basis interrogated after arrival, and young men
were recruited as drivers to the sponsored boats.® It is highly probable that in the
process the original Swedish net of agents in the Baltic States (which is believed
to have been crushed during the German occupation) was largely replaced by
Estonians, Latvians and Lithuanians who had been working for the Germans. The
Swedish Defence Command has largely burnt the archives that could have given
a precise account of this, but from what we know of the intelligence traffic that
between 1947-1957 was pursued for intelligence reasons by British, American
and Swedish authorities we can establish that both convinced Nazis and ardent
democrats were among the Baltic volunteers.®

Political Quarrels of the Swedish—Latvian
Relief Committee

Allegations about the Nazi past of Baltic refugees have been quite common in Swe-
den.’® More to the point, these kinds of complaints have also been waged against
Baltic refugee organisations.! The Swedish—Latvian Relief Committee is a case in
point, as it was alleged from the outset that it had deliberately been transporting
high echelons of the Latvian Nazi hierarchy away from the double threat of Soviet
forces and German-organised forced evacuation. At the same time, patriotically
disposed refugees, as well as Jews and communists had been denied place in the
boats."2 The coalition of UImanis-loyal, German-friendly and democratically inclined
exile Latvians in the Committee had begun to crack already in autumn 1944, and
in April 1945 the split came open. The democratic centre-left coalition around
Felikss Cielens and social democrat Bruno Kalnins was fiercely attacked by an
Ulmanist right-wing-Nazi fraction around the paper Latvju Véards and Professors
Balodis, Straubergs and Varsbergs. Leonids Silin§, the secretary of the organisation
who seems to have been the person responsible for the adventurous boat tours,
sided with the Cieléns adherents but was at least temporarily marginalised. The
Reverend Roberts Slokenbergs was sent out to the refugee camps (where only
priests could enter) to propagandise for the rightist fraction, but was stopped by
Swedish authorities after complaints from the Cieléns group represented by former
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chief of Riga Criminal Police Aleksandrs Ozolin$."* According to police estimates,
about 200 persons actively sided with the rightist group.* Among them were, for
instance, Arturs Kroders, former editor of SD puppet paper Tévija, and Ridolfs
Turks, an Arajs’ Commando (SD) soldier from Riga.’s

Treatment of War Criminals and other Criminals

On 13 October 1944, in response to the war events and the stream of refugees from
the Baltic area in autumn 1944, the Swedish Government asked the Director of the
Swedish Security Police Georg Thulin to make arrangements for a thorough inter-
rogation of the refugees. On 19 October, Thulin issued a national order to all police
districts about what information should be sought. In essence, it read as follows:

1) Who is or was a member of Nazi or communist organisations;

2) Who had been helping the occupying powers, and who had especially been
helping them with intelligence information, ruthless expropriations or participating in
or facilitating actions of terror;

3) Who had been taking advantage of acts by the occupying power or the difficult
situation of refugees;

4) And who were ordinary criminals?

Altogether, these interrogations led to the taking into custody of 60 persons. The
authorities took into account the difficulties in determining the level of treason in the
complicated cases of the Baltic States, but nonetheless came to the conclusion that
members of the SS in its many manifestations should be subject to special treatment.
In December 1945, only seven people remained in custody.'® However, it had also
become clear that the organisational and political difficulties made the interrogation
operations harder to organise. In February 1945, it was noted by the head of the
security police that the routine to appoint policemen as contact persons was less
well suited among the Baltic refugees as many policemen were actually suspected
of collaboration and war crimes. It was also noted that translators had to be picked
out with greater circumspection, for reasons that we shall see below.

Alfreds Vaczemnieks

Alfréds Vaczemnieks reached the Swedish island Gotland on 20 September 1944,
The Security Police was alerted to this fact by a letter ten days later from the Swedish
Military Counter Intelligence that labelled him as a “Latvian patriot, who had been
in the service of Gestapo.” As he travelled with Aleksandrs Ozolin$, who, it was
hoped, could give information on a recently arrived suspected Soviet agent, it is
probable that the information came from the Relief Committee transporters — probably
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directly from Leonids SilinS. It is also probable that in fact it was the Committee
that had undertaken the transport of both Ozolin$ and Vaczemnieks.'” However, as
Vaczemnieks was reported on by altogether 18 other refugees as an ardent SD
man, murderer and Nazi, things became more complicated. An inquest was held,
during which it became clear that Vaczemnieks had held a high position by the
SD in Ventspils/Windau. Although denying that he had actually led the department,
Vaczemnieks concurred that, as the most senior Latvian in charge, he had had
some liberty to decide over the work of subordinates. For the rest he referred to
the Relief Committee.

As it turned out, the most dangerous witness in his case was a fisherman Radolfs
Ozols, who claimed that, while being in jail for membership in a Fishermen’s co-oper-
ative during the Soviet occupation, he had actually seen Vaczemnieks forcing Latvian
men to enter a truck that would take them to their execution. Shortly afterwards, the
Swedish refugee camp guards got hold of a letter sent by imprisoned Vaczemnieks
to Leonids Silin§ at the office of the Relief Committee on 26 November 1944, where
he pleaded:

I am not asking a return favour of you, Mr. Silin$, because on that occasion | saved
you from custody with everything that that could have brought, but | am asking, if this
is not too much trouble for you and if it is possible, for the sake of justice to take action
in Stockholm so that the investigation against me can be brought to an end as soon
as possible and so that | soon enough can return to my family.

It did not become clear when and where Silin§ had been saved by Vaczemnieks,
and the letter did not suggest any specific way of action.’® However, since Ozolin§
had acted as translator when Ozols was interrogated for the first time, this was
not necessary. When Ozols was questioned for the second time on 11 December,
he had no memories of any wrongdoings by Vaczemnieks; on the contrary, he
mentioned a person who could testify that Vaczemnieks had joined the SD only
for patriotic reasons as claimed. This version had been corroborated by Ozolin$ a
couple of days before, claiming both that Vaczemnieks had been ordered by “the
patriots” to join the SD in the first place, and had helped Silin3 to escape from
custody. Ozolin$ also suggested that it should be investigated whether those who
had made allegations against Vaczemnieks were communists.'®

Vaczemnieks was also mentioned in an anonymous letter that had reached the
Security Police on 30 January 1945, with allegations against a number of Latvians.
The author of the letter was lieutenant Janis Aleksandrs Vabulis, who under the
surname Andersens had come to Sweden in April 1944. Vabulis also emphasised
that Silin$ could force Latvian refugees to change their testimonies. However,
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neither investigation led to anything. Vabulis returned to Soviet-occupied Latvia in
the summer of 1945, and started a career within the harbour administration. The
Security Police held him to be a Soviet agent.

Vaczemnieks was questioned once more in March 1954, in answer to his
request to become a naturalized citizen of Sweden. Although at the end of the record
the interrogators wrote that they doubted his story, he had no problems receiving
his citizenship one year later. This meant that when the Soviet-edited magazine
Dzimtenes Balss in 1961 repeated the allegations against both Vaczemnieks and
the Relief Committee, citing among others Ozols (who also had returned), there
was no possibility that the allegations could lead to any substantive action. More
than that, at this point the Security Police was convinced that the Vabulis part of
the campaign had been a Soviet-initiated plot, now only continued in the Latvian-
language Soviet press. Security Police chief Georg Thulin pencilled on the report:
“The claim that he has been helping the occupation authorities very likely must
be doubted.”20

Karlis Lobe

Lobe ended the war as a commanding officer of the Latvian Waffen-SS forces, and
was taken prisoner by the British. In 1949, however, economic assistance to displaced
persons was about to cease and again the Latvian Relief Committee took action. His
foster son, living in Sweden, together with the Relief Committee promised to take
the economic responsibility for Lobe and his wife, who then got an entrance visa to
Sweden late in the autumn of 1950. Lobe worked at the railway for a couple of years
until 1954 when he got an assignment at the Swedish War Archives, where he worked
until retirement.2" The Swedish authorities seem to have had no indications about
Lobe’s past — there was, for instance, no security police file on him before the
1960s. However, Lobe took an active part in the political life on the extreme right
wing of the exile organisations, and in 1958, for instance, he was the host of Vilis
Janums, World leader of the SS fraternity organisation Daugavas Vanagi.2? He
held an important position in the Latvian Central Council, which also was close to
the former SS circles.?

This should not surprise, since Lobe is one of the most well-known Latvian war
criminals. Unlike Vaczemnieks, he is mentioned in Andrew Ezergailis’ remarkable
work The Holocaust in Latvia 1941-1944, where he is held responsible for the
gathering of Jewish men for execution in the Ventspils/Windau district between July
and September 1941.24 In other sources he is also pointed out as the leader of the
280th Latvian “Police Regiment,” which is alleged to have committed atrocities
in Byelorussia in 1943. These allegations were first brought to the knowledge
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of the Swedish authorities in early 1963, when the West German Embassy
brought a message from the Prosecutor General in Hannover to the Foreigner’s
Commission:

In einem von der Staatsanwaltschaft Hannover anhéngigen Ermittlungsverfahren
wegen Mordes und beihilfe zum Morde an der jiidischen Bevélkerung in Libau und
anderen Orten in Lettland wéhrend des zweiten Weltkrieges ist die Ermittlung des
Auftenhaltortes und der Anschrift des Obengenannten [Lobe] erforderlich.

The Commission immediately sent the message to the Foreign Office, pointing out
that the Embassy confidentially had made it clear that the suspicions were seriously
meant. The Foreign Office sent the letter to the Justice Department, which at the time
was processing a request for citizenship. The Stockholm court also had questioned
Lobe at the request from Hannover. When the request was taken up by the Swedish
government a couple of months later, on 27 July 1963, information about the German
investigation was included, adding, “so far, no request for deportation has been made.”%
Nevertheless, the Government’s record does not contain any indications that this
in any way was viewed as something that could be considered as a problem when
citizenship was granted on the same day.? Again, this meant that when in 1969
information about Lobe’s doings was given to the Swedish government both by the
Soviets and by Simon Wiesenthal, this was all in vain. As a Swedish citizen, Lobe
could not be deported and because of the Swedish statute of 25-year limitation he
could also not be brought before a Swedish court. The letters, however, provoked
some publicity, and Lobe himself contacted the press to explain his case. Two
papers, liberal Kvéllsposten and communist Ny Dag, were sued by Lobe with the
backing of the Latvian National Fund. Kvéllsposten chose to pay a fine before the
case came up in the court, but Ny Dag decided to litigate and won what in effect
became the only war crimes trial so far held in Sweden. In 1971, Lobe was heard
for the second time at the request of the Hannover court, but also this time he
refused to go to Hannover.

Conclusion

Firstly, it seems necessary to look deeper into the role of the exile organisations both
in maintenance of relations with the warring parties, as long as they existed, and
in administration of the affairs between refugees and the authorities of the hosting
country.

Secondly, | have so far found no conclusive explanation of the relative Swedish
inaction regarding war criminals, but it seems that part of the answer lies in the fact that
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Soviet agents at least were suspected to have been the first to make such allegations.
This made the allegations suspect in the eyes of both the police and other authorities.
To repeat, | do not think that this is the only factor, but it seems that it is important to
have a closer look at the interplay between Soviet and pro-Nazi agents in Sweden
during the last years of the war.
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Matss Délands

Zviedrijas-Latvijas Palidzibas komiteja, Vacijas—Baltijas
un Zviedrijas izlukdienests un ta saistiba ar kara noziedznieku
uznemsanu Zviedrija

Kopsavilkums

Lidz 1945. gada jllija vidum Zviedrija ieradas 21300 igaunu, 3400 latvieSu un 300
lietuvieSu béglu. 146 (latvieSu un igaunu karaviri) 1946. gada izdeva PSRS, daZus vélak
izraidija — un vini devas uz Latinameriku. Lielaka dala béglu Zviedrija ieradas, maksajot
par savu celojumu laivas.
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1944. gada rudent Zviedrijai trika izliko$anas datu par Baltiju un agrako agenttras
tiklu liela méra aizvietoja igauni, latviesi un lietuviesi, kas bija stradajusi vacu laba. Zvied-
rija daudzus turéja aizdomas par pronacistiskam simpatijam, Tpasi Zviedru—latvieSu béglu
komiteju. 1945. gada aprili 81s komitejas provaciski un demokratiski noskanotas frakcijas
atklati saskelas. Labéjos atbalstija ap 200 cilvéku, to vidd nacistu okupacijas rezima amat-
personas.

1944. gada 13. oktobrT zviedru valdiba uzdeva DroSibas policijai sagatavoties gaidamo
Baltijas b&glu nopratina$anai. P&c pratina$anam Tslaicigi aizturéja 60 cilveku. Saja darba
aprakstita divu kara noziegumos apsiidzétu latvieSu — Alfréda Vaczemnieka un Karla Lobes
dzive Zviedrija. A. Vaczemnieks ieradas Zviedrija 1944. gada septembrT un tika arestéts
uz aizdomu pamata par piedalianos represijas pret Ventspils civiliedzivotajiem. Vélak
§Ts apsidzibas tika atspekotas ar liectbam, ka A. Vaczemnieks darbojies SD, patriotisku
apsvérumu vadits. Péc publikacijas padomju presé 1961. gada Zviedrijas DroSibas policija
secinaja, ka apstdzibas ir organiz&jusi padomju agenti. K. Lobe, kur§ emigréja uz Zviedriju
1950. gada, aktivi sadarbojas ar organizaciju “Daugavas vanagi’ un bijuso SS karaviru
aprindam tuvo LatvieSu Centralo padomi. Kad 1963. gada zviedri sanéma no VFR zinas
par K. Lobes iespgjamo Iidzdaltbu noziegumos pret ebrejiem, vin$ netika izdots, jo bija jau
Zviedrijas pilsonis. Sadi zviedru varas inertuma un bezdarbibas iemesli autoram pagaidam
nav skaidri.
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Jouko Talonen

The Latvian Evangelical-Lutheran Church
during the German Occupation in 1941-1945

Introduction

There is a lack of serious research on the Latvian Evangelical-Lutheran Church (LELC)
during the Nazi occupation. The subject is worthwhile detailed research in future. In
this lecture | give a general overview of this period on the history of the LELC based
mostly on my study The Church under the Pressure of Stalinism. The status and
development of the Soviet Latvian Evangelical-Lutheran Church in 1944-1950." | use
also recently published collection of special documents The German Occupation of
Latvia 1941-1945. What Did America Know? Stockholm Documents.? Of the former
sources and literature | can mention unprinted Report Concerning the Sufferings of
the Christian Churches in Latvia and the Position of the Churches under the Present
German Occupation. This interesting report was released to the press on 15 March
1944 in the USA. It was published by the Press Bureau of the Latvian Legation (Wash-
ington, D.C.). | found this document in the Library of the Latvian Society in Melbourne,
Australia, in April 1995.3

In the communist period there were published some antireligious propaganda
booklets on these matters in the Latvian SSR. E. Stabin$ published Kangari talaros
(Betrayers in Talars) in 1968. He wrote on the role of the LELC and Lutheran pastors
during the Nazi occupation in Latvia from the communist point of view.4 A. BuSe-
nieks’ study Latvijas evangéliski luteriska baznica vacu fasistiskas okupacijas laika
(1941.-1944. g.) was even used as study book in the so-called scientific atheism. It
is also a typical communist propagandistic overview on the role of the LELC in the
period of Nazi occupation in Latvia.5

From the point of scientific research of the church history | can mention Dr. Theol.
(later Prof.) Haralds Biezais’ two short reports on these matters published in Swe-
den in 1945.6 Pastor Richards Zarin§ wrote in the LatvieSu Kalendars 1946. g.
(the Calendar of Latvians for the year 1946) a story of the LELC parish life during
the period of the Courland “Fortress” (Kurzemes cietoksnis).” The most eminent
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Latvian exile church-historian after WWII was Pastor, Dr. Hist. h.c. Edgars Kiploks
(1907-1999). His general overview on the history of the LELC in 1918-1968 publis-
hed in the ecclesiastical journal Cela Biedrs (The Travel Companion) in 1968-1970
deals with the period of Nazi occupation as well.8 Besides Kiploks has written the
short history of the Department of Theology of the University of Latvia (University
in Riga at the time) during the German occupation in 1943-1944. This article was
a supplementary part in the history of the Department of Theology in the University
of Latvia in 1920-1939 written by Prof. Ernests Ludvigs Adamovi¢s (1884-1942),
the creator of the writing of Latvian national church history.?

My lecture consists of four main chapters. Firstly | deal with the general attitudes
of Nazis on the religion and churches in Latvia and the church politics of the so-called
Ostland. Then | give a general overview on situation of the LELC in 1941-1944. The
German occupation was a reality in the entire Latvian area during this period. After
that | deal with the panics in the Latvian society and among religious denominations
as well in the autumn of 1944. The flight of the majority of Lutheran pastors was
significant. The fourth main chapter discusses Lutheran Parish life in the Courland
“Fortress” from October 1944 until May 1945. | do not touch upon denominations other
than Lutherans in this lecture.

The Nazi Politics on Religion in Ostland

The outbreak of the war between Germany and the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941
meant a new phase in Latvian history. German troops advanced rapidly into Latvia,
liberating Riga from Bolshevism on July 1. The initial rapture felt by the Latvians was
soon replaced by a great disappointment in their relation to Hitler’s Third Reich, for
the new occupying power had no intentions of returning Latvian independence. The
Baltic countries were now a part of the German Ostland, a newly gained eastern
territory with Heinrich Lohse as her governor. The Germans were, however, forced to
create better relations with the locals and, as a part of this policy, they granted the
Baltic countries home rule of some kind with the aid of national forces eager for co-
operation with the Germans. Oskars Dankers was the one chosen to lead the home
rule operation in Latvia.'0
Voldemars Salnais reported from Stockholm by following way (Dec. 1943).

In the summer of 1941, the Russians had hastily to leave Latvia, and their plans for
the destruction of the Christian Church remained unfinished. The Russian occupation
was replaced by the German occupation, and in the place of the indoctrination of
Communistic materialism came the equally pernicious propaganda of National Socialist
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ideas. National Socialism, though also opposed to Christian beliefs, does not strive
after immediate extermination of religion. It aims rather at the creation of a substitute
for Christianity. A return to a worship of ancient Germanic deities is adumbrated.
This is based on the deification of the all-powerful forces of nature. Such religious
philosophy, according to the National Socialists themselves, serves well as a basis
of, and justification for, the intended new National-Socialist world order. For the time
being, however, they find it more practical to reconcile themselves with the existence
of the Christian Church, insofar as this does not act contrary to National Socialism.
If at all possible, they are glad to use the church as an instrument for attaining their
own aims.

In his reports to the USA Salnais has also analysed the basic ideology of Nazis
on the religion by the following way.

The attitude of the Nazis vis-a-vis the Christian Church, similar to that of the
Bolsheviks, is negative on principle. However, the Bolsheviks wanted to abolish
religion altogether and meant that a materialistic philosophy of life should suffice for
mankind. They, therefore, endeavored by extirpation of the clergy and destruction of
the material possibilities for existence of the Church parishes, to eliminate the Christian
Church, in order through anti-religious propaganda to guide the peoples ruled by them
into the fold of the “Godless Movement.”

As against this, the Nazis do not intend to eliminate religion wholly, they only want
to find an ersatz for the Christian Faith by a return to the ancient German gods — the
incarnations of the mighty forces of nature — as it is this kind of religious philosophy
which, from their viewpoint, seems to justify the existence of a National-Socialist
world order. In the meantime, the Nazis are ready even to stand the Christian Church,
provided that it should not resist a National-Socialist regime and a control exercised by
it, and provided that Christian precepts, as well as the Christian moral principles
should not be used as a criterion for the activities of the Nazis. The clergy must be
“free” to be able to pray Hitler and his regime, and must not indulge in moral lectures
on the score of the excesses of the Nazi bosses.

These reports written during WWII reflect by an authentic way the point of view of
exile Latvia. Salnais wrote his reports in Stockholm, and he directed them to America.
But they describe the basic truth on Nazis’ ideological attitudes on religion.

The basic on limited freedom of religion and the work on Christian churches was
launched in 1942.

On June 19, 1942, Reich Commissar Lohse issued his Decree concerning legal
Status of religious organizations, which read as follows:
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§ 1. (1) Religious organizations which, at the time of this decree becoming valid,
already exist in the occupied Eastern Areas, shall be reported to the Commissar
General, in whose area they are situated, within 3 months from the day of this decree
being passed.

(2) The report shall be made by the board (Vorstand) or any other persons or
organs entitled to represent it. The notification shall contain data concerning:

a) name, area and Seat of the religious organization;

b) confession or direction of faith (Glaubensrictung);

c) board, other persons and organs authorized to represent it, as well as their
functions and competencies;

d) pertinent local religious unions.

(3) The Commissar may exact further data and explanations.

§ 2. (1) The new establishment of religious organizations requires permission from
the Reich Commissar.

(2) The application for permission to the new establishment of a religious organiz-
ation shall be submitted to the Commissar General, in whose area the organization
is situated.

§ 3. (1) The appointment of a member of the board of religious organization
presupposes that the Commissar General, upon an inquiry, has not raised objections
of a general political nature against the person proposed.

(2) A member of the board in a religious organizations loses his position as member
of the board if the Commissar General raises objections of a general political nature
on his behalf.

§ 4. The religious organizations and their local and other organs and functionaries
shall confine their activities to the fulfillment of religious tasks.

§ 5. (1) In the case of contraventions to the stipulations of this decree, particularly
in the event of exceeding the competence of activities of the religious organizations,
their organs and functionaries, the Commissar General may impose money fines.

(2) A religious organization may be dissolved by the Reich Commissar if its activity
is not confined to the fulfillment of religious tasks or is endangering public order and
security.

§ 6. The executive regulations to this decree shall be issued by the Commissars
General.

§ 7. This decree shall become valid on the next day after its publication. Simulta-
neously, any contrary regulations are hereby canceled.”

Of course, we can agree that Nazis gave more freedom to Christian churches than
a communist regime. But we must also remember that it was a question of the period
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of the war. The end result of the war was still unknown at that moment (in 1942). The
religious people were in any case a reality in Ostland. In the Nazi propaganda this
kind of church politics was of course valuable. They try to show to religious people
that they were more tolerant than antireligious communists.

German Occupation and the Church

Experiences of the first Russian occupation of Latvia (1940-1941) were traumatic for
many Latvians. The communist terror was directed forcefully at the LELC with all its
scope. We must remember this background when we are dealing with the beginning
of German occupation in Latvia in the summer of 1941. The outbreak of the war
between Germany and the Soviet Union on 22 June 1941 meant a new phase to the
LELC as well.

For the Latvian Evangelical-Lutheran Church the liberation from the communist
terror came as a great relief. The Church expressed the gratitude of many Latvians
to Germany, which the country now regarded as its liberator. Only some Lutheran
pastors were very eager to co-operate with Nazi occupants. The most famous
of them was the former rector of St. Anna’s Parish in Liepaja, Dr. Phil. Visvaldis
Sanders. He had immigrated to Germany before the first communist occupation,
and now he came back to Latvia getting a high position in the new Ostland Regime.
Sanders served as Head of the Department of Education and Culture of German
Occupation Regime in Latvia.

It is interesting to recognize that his father, the well-known docent Janis Sanders
(1858-1951) was one of the most eager fighters against the Old Testament in the
1930’s. Janis Sanders had published a real “cannon blast,” a theological pamphlet,
entitled Cina ap Veco Deribu (The Battle around the Old Testament) in the begin-
ning of the year 1933. This work’s subtitle was the collection of Jewish writings (jidu
rakstu krajums), which fitted well into “the spirit of the times” of the 1930’s. The old
theologian tackled by his persistence and heart into Old Testament’s questions.

One of Sanders’ main conclusions was that the Old Testament had value for
the history of religion, but he stated that it did not have Holy Book’s position in the
Christian Church. Christianity had to be based on authentic teachings of Jesus that
could be found in the Gospels.

The Latvian National Socialists approved of Sanders’ theology. My conclusion
is, however, that the basis for Sanders’ attitudes was not primarily the Nazism,
but the fact that he was under strong influence of liberal theologian Adolf von
Harnack and his teacher from his student times in Tartu University, a philosopher
G. Teichmaller.2
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Since the Nazi authorities allowed a greater amount of religious freedom than
the communists, the Church was able to re-establish her activities in the period
between 1941 and 1944. The work of the Consistory was strengthened when the
Reverend Arturs Voitkus was elected as the Secretary General on 1 July 1942, the
Vice-President of the Consistory being Dean Edgars Bergs. The state Department
on Religion (Baznicu un konfesiju lietu departaments) resumed its work in the last
months of 1941, headed by Janis Birgelis, Rector of Luther’s Church in Riga. Some
of the refugee pastors returned from Germany. In 1942-1944, 26 new ministers
were ordained.

The Church had fairly free hands to spread the Gospel and to distribute the
Sacraments, as long as she did not interfere with politics or express an openly ag-
gressive attitude towards the German occupation in Latvia. Consequently, such spe-
cial types of Church activity as mission work, evangelisation, women’s committees,
and religious music activities were also rekindled. The cemeteries were returned to
the possession of the Church. The ministers returned to the vicarages. Restoration
work was begun in some of the vicarages, but rent still had to be paid for the church
buildings. The German parish re-established in Riga right at the beginning of 1941
was again allowed the use of the Cathedral, the Latvian national temple.

The church was allowed to publish a limited number of periodicals during the
German occupation period. Baznicas Zinas (Church News) began to reappear in
April 1942. The traditional Church Calendar was published from 1942 till 1944.13

Among theologians and pastors of the LELC deported in 1941 there were also
two very significant theologians of the University of Latvia, Professor of Church
History Ernests Ludvigs Adamovi¢s, and Docent Edgars Rumba, who were talented
theologians and suffered a harsh fate. Adamovi¢s was shot to death on 17 June
1942 in Solikamsk in the Urals. Rumba died in Kraslag concentration camp near
Irkutsk (Krasnojarsk area) on 1 October 1943.

Some other professors or docents of the Department of Theology had died
during 1940-1941 as well, e. g. Professors Vooldemars Maldonis and Janis Rezevskis
and Docent Vilhelms Rozenieks. Quite soon after the invasion of German troops
into Latvia leading Lutheran theologians gathered in Riga for re-opening of the
Department of Theology. They planned to open the Department in September 1941.
The education and cultural politics of German occupants was, however, different.

The fact that the German Ostland policy, as far as higher education was con-
cerned, had no room in its initial stages for the re-establishment of the Department
of Theology of the University of Latvia was a disappointment for the Church and the
theologians. It was not until March 1943 that the Department was reopened, and in
December 1943 it was changed into a theological College within the University.
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BAINICAS ZINAS

1944.

EVANGELISKI LUTERISKAS lAZNlCAS NEDELAS IZDEVUMS

G A DS XVI

SV. P. TRISV. 24 SEPTEMBRI

NU‘MURS

Mac. R. Zaripd

I r

Un vips. sactja: Kuram jiisu starpa ir draugs, fa vin¥ ple
1& noietu nakts vidi un tam teiktu: Milais, aizdod man tris
malzes, jo mans draugs no cela pie manis ir legriezies, bet
man neka nevaid ko vinam celt priek3a; — un tas no jekipu-
ses atbildstu un sacitu: Neapgritini mani; durvis ir jau aize
slégtas, un mant bérni ir'Jau ple manis gultd: es nevaru cel-
ties un tev dot? — Es jums saku, ja ari vin¥ neceltos un ne-
dotu tapéc, ka tas Ir vipa draugs, tad vipa neatlaldibas d&|
tas celsies un dos vigam, clk tam vajaga.

Lk, ev. 11, 5—8.

agadjusa gadsmita sakuma vacu filozofs J. G.

Fichte ( 1814.) esot teicis: «Tikai bérni lidz

Dievu, bet viri grib un dara.» Ir jau tiesa:

Raditajs ikvienam vEl&jis muzd sasniegt
k/!% posmu, kad tam spéka ir gana, 'un daudz
arl tas paspéj. Tacu ar $o smago teikumu «viri grib un
dara» cilvéka varé$ana ir izcelta parmérigi, ar pret-
statu «tikai bérni 1udz» ir pazemota ligdana — it ka
ta bltu tikai vajo dala, un galvenais: Fichte mi2igo
Dievu padarijis par vajadzigu tikai daziem — kas pasi
nejauda.

Bet dzives pieméri rada, ka ne katrreiz var darit ki
grib, un pati griba nav briva. Sai zipa jau apustulis
Pavils atzinies, teikdams: «Labo, ko gribu, es nedaru,
bet launo, ko negribu, to es daru» (Rom. 17. 19). Rodas
sarezgijumi, cipa un zaudéjumi, nereti apsﬁks_t spéki,
sabriik ceribas un ar laiku s@k régoties izmisums. Vai
ne tadé], ka tu esi iedomajies viens esam pasaulé? Ng,
ir augstakas varas, kupu priek3a ir jaapstajas un ja-
loka celi, lai izlligtos padomu un svétibu. Tikai Z&l, ka
to atzist tikai tad, kad pusnakts stunda jau tuvu. Tikai
tad zina varda saukt to, kas citadi bija'aizmirsies:
Dievs! Mans Dievs, kur tu esi, kapéc tu kavéjies?..

DazZreiz viri savas gratajas stundas sdk raudzities
pagétné un apskauZ sends bérna dienas. Cik tad bija
labi! Ka tad visam tika pari, jo pats Dievins visur véra
vartus, un vakara mazas rokas pasas sak]avas ligsans,

pusnakts

piesaucot mijo Tévu debesis. J&, bija tik labi — ticét

un lagt. Bitu jamégina atkal... 3

Agri vai vélu ikvienam vélreiz jasastopas ar Dievu.
Un tadé] nav taisnibas pratniekam, kas rada plaisu
paaudzu vidd un grib tds atskirt no Mizigd. Lei $a vai
ta, més nondkam pie Dieva un tur sastopamies un miisu
kopéja valoda ir ligSana ka laimigam bérnam, ta sa-
triektam viram.

Citadi jaﬁ biitu labi — maés tiekam savesti kopa, bet
viens mus spiez domat talak: kapéc tik vélu sarodas
visi, vai nevaréja atrak? Tikai tuvu pusnaktij. Ja, ta
nu tas ir. Pats Luters saka: «Ja tu gribi Dievu lagt,
meklét, klaudzinat, tad to nedari ar pilnu véderu, bet
vaprieks dabu bailes un spaidus, kas tevi spiez luagt.”

stunda

Véla stunda pavairo ladzéju skaitu. Visi, kurus spie2
vajadziba, vél steidZas, vai arl klaudzina pie pédéjam
durvim, kad visur jau biits. Nedrosi, bet neatlaidigi,
ne jau ar diri, bet savilktiem pirkstiem nosebojies na-
céjs sit, lai tiktu ieksa. Vips negrib ari kliegt nakts
klusuma, un tomeér durvis jadabd vala.

Vai pusnakts viesa ricibd més neieraugim kadu li-
dzibu ar sevi? Tie$am, satumsuma més saucam péc de-
besu palidzibas, m@s lidzam, lai Dievs ir z&ligs. Pie-
plakusi déliem, més klausamies un gaidam. Raugi, bri-
nums, atskan atbilde: ja! Dievs ir milestiba. Un rau-
goties citam uz citu sametas kauns. Pats tu gaidi pe-
déjo kugi, bet otram parmet: kur tu biji agrak. Tava
sétd nav vietas viena lieka bégla vezumam un pie
galda tu doma tikai par sevi. Ir dabigi, ka mé&s cits
pie cita ndkam savis vajadzibds un neparprotami at-
rodam braju atsaucibu. Tikai tad més varam griezties
pie Debesu Téva, ligdami: «Piedod... ki més piedo-
dam...»

Vél glu?i més. neesam ieklausijuSies pusnakts - 1d-~
guma satura. Ko péksni ludzéjam vajag, kad citi pa-
rasti gu}? Dieniskko malziti. NepiecieS8amako, lai bitu
iztieis. Liidz tade], ka grib dzivot. Dievs pats to ti ir
v&lgjis. Tadé] ving mas uzklausa, necienigus, bet ar to
kvéli kritis, kas visai radibai ir davata. Tapéc ari més
cits citu nedrikstam atstumt, un rieciens, lai plins un
sakallis, top dalits.

Ja més vél dzi]ak gribam ieliikoties vélind nicéja
rakstura, tad tur atkldjas kas bezgala cildens. Vin$ nav
gajis sevis d@], bet ir uzn@mies neértibu un bijis ne~
atlaidigs otra labad. Lik, draugs no cela ir pie vina
iegriezies: un vinam. nekd nav bijis ko celt prieksa.

x Dtauga‘ dg&] vipam nav par vélu, nedz par gratu. Cik

més sp&jam upurus nest savam tuvakajam, cik vispa-
ribas labumam? To klusiba atbildés miisu sirdsapzina,
vélédamas arvienu vairak kalpot un aizldgt; ligt par
misu visu kopigo bédu un ceribu ~ Latviju.

Un beidzot 1idz&]s neiet pie svesa, bet ari pie drau-
ga, vins neprasa par velti vai pavisam. Stav rakstits:
«Milais, aizdod man tris maizes...» Kas aiznemas, tas
tatu ari atdod. Tadé] uz mums runa atzinas: pazisti
un ne miizam neaizmirsti to Vienigo, kas sava Zé&lasti-
ba tev dod visu. Nefedrosinies Vinu turét par draugu,
bet Vina draudziba tveries arvien, Un par tim bezga-
ligaém laipnibas balvam atdod pats sevi par macekli un
kalpu.

Tad bérni un virj redzés ki aust rits. Un vini bis
nometusies celos. Amen.

The official paper of the Evangelical-Lutheran Church of Latvia, the Baznicas Zinas, appeared for

the last time on 24 September 1944. This paper was published during the German occupation.

Before WWII the LELC published a paper called Svétdienas Rits. It was cancelled in 1940, when
the Soviet occupation began in Latvia
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The Department of Theology served a short time as a special College of
Theology under “the unbrella” of the University in Riga in 1943-1944 (Teologijas
augstskola Universitaté Riga). New academic teachers instead of dead ones were
also elected (Janis Rozentals, Edgars Bergs, Edgars Kiploks, Arturs Silke, Leons
Cuibe). Many theologians (e. g. Haralds Biezais) continued their scientific activities.
Two dissertations were published in the spring of 1943. Influenced by Karl Barth’s
theology, Pastor Karlis Bilzens published his dissertation on The Resurrection of
Jesus Christ and its Importance in the Christian Faith and Hope (Jézus Kristus
aug$amcelSanas un tas nozime kristigaja ticiba un ceriba) in April 1943. Edmunds
Smits, also representing Systematic theology, defended his dissertation in May 1943
on The Philosophy of the Church Father Augustin (Diskursivie Dieva mekIgjumi
Augustina filozofija). Janis Rozentals, the researcher of the New Testament exege-
tics, and the pupil of professors of world-wide renown Rudolf Bultmann and Karlis
Kundzin$, taught in the College of Theology of the University but did not defend
his doctoral dissertation because the material collected in foreign countries was
lost in the fire during WWII. [Rozentals served as a professor of New Testament
exegetics in the Lutheran Theological School in St. Paul (Minneapolis Area Ml)
since 1950.]

The German occupiers re-established the teaching of religion in schools, with
the exception of the teaching of the Old Testament, which was against Nazi ideology.
Several educational events were arranged for the teachers of religion during the war.
Radio broadcasts of services were also allowed, so that, for example, in 1943, 45 divine
services were broadcast. A total of 40 different preachers talked over the radio.

The relation between the Latvians, namely the clergy, and the German occupiers
was dichotomous. With the “Year of Terror” 1940-1941 in the background, the Ger-
mans, the former ruling class of the Baltic countries, were seen as liberators from
the communist terror. Germany had, however, no inclination of giving Latvia her full
independence and freedom. Despite this, the Church paid her respects to the victims
of the communist terror by arranging special memorial services on Remembrance Day,
14 June, and on the Day of the Liberation of Riga, 1 July, as well as remembering the
German political leaders and her army in the public prayers. The Church and many of
the pastors were openly in favour of the National Aid Organization (Tautas Palidziba),
which helped the victims of Stalinist terror. When the German army recruited Latvians
to fight against the Soviet Union, the Church did not remain passive in this respect
either, for the Church and the individual parishes assisted the Latvian Legion also
financially. The most recent studies indicate that it was not the German occupiers alone
who destroyed the Jewish population in Latvia, but some Latvians also participated in
this under the leadership of Viktors Arajs.
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The dissatisfaction within the Church and among her clergy toward the German
occupation did, however, stay alive under the surface. Archbishop Grinbergs protested
against the treatment of Jews and Gypsies. This had the effect that a decree was
issued allowing the Jews married to Latvians freedom from living in the ghetto — on

Pastor Pauls Rozenbergs and his family in Koknese
in the summer of 1942. Photo from the collection
of Pauls Rozenbergs, Jr., Riga

the condition that they consented to sterilisation! Dean Pauls Rozenbergs, a member
of the Church Consistory, expressed his open revulsion at the Nazi system. In one of
the cemetery gatherings conducted by Rozenbergs he protested openly against the
persecution of the Jews and, consequently, was questioned by the German Secret
Police (Sicherheitsdienst).
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During last years a large discussion has arisen on the fate of Jews in Latvia
during WW 1. From the point of view of Latvian church history it is interesting that
Lutheran pastors of the LELC did not take on these terrible activities organized by
German Ostland Regime. | have studied carefully in the 1990’s all cases of Lutheran
theologians, the Communist Regime sentenced by in 1944-1953. Only one theologian,
the student of theology Janis Labans was accused on these activities. We know
how willing communists were to find all kinds of mistakes and “crimes” of Lutheran
pastors and activists.

The student of theology Janis Labans joined the Home Defence organisation in
September 1941 and had worked actively in this organisation in Arajs’ Commando,
which had co-operation with the German SD Police. The police had a role in the
arrests and killings of Jews. According to the minutes made at the interrogations of
Labans, he admitted having participated in these activities, for example, in Bikernieki
and in the areas of Talsi and Jékabpils.

A front of opposition had arisen among the clergy during the first period of the
Soviet occupation in 1940-1941, then continuing its work within the Church and
disapproving of the German occupation. This attitude was evidenced, for example,
by instances of pastors declining to hold public prayers on Adolf Hitler’'s behalf
on his birthday. The Reverend Arturs Zellitis and the student of theology Artdrs
Kaminskis, who were active members in the anti-German resistance movement
and assisted its magazine Tautas Balss (The People’s Voice), were imprisoned
and later sent to the Salaspils concentration camp, and further on to Germany.
Kaminskis, who survived the camps, spent some time, for example, in the camp
of Stutthoff. Zellitis died in an Austrian concentration camp in the spring of 1944,
The student of theology Janis Cilnis's was also arrested by Germans, but very
soon discharged.

Thus, even though the Nazis did allow the Church to enjoy a larger freedom
than the Stalinists had in 1940-1941, this did not satisfy the thirst for freedom
among the Latvians, nor did it suit the interests of the Church. The true hope of the
Church was, undoubtedly, reflected in the news item published in the spring of 1944
in Baznicas Zinas concerning the meeting of Dr. Visvaldis Sanders and the Bishop
of Copenhagen, H. Fuglsang-Damgaard. The paper reported that the Bishop had
been keenly interested in the fate of the Latvian people and her Church in the year
of the Communism 1940-1941. He sent his greetings to Archbishop Grinbergs and
wished a blessing and protection against Bolshevism for Latvia. The fact that the
greetings of a bishop in a country occupied by Germany were made public was, no
doubt, a reflection of the true hope of the Church in the grips of Communism and
Nazism.'6
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The Fight of the Majority of Pastors against the West

When the Red Army had crossed the Latvian border in July 1944, insecurity increased
among the Latvians. The atmosphere prevalent at the time is apparent from the editorial
by Chief Secretary Voitkus in Baznicas Zinas on 23 July 1944.

“We are experiencing particularly critical days. Our well-known enemy is standing
at the gateway of our country, wanting to break the gate open. That is why we are
worried. The cause is the experience of the recent past, the fate of our compatriots.
To be or not to be — this question worries us again. Moreover, we feel how necessary
it is to maintain a lucidity of mind when a stream of all kinds of rumours and informa-
tion hits the foundation of our spiritual building, how necessary it is to maintain one’s
poise and the presence of mind when we are worried. The clarity of our decisions
depends on it greatly. [..] We are in a state of war and battle. Fate is knocking at the
doors of other European nations as well as the door of our nation. We cannot and
must not avoid it. We must meet it with balance and strength. Let us do as the brave
soldiers do, those among whom the best sons of our nation are. In their love for the
Fatherland and in their faith in God, they are ready to give the most valuable thing
they have — their lives.”

Archbishop Grinbergs wrote a pastoral letter for the believers in the Latvian Luth-
eran Church to be read aloud from the pulpits, and the Church magazine published
it on 30 July 1944. The old leader of the Church was anxious to share the comfort
arising from the Christian faith. “Christ is and will be the source of our strength.” In
August—September 1944, the Latvian Lutheran Church lived in the middle of a great
tumult. More and more refugees gathered in Riga and in Courland. Many of the pastors
also left for Courland and further to the West. In August 1944, Chief Secretary Voitkus
left Riga, and his seat was taken by Rector Karlis Irbe from Trinity Church in Riga.
The Reverend Birgelis, the Executive Secretary in the State Office, was transferred to
Courland, operating from the premises of St. Anna’s Church in Liepaja at the end of
September. The Church rose to the challenge brought by the ever increasing number
of refugees and the despair in the lives of the people caused by the hard times. From
4 September onwards services were held in various churches in Riga every evening
during the week. The Reverend Alberts Galin$ was appointed by the Consistory with
the specific task of overseeing the spiritual care of the refugees. The clergy convened
in Riga on 16 August, 27 September, and further on 9 October, with the Red Army
already in the vicinity of the capital.

In the middle of this great upheaval created by the restless times, new pastors
entered the Church, as Voldemars Straumanis was ordained on 9 August 1944, and
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Fricis Baumanis, Ringolds Muziks and Karlis Zviedris on 13 August 1944, while August
Kelle, who was ordained by Prof. Karlis Kundzin$ as late as on 23 September 1944
in the OId Gertrude’s Church in Riga, escaped to Germany only two weeks after his
ordination.

The old Archbishop Grinbergs wanted to remain faithfully in his position. Already
during the first Soviet occupation in 1940-1941 the LELC Consistory had appointed
seven Vice Archbishops to take over, in case anything bad should befall Grinbergs.
If the Archbishop should be unable to fulfil his duties, he was to be succeeded by
one of the following pastors: Dean Edgars Bergs, Professor Karlis Kundzins, Dean
Jekabs Kullitis, Professor Voldemars Maldonis, Dean Alberts Virbulis, Professor Ed-
gars Rumba or Rector, former Dean of Latgale Church District Karlis Irbe (Junior).

On 17 August 1944 the LELC again appointed Vice Archbishops to take over,
in case anything will change Grinbergs’ position. Professors Maldonis and Rumba
had already died, the former in 1941, the latter in 1943 as | have mentioned. New
Vice Archbishops appointed on 17 August 1944 were Bergs, Kundzin§, Kullitis
and Irbe.”

The 74-year-old Archbishop Grinbergs wished to stay in Riga, but the German
Security Police (Sicherheitsdienst, SD) decided in September 1944 to deport the
most eminent church leaders from Latvia. Thus, on 21 September, Grinbergs,
together with the Orthodox leader, the Metropolitan Augustin and the Roman
Catholic Bishops Jazeps Rancans and Boleslavs Sloskans were taken to Liepaja
in a coach. The Catholic Archbishop Antonijs Springovi¢s, who wanted to stay
in Latvia, had fallen ill, so the Germans could not transport him with the others.
When he left Riga, Archbishop Grinbergs took nothing else with him besides a
single small case of hand luggage, a gesture of protest expressing his sentiments
towards this departure taking place against his will. The Reverend Birgelis was
taken to Liepaja in the same coach as the bishops.

The bishops remained in Liepaja for a couple of weeks. Grinbergs lived in the
home of Dean Kristaps Valters and preached for the last time in a service held in
his native country in St. Anna’s Church on 8 October, with the church overcrowded
with people. The Reverend Viesturs Séfers and Dean Kristaps Valters assisted
him in conducting the service. The bishops were transported to Germany by boat
on 10 to 11 October. They were also accompanied by the Liepaja Roman Catholic
Bishop Antonijs Urbss.

The reason behind the decision of the German Security Service to transport
the bishops from Latvia remains unclear. It has been claimed that the Service
wanted to take the bishops hostages in order to trade them later for captive German
generals.
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Latvijas ev.-lut. baznicas
archibiskapa

gana raksts

Es esmu miclties DOt pletiolys ar !o. kas man ir. Es
proln bt zems un protu bt augsts, Wsddi un visos
ktegos, es esmu micijies bt oudl: un bt izsalcis,
dﬂvo( plinibk un clest trokumu. Es w! visu jeks ta,
kas mani dara spEcigu, proti Knistus.
rmo 4 11—13.

Hite pravtm amata brall un draudiu locekli!
m Sinls. tik nopletnos lalkos lai 3e apustula

vdrdl mams dod speku visu panest un pdr-
varét. Sie apustula vardi mums atlau) jo dzili ieska-
tities vina dvéseld, un saredzdt vipa brinisgo dvéseles
lidzsvarn.  Pakavésimies druscip pie Sem vdrdiem,
lal art més dzives vétrds un laika nastds mantotu ar
Dieva palign 3ddu dvéseles ldzsvaru, 3ddu dvéseles
noskapojamu.

Sos vardus Pavils rakets no Romas cletuma. Vini
rdda mums gaidi un skaidri, cik neatkarigs vins ir
no dzlves dréjdm lietdm. Pledzivojumu un mainu ba-
gdta bija vipa dzive. Vipa dzivé bija brizi, kur bri-
nidgd pandkumi an uzvaras vainagoje vipa - darbu, kur
vips pet gribéja sumindt k4 Dievs, un tad atkal vips
dablje izbaudit visu irkuma un cieSanu rdgtumu, vi-
ou 3autc un meta cietumd. Ja bdtu patiesiba, ko tik
bieil dzird skandindm, ka apstdkll veidojot cilvéku un
ka ¢ilvdka raksturs neesot nekas cits, k4 apkartnes
un apstdkln produkts, tad apustula lekSziol dzivei ba-
tu valadzejis bt gallgi saplosital un pretrunigai. Bet
més redzam ple vipa pavisam pretdjo, més redzam
dvaseles -lidzsvarn visam pretl, ko vien vip$ piedzi-
voja. VigS var visu: dzivot pilnibd un clest triku-
ma, var blt paédis un izsalcis. Visiem dzives apstdk-
Uem prefi vip$ ir diis, nekas vipu nebied?, nekas vi-
pu nesaloui. VipS var augsts bt un nebit augstprd-
t1gs, vio§ vor zems bit um tatu atkal difs bt savd
grib8, savds jatds un savds domds. Ak kaut arl més
tadi vardtu bat taisni 3inls tik gratos laikos.

Bet kur apustulis péma 3o ieksejo spekn un bri-
vibu? Vigk teica: <Es spau visu iekS {4, kas mani
dora spicign lek3 Kristus!s Kristus ir un bads arl
masu spdka avots.. Maldds tle, kas domd, ka patmi-
ida lzraisot cllvika spikus visspicigdk an attisiot
vipa. spélas vislabdk. Istenibd nekas nesadd cilvéka
labdkos spikas tik daudz ka‘ domas tikei par sevi, un

nekas nepadara cilvéku fik balllgn un mazisky visd
darbd un dzivé, ka skats tikai sava Saurd dzivé vien.
Visaugstakie, visvértigakie spéki attistds tikai tur, hur
lielas domas, augsti idedli, kas let pdri misu katra
Saurajai dzivei, misu dvéseli piepilda un mis ick3-
kigi dara bagdtus un masu sirdis savilpo. Tddas lie-
las domas ir dzimtenes un tautas milestiba, kas var
sirdl savilpot td, ka td ir spéjiga pat visu atdot, lai
tikai glabtu savu tautu un dzimteni.

Bet es nezinu ncka, kas varétu cilvéka dvéseli tik
dzili savilnot, tik augsti pacelt, tik cie$i ar visaugstd-
kiem dzives mérgiem un svétiem uzdevumiem sasaistit,
uz vislielakiem upuriem sakarsét, ka Kunga Jézus per-
sona un vésts: Ja Déls jis dara svabadus, tad esat
svabadi (Japa 8, 36). Ak, kaut Jézus ari misu dveé-
sell td savilpotu, ka ari més varétu liecindt lidz ar
apustuli: Es spéju visu iek§ td, kas mani dara spé-
cigu, un tas ir Kristus. Jézus svéto dvéseles lidz-
svaru nekas nespéja traucét, tipéc ka. vipa dvésele
stdvéja cie3@ kopibd ar Dievu Tévu. Un ar 3o bagd-
tibu vip$ pilda ari visu to dvéseles, kas vinam uz-
ticas.

Palausands uz Kristu ir Pavila dvéseles lidzsvara
atsléga. Kristus bija tas, kas vipu pacéla pdri visiem
dzives likteniem, kas vinam spéku deva panest vis-
smagdko, kas vinu darija arvienu priecign un drodu,
o vipa dvéselé mdjoja bagé‘iba un laime, ko neva-
réja atpemt nekddi dzives likeni,

Lai Dievs palidz ari mums just savds dvéselés fo
bagatibu un laimi, ko Kristus dod; lai Dievs palidz
mums kit stipriem un briviem visdm laina vétram
un naidigam varam preti, lai Dievs dod mums spéku
dro$i stavét savds vietds un apzinlgi un uzticigi pil-
dit Dieva svéto prdtu savas tautas un tévzemes labd
Sinis tik nopietnos laikos, lai Dievs dod mums apu-
stula dvéseles lldzsvaru un gara diZenumu un visu
spét iek$ td, kas mils dara spécigus, proti Kristus.

Dievs Kungs ir misu stiprd pils; Vip$ lai svétl
un sargd Latviju un mfsu baznicu,

T. Grinbergs

Sis raksts nolasams no visdm kancetzm

Archbishop Teodors Grinbergs wrote a pastoral letter for the believers in the LELC to be read
aloud from the pulpits, and the Church magazine Baznicas Zipas published it on 30 July 1944,
“Christ is and will be the source of our strength”
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Since Archbishop Grinbergs had been forced to leave Latvia, he was replaced
by the Dean of Riga, the Vice Chairman of the Consistory, Edgars Bergs, who had
been appointed by Grinbergs as his substitute in August 1944. On 27 September,
however, Bergs was ordered by the German occupation authorities to leave
Riga. Bergs took with him to Ventspils a portion of the Consistory archives, the
Archbishop’s luggage and several pastors. In Ventspils he organized a substitute
Consistory which was opened in the premises of a local congregation at Tirgus
Street. This was not to last for long, for on 11 October Bergs left for Germany. The
other members of the Consistory fleeing for Germany included Professor Karlis
Kundzin$ and the Jelgava Dean Jékabs Kullitis. Besides Kundzin$ and Kullttis,
the district leaders of the Church escaping for Germany included Deans Janis
Ozols (Césis), Arnolds Birznieks (Valmiera), Kristaps Valters (Grobina) and Arka-
dijs Rumpéteris (Latgale). The Piltene Dean Arnolds Grosbachs and the Kuldiga
Dean Oskars Sakarnis crossed the Baltic Sea taking refuge in Sweden.

While the Red Army continued to conquer an increasing amount of Latvian
territory, more and more pastors settled in Courland, where they worked during
the winter of 1944-1945. The provinces of Zemgale, Latgale and Vidzeme were
left with an extremely small number of the Lutheran clergy. Several of the pa-
stors continued their flight to Germany or Sweden. The number of the refugee
pastors amounting to 143, 14 of them reached Sweden, 129 took refuge in
Germany. Janis Valters died in Germany before the end of the war, whereas the
Reverend Jilijs Straume from Sauka-Elk$ni Parish was killed in the war. What
is more, some of the pastors such as Hugo Maksimilians Grivans, Janis Udris
and Professor Alberts Freijs failed in escaping to Sweden. Some of the pastors
who were inclined to leave for the West were unable to do so. The Reverend
Pauls Birzulis from Palsmane, for example, could not make it, as his father,
the Reverend Eduards Birzulis, was ill and died later in December 1945. The
Reverend Janis Kovals was one of those unable to go to the congregation in
Evele. He had to return his previous post for family reasons. On the other hand,
the Reverend Janis Baumanis, who was evacuated to Czechoslovakia in 1944
in order to avoid the Red Army, did not stay there for long, and he returned to
his native country in the summer of 1945.

In the final stages of the war the Germans made an effort to transport a number
of pastors unwilling to leave for Germany from Courland. To avoid having them
transported, the Reverend Alberts Ozolin$ arranged a hiding place in his home in
Edole for Karlis Gailitis, Voldemars Dek3enieks, Oto Baltins, Edgars Jundzis and
Augusts Alers, a student of theology. Alers did try to escape to Sweden but failed
his effort.
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Archbishop Teodors Grinbergs preached for the last time in his native country in St. Anna’s church
in Liepaja on 8 October 1944, to a full audience. The text of the sermon was Rom. 12: 9-16. A collection
of his papers and sermons can be found in Chicago at the Archives of Latvian Church History
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At the beginning of 1944 the list of the pastors of the Latvian Evangelical-
Lutheran Church included 243 names. The list was not complete, however, as
there were a couple of names missing. What is more, 18 new pastors received
ordination in 1944-1945, before the surrender of Courland. The Church lost about
55% of her clergy as refugees. The only members of the clergy in the Consistory
who remained in Latvia were Deans Pauls Rozenbergs and Alberts Virbulis. Eight
of the district (deanery) church leaders, the deans went into exile i.e. The Jelgava
Dean, the 83-year-old Janis Reinhards was shot to death by Russian soldiers in
August 1944, as was also the case with the Valka Dean Ernests Kronbergs on

Dean Janis Reinhards. Photo from the book:
Kiploks, E. Taisnibas dé| vajatie. [USA], 1993

24 September 1944. The Dobele Dean Janis Straumanis died on 31 October 1944.
Consequently only three of the deans remained in office in the autumn of 1944,
namely Pauls Rozenbergs (the Riga Area Deanery), Adolfs Zemnieks (Sélpils) and
Alberts Virbulis (Kandava). All of this meant that in 1944 the Church lost roughly
4[5 of her district leaders.

The majority of the teachers in the Department of Theology (College of Theo-
logy) also fled for the West. Only three of the staff, Prof. Alberts Freijs together
with the lecturers Arturs Silke and Arnolds Zvingis, stayed in Soviet Latvia. By
the end of WW Il the Evangelical-Lutheran Church in Soviet Latvia was forced
to begin the reconstruction of the Church in a situation where she had suffered
the loss of the majority of her leaders as well as the majority of her clergy.

In the rather chaotic circumstances prevailing in Hitler's Germany surrounded
by the Allies and facing her doom soon to come, the Lutheran Latvians did not
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lose time in organising the work of the Church. Services in Latvian were held in
Danzig, Berlin, Dresden and in Vienna in occupied Austria during the very first
week following the flight from Latvia. The first Consistory meeting was held in
Saalfield, Thiringen, as early as 28 November 1944. The refugees were dependent
on the aid delivered to the camps by the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation
Administration (UNRRA), as only 6-7% of the refugees were able to find employ-
ment in early 1946.

Under the extremely severe circumstances, the significance of the Christian
Church was clarified. The participation in services grew from what it had been in
Latvia. Archbishop Grinbergs lived at first in Lausa, Thiringen, and after moving
several times, finally settled down in Esslingen (am Neckar) in September 1945.
Dean Edgars Bergs also moved from Eastern Germany to Hamburg to avoid the
advancing Russian troops. The administrative centre of the Church was situated
in Augsburg. The exile Church was fully organised during 1945 and it was the
first of the Latvian refugee organisations to do so. It was facing great problems
undoubtedly, for no salaries could be paid to the pastors in early 1945. It was
able, however, to publish religious literature and in 1946, for example, Latvian
editions of the Gospels and the catechism were available. As early as in 1945, a
Latvian hymnal and prayer booklet was published in Germany for the use of the
Exile Church.

The circumstances prevalent among the Latvian refugees in Sweden were
considerably better and the work of the Church was started right away in the
autumn of 1944, so that the first meeting of the clergy was held in February 1945.
The Swedish Lutheran Church and the Christian organisations offered a significant
amount of support for the work of the Latvian Exile Church in Sweden. Lutheran
Church work among the smaller groups of refugees arose also in other European
countries (Denmark, France, Belgium, Holland).®

Parish Life in the Courland “Fortress”

Large numbers of Latvian refugees spent part of winter 1944-1945 in the “Fortress”
in Courland before continuing their flight to the West. The Fortress contained the
Deaneries of Grobina, Kandava, Kuldiga and Piltene together with nine parishes
from the Dobele Deanery (36% of the parishes). Of the pastors, 40% in the first four
deaneries fled to the West, while the nine parishes in the Dobele Deanery lost 60%
of their ministers. Several pastors and students of theology from the other regions of
Latvia worked in the area, some of whom remained there when the region surrendered
to Soviet troops in May 1945.
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This concentration of pastors is evidenced by the fact that in June 1945 there were
45 ordained pastors and four students of theology with pro venia concionandi rights
in Courland, their proportion reaching 40% of the entire number of pastors remaining
in Soviet Latvia.

To lead and co-ordinate the work of the Lutheran Church in Courland, Archbishop
Grinbergs established a Temporary Consistory in Lausa, Germany, on 5 January
1945. The Presidency of this Temporary Consistory was in the hands of the Reverend
Alberts Virbulis from Tukums, a Dean and a member of the Permanent Consistory of
the Latvian Lutheran Church, the Vice-Presidency being assigned to the Reverend
Janis Birgelis, while the secretarial duties were the responsibility of the Reverend
Romans Vanags. The location of the Temporary Consistory was then in Kuldiga (Uz-
varas iela 1).

The Reverend Janis Birgelis, who had been working in Luther Parish in Riga during
1921-1944, died in Liepaja on 30 March 1945. In April 1945, with the Consistory in
need of new members, Reverends Hugo M. Grivans and Leopolds Roze attended the
Consistory meeting.

At the end of February 1945, the Temporary Consistory in Courland ensured the
continuity of the fundamental church administrative procedures in the “Fortress” by
confirming the nominations of the Temporary Deans Romans Vanags and Ernests
Liepa, Vanags having been assigned to the Deanery of Kuldiga, while Liepa was in
charge of the Grobina Deanery. The Piltene Deanery was entrusted to Janis Birgelis.
Four parishes from the Dobele Deanery (DZikste, Irlava, Lestene amd Strutele) were
placed under the care of the Kuldiga Deanery. The “Acting Archbishop of Courland”
Alberts Virbulis continued his work as the Dean of Kandava. When Birgelis died, Hugo
M. Grivans was elected to be the Dean of Piltene.

The Church administration in Courland did its best to organize the work of the
Church in the region under difficult circumstances in such a way that the spiritual work
would continue without disturbance. Official meetings of the Consistory were held only
a couple of times in the spring of 1945, but the Consistory Secretary, the Kuldiga
Dean Romans Vanags, took care of practical matters, working at the premises of the
Consistory and Deanery situated in Kuldiga. In the spring of 1945, the Consistory sent
a couple of circulars to the parishes and the pastors. At the meeting held at the end
of February the Consistory asked the parishes to submit some information concerning
their work, such as statistics.

A couple of new pastors received their ordination while staying in the “Fortress”.
Zanis Svikis was ordained on 9 October 1944 in Ventspils, while Roberts Akmenting’
ordination took place on 11 April 1945 in Kuldiga. In April 1945, the Regional Consistory
of Courland assigned pro venia concionandi rights to three students of theology.
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In early February 1945 (7-8 Feb.), a group of pastors from the Kandava and Piltene
Deaneries convened in Arlava. Their meeting had been prepared by Rev. Roberts
Akmenting from Arlava and called together by Prof. Alberts Freijs, who had arrived in
Courland in the autumn of 1944. A dozen of pastors and students of theology gathered
in the Arlava Church, and Bérzin$ and Freijs were accompanied by others, such as
Hugo M. Grivans, Karlis Dzenis, Zanis Dambis, Nikolajs Plate, Janis Saulttis, Péteris
Briedis, Edgars Kramin3 and Valfrids Sire.

At the meeting Freijs spoke on “Faith and Human Thought.” The meeting dealt
mainly with practical matters concerning the work in the parishes, such as texts for
sermons and the conduct of baptisms, weddings, funerals etc. The relationship with
the Lutheran leaders in Riga gave rise to some discussion, for Courland was, after
all, isolated from the capital. The meeting sent greetings to the pastors remaining in
Latvia.

Despite the exceptional circumstances, the life of the Church continued in Cour-
land throughout the winter of 1944-1945. Whenever a pastor escaped to Germany
or Sweden, he was usually replaced by another who had arrived during the autumn
of 1944 from elsewhere in Latvia. The life of the Church did, however, suffer from
some disturbances so that, for example, there were no services in Aizpute for an
entire month in October-November 1944, as Rev. Didrikis Grauds left for Germany
and was replaced by Roberts Krontals, who did not begin to serve the congregation
until the middle of November. The Ventspils parish had no pastor from 20 November
to 15 December 1944. The Reverend Péteris Kamols from Rucava was imprisoned
by the Germans from 11 November 1944 until 10 May 1945, because his sons and
daughters had fled to Sweden and he was thought to have been accessary to this.
The Courland Consistory appealed to the pastors in February 1945 that instead of
leaving Latvia they would choose to stay there.

Some churches could not be used for religious purposes as they had been taken
over by the German military administration. For this reason, the Renda Church could
not be used for gatherings from October 1944 onwards. It was used by the Germans
as a military hospital and a residence. The churches in Roja and UZava, situated in
the coastal region, the population of which had been evacuated by the Germans, were
also used for military purposes.

The Church work faced particular challenges created by the exceptional military and
social situation. Charity work and the work of the women’s committees were directed
at helping wounded soldiers. Consequently at Easter 1945 the Aizpute women’s com-
mittee sent some 400 packages to the Latvian soldiers in the front-line. The refugees
on their way to Germany, the number of whom, for example, was extremely large in
Ventspils at the beginning of 1945, presented quite a challenge to the Church. Hugo
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M. Grivans recollects in his memoirs how the town church was filled with people, for
before leaving their native country many Latvians felt they wanted to have a church
marriage, to have their children baptised, and to have Holy Communion. Teaching and
preparation for confirmation continued amid great military and social upheavals.

The number of refugees passing through Liepaja was also large and caused plenty
of work for the clergy. St. Anna’s Church in Kuldiga was full of people who came to
attend the services and other church events. On 18 November, Latvia’s Independence
Day, several congregations arranged special services. From 19 to 26 November 1944
the Talsi congregation arranged an evangelisation week, the theme of which was “Man
and his Destiny” (Cilvéks un vina liktenis) with Prof. Alberts Freijs as a speaker. A
similar week was arranged in St. Anna’s Church in Kuldiga, for example, from 8-14
April 1945, during which the clergy in the deanery also held a meeting. The Reverend
Oskars Blumbergs from Renda spoke at the gathering, holding a theological lecture
on an Old Testament subject. Roberts Akmentin§’ ordination took place during this
particular week.

In addition to this, several musical events and sacred music concerts were
arranged in the Courland churches in the winter of 1944-1945. As late as 6 May
1945, concerts were held in Liepdja and Grobina. In the musical events arranged at
St. Anna’s Church in Kuldiga, for example, on 3 December 1944, 11 February, 6 March,
and 22 April 1945, the desperate sentiments prevailing among Latvians at the time
were brought forth in the performance of the cantata bearing the title “God, Your
Country is on Fire!” (Dievs, Tava zeme deg!). This same cantata was performed in
some other Courland churches in the winter and spring of 1945. This work, which
has come to be a classic piece in Latvian music, depicts the sufferings and longing
for freedom of the nation and is based on a poem by Andrejs Eglitis, a refugee poet
who left for Sweden. The composer of the cantata, Licija Garlta, was employed by
the Zlekas congregation as their organist from November 1944 until January 1945.
In some of the concerts in Kuldiga, she conducted the performance of her cantata
in person.

Due to their fear of the Soviet occupation, certain Lutheran pastors in Courland
supported the Latvian National Committee led by Radolfs Bangerskis. They arranged
special services in the Liepaja churches in early April. One of those present at the
service held in St. Anna’s Church was the Vice-President of the Committee, J. Ander-
sons, with Vice-Dean Liepa as the speaker for the occasion. Professor Alberts Freijs
played the most active role in the national and political field. For the first time he
arrived in Ventspils in the autumn of 1944, but when his attempt to flee to Sweden
failed he decided to stay in Courland with his family and settled down in his native
parish of Talsi. The pastor of the parish was Augusts Saulitis, whom Freijs began
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The exile ahead. Haralds Biezais, Dr. Theol., at the stairs of the Ventspils vicarage on 7 October
1944. Photo from his memoirs Saki {a, ka tas ir. Riga, 1996

Dr. Theol,, pastor Alberts Freijs. Photo from the book:
Kiploks, E. Taisnibas dé| vajatie. [USA], 1993
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to assist by taking care of some of the services and by speaking at church events.
Freijs made attempts to slow down the flood of refugees to Germany, and he also
participated in the preparations for the establishment of a national Latvian government
in the spring of 1945.

Since the national activists in Courland felt that the Latvian National Committee
headed by Ridolfs Bangerskis had not succeeded in its efforts, they worked to pro-
mote the establishment of a national Latvian government at the beginning of May.
When Bangerskis left for Germany, there still remained several activists in Courland,
the most eminent ones among them being Colonel Radolfs Osis and the agricultural
expert J. Andersons. The Osis government established in early May had, however,
no longer any real significance under prevailing military and political circumstances.
Further, the assembly of the new provisional government, the 73-seat Tautas Padome
(People’s Council), which was to convene on 8 May 1945 in Liepaja, was cancelled
due to the surrender of Courland. On 7 May, on their way to this meeting a group
of MP’s held a meeting in Kuldiga with Alberts Freijs as the chairman, making the
decision to redeclare Latvian independence and to acknowledge the Osis government
as the national Latvian government. According to some sources, Freijs was to be the
Secretary for Education in the Osis government, whereas E. Stipnieks allegedly was
the Under-Secretary for Education.

The surrender of Courland meant the destruction of all dreams for an independent
Latvia. The Temporary Courland Consistory was dissolved and the connection with
the Riga Consistory was reestablished. Dean Virbulis returned to the work at the Riga
Consistory in July 19451
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Jouko Talonens

Latvijas evangéliski luteriska Baznica vacu okupacijas laika
(1941-1945)

Kopsavilkums

Referata ir analizéta nacistu attieksme pret religiju un Baznicu Latvija, sniegts visparéjs Latvi-
jas evanggliski luteriskas Baznicas (LELB) darbibas raksturojums apskatamaja laikposma.

Kristigas Baznicas brivibas ierobezojumi tika noteikti 1942. gada 19. junija, kad
reihskomisars Hinrihs Loze izdeva dekrétu par religisko organizaciju juridisko statusu.
Nacistiskais rezims kristigajai Baznicai deva vairak brivibas (briviba sniedzas tik talu, lidz
ta netraucéja politikai vai neizteica atklatu neapmierinatibu ar okupacijas reZzimu) neka
komunistiskais rezims, tacu jaievéro, ka Sis dekréts bija pienemts kara laika un to vargja
izdevigi izmantot nacistiskaja propaganda. Baznicai tika dotas brivas rokas spredikot,
atlauta misionaru darbiba, evangelizacija, sievie$u komitejas. Skolas atkal ieviesa religijas
maci$anu (iznemot Veco Deribu), 1943. gada Universitaté Riga atjaunoja Teologijas
fakultates darbtbu, lai arT ierobezoti, bet bija atlauts izdot religisko literatGru, laikrakstu
“Baznicas Zinas” u.c.

MacTtaju attiectbas ar vacu okupantiem bija divéjadas. 1. jalija baznicas notika dievkal-
pojumi par godu Rigas atbrivoSanai no bolSevikiem. Tajos aizllidza par vacu politiskajiem
[”deriem un vacu armiju. Baznica un liela dala macitaju gan materiali, gan finansiali atbalstija
organizaciju “Tautas palidziba®, kura vaca ziedojumus stalinisko represiju upuriem un
LatvieSu legiona karaviriem. Ir zinams arT gadijums, kad luteranu macitajs lidzdarbojas
ebreju iznicinaSana. Vacu okupacijas laika macitaju vidd bija jatama art neapmierinatiba ar
nacistu realizéto politiku pret mazakumtautibam. Arhibiskaps Teodors Grinbergs protestéja
pret ¢iganu un ebreju vajadanu. Ving panaca, ka ar latvieSiem precéjusies ebreji drikstéja
dzivot arpus geto, gan ar noteikumu, ka tiks sterilizéti. Macitajs Pauls Rozenbergs atklati
protestéja pret ebreju vajasanu, par ko vinu vairakkart pratinaja vacu Dro$ibas policija.

1944. gada jlija, kad Sarkana armija tuvojas Latvijas robezam, latvieSu vidd pieauga
nedro$tba, arT evangéliski luteriskaja Baznica valdija satraukums un nezina. Arvien vairak
béglu ieradas Riga un Kurzemé. Baznicai bija jarlpéjas par béglu garigo dzivi. Lidzigi ka
padomiju okupacijas laika 1940.-1941. gada, kad LELB konsistorija iecéla vicearhibiskapus
gadijuma, ja kaut kas notiktu ar arhibiskapu T. Grinbergu, ta arT 1944. gada augusta tika
iecelti vairaki vicearhibiskapi.

1944. gada septembri vacu Dro$ibas policija un SD noléma deportét Latvijas religisko
konfesiju popularakos vaditajus.

1944./1945. gada ziema Kurzemé atradas liela dala Latvijas evangéliski luteriskas
Baznicas macttaju. 143 macttaji devas béglu gaitas, 14 no viniem ieradas Zviedrija,
paréjie — Vacija.
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Bjorn Michael Felder

SS Jagdverband Ost (1944-1945):
A Case Study

Historical writings about collaboration in Latvia during World War 1l are very rare.
In comparison with research on the Holocaust in Latvia there is not much research
done on this phenomenon yet. The purpose of this paper is to focus on the SS Jagd-
verband Ost on the one hand as an instance of Latvian collaboration, but on the
other hand also in the perspective of historical continuity. The paper will have a look
at the prehistory and history of this military formation, its duties and aims as well as
at its personnel and the ways of motivation and biographies of these people.

In late summer 1944 the German Reichssicherheitshauptamt established a
Latvian military unit with exclusive Latvian staff whose aim was to create a Latvian
underground and partisan organization in case of a Soviet reoccupation of Lat-
via. Subordination to the SS Jagdverbdnde was ordered by the Reichsfiihrer-SS
Heinrich Himmler only on 1 October 1944." The project’s name was “Wildkatze -
MeZakakis” (Wild Cat).2 But the history of the Wild Cat project had been dated
back longer. Actually there had been several local branches of the SS Jagdver-
bande, e.g. North, West and South.? The Wild Cat project became part of the
SS Jagdverband Ost (East) and was later called also SS Jagdeinsatz Baltikum#
or SS Jagdeinsatz Ostland.®

It was the task of the SS Jagdverbande to execute plans of German secret
services for guerilla warfare at the eastern front. This large project seemed to be
the last attempt to delay German defeat.t Participants of this large guerilla-project
were from the Wehrmacht as well as from the Sicherheitsdienst (SD — Security
Service). General Reinhard Gehlen, commander of the Fremde Heere Ost (Alien
Armies East), the newly established intelligence service of the German army,
was one of those participants. Of the SS joined in SS Sturmbannfiihrer Erich
Hengelhaupt with his Unternehmen Zeppelin (Operation Zeppelin), a German trial
to copy Soviet partisans by parachuting Russian POWs in the rear of the Soviet
troops.” Another actor was his SD colleague, SS Obersturmbannfihrer Otto Skor-
zeny, Mussolini-liberator and commander of the SD special force Sonderverbénde
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Friedenthal z.b.V. Both were subordinated to Walter Schellenberg, chief of the
intelligence branch of the SD counter-intelligence, the SD-Abwehr. Skorzeny
became commander of the SS Jagdverbande in October 1944. The aims of the
SS Jagdverbande had been described as the following: firstly, to perform special
combat operations behind enemy lines, e. g. sabotage and, secondly, to establish,
initiate or support anti-Soviet resistance in the east, as it was told to all German
commanders at all front lines in October 1944.8 One example of the work of the
SS Jagdverbande was the support of the Ukrainian UPA, which was supported
with weapons, instructors and even troops. Best known are probably the special
combat task in US uniforms at the Ardennes in December 1944. But the Wild Cat
was the only case of an exclusive all-Latvian or rather an autochthone formation
initiated by German intelligence service. It can be considered as the pilot project
of the German guerilla warfare.

The prehistory of the Wild Cat began already in spring 1944 with the Lidum-
nieks (pioneer) organization, a camouflaged branch of Riga SD, which started
spreading National-socialistic ideology all over Latvia. Rudolf Lange, commander
of the secret service and security police Ostland,® intended the local groups of
this Lidumnieks organization as a possible reserve of partisans.’® The real work
on the Wild Cat project started in June 1944 with the arrival of Boriss Jankavs,
its Latvian commander, in Riga. By starting work in the Riga SD, he founded a
“centre of Latvian national partisans.”" The centre was subordinated to the local
branch of the Operation Zeppelin under the command of SS Sturmbannfiihrer
Otto Kraus at that time. Since October 1944 the headquarters of the SS Jagd-
verbande were located in Oranienburg near Berlin. The German supervisor of the
Wild Cat became SS Sturmbannfiihrer Dr. Manfred Pechau, who had served as
an officer at the SD Einsatzkommando 2 and later for the Operation Zeppelin in
the north-west of Russia. This centre worked out plans for the partisan organiz-
ation named Latvijas Nacionalo partizanu organizéacija (Latvian National Partisan
Organization, LNPO). In August and September 1944 the first partisan groups
were already left behind or parachuted mainly to Vidzeme.'2 Also depots of wea-
pons, ammunition and other equipment were put into these areas. The Latvian
personnel for these operations were taken on the one hand from German secret
services, who supported this partisan-centre and who were monitoring these
actions, and on the other hand from local police, Aizsargi, local administrations
(pagastvecakie) and also from the Latvian SS Legion. Captured deserters were
especially “motivated” to join the unit to undo their punishment.

On withdrawal of the German troops from Riga in October 1944, the parti-
san-centre found itself located in Kurland and continued its efforts. The strategy
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was the same as before: to establish networks all over Kurland, using personal
and official connections to military and civil institutions and organizations like the
following: local police, Aizsargi, local administration, Latvian youth organization
(Latvijas Jaunatnes organizacija), the Latvian staff of the Latvian SS Legion,
even directly to Radolfs Bangerskis, but also to single Latvian frontline officers.
The SS Jagdverband Ost was also enclosed in the plans of the Latvian National
Committee by Colonel Roberts Osis in the beginning of May 1945 and was seen
as its armed forces. These networks were planned as the basement of the future
partisan organization.

After consolidation of the German army in the bridgehead of Kurland, the
SS Jagdverband was also forced to take part in police and military actions in
autumn 1944. It had to join forces with the SS and the Wehrmacht in the anti-
partisan warfare. For this purpose Jankavs established the so-called Jagdkom-
mandos, closed units with about 50 soldiers per unit. Since October 1944 there
had been at least 12 Jagdkommandos.'® Besides there had been created the
so-called “local groups” — for police duties and especially for controlling rural
areas. These groups firstly had to collect information for the information staff
of the Jagdverband, secondly they had to fight against Soviet partisans and
prepare postwar partisan warfare.'# These groups can be considered as the
very end of German police-apparatus in Kurland. In some case they seemed to
be a Latvian Volkssturm and Werwolf at the same time. Both Jagdkommandos
and local groups were to become postwar anti-Soviet partisans.

Also important and most contradictory was the involvement of the SS Jagd-
verband in the liquidation of the Kurelis’ army, the military arm of the Latvian
underground movement Latvian Central Council (Latvijas Centrala padome) in
November 1944. Actually the staff of the Wild Cat had stayed in contact with
Kurelis since August 1944. The Frontaufklarungstrupp 212, a special reconnais-
sance unit of the German army, equipped and trained Kurelis’ army as well as the
SS Jagdverband. In November 1944, Jankavs was assigned by Friedrich Jeckeln,
highest SS commander in Ostland, to work as a negotiator with the Kurelis’ staff.15
The Jagdverband also spied out Kurelis’ contacts to the west in Liepaja.'® Not
yet verified is the participation of Jagdverband in combat activities against the
Roberts Nikolajs Rubenis detachment near Lake Usma. Nevertheless it is known
that Kurelis’ soldiers joined the Jagdverband after the liquidation of the army. Later
the Jagdverband established connections to the Latvian Central Council and was
seen as the successor of Kurelis and as a military force of the LCP in Kurland."
Finally, the Jagdverband had looked at the Kurelis’ army as part of the partisan
efforts, but these plans were stopped by Jeckeln.
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The personal composition of the SS Jagdverband in Latvia was very heteroge-
neous and therefore contradictory. The Wild Cat project had about 2500 to 3000
members. By taking a look at the officers and staff members we can sort out several
groups. At first there where a great number of former and long-served SD men like
Jankavs. He made a real career in the Latvian branch of German Sicherheitspolizei.
The son of an unskilled railwayworker, Jankavs started as a simple rank-and-file SS
man, and he became a commander of the Jagdverband holding the rank of captain.'®
Having joined the Arajs’ Commando with merely high-school education in July
1941, he was sent near the front at Leningrad as a “translator” in autumn 1941.
Later he took part in the anti-partisan warfare under Pechau at Loknja and worked
also for the Operation Zeppelin. Another example of SD collaborators is Radolfs
Turks, who led a Latvian SD unit at Minsk in winter 1941/42 and who was involved
in several massacres around this area.'® Within the Jagdverband he worked as an
instructor and ended up as an emigrant in the USA.

There have been also former members of the Latvian police, the Aizsargi, the
Latvian Legion and other non-military institutions. Quite remarkable are the former
members of the Lettische Kartei or Sondergruppe R (Latvian card index).2 In spring
1944, they were released after one year of imprisonment with the intention to work
for the Wild Cat project. They worked for Jankavs both forced and voluntary. The
Latvian card index had collected information about Latvian communists and others
for the SD from July 1941 to March 1943 under its commander, the Pérkonkrusts
member and Selonija vicesenior Felikss Péteris Rikards. The Latvian card index
can be seen as the legal branch of the Pérkonkrusts organization, Latvian extreme
right-wing movement, after their ban in August 1941. The agency’s personnel, like
Teodors Jansons, Oskars Mitrevics or Freds Launags, consisted of people with
academic education, who had been Pérkonkrusts members or their sympathizers
for many years. They took part in the Latvian underground at the first Soviet
occupation in 1940 and also during the German occupation. Their activities in-
side the Jagdverband can be described as a "think tank” developing the guerilla
infrastructure. For this purpose they used old connections of the resistance. They
were in a real opposition to the SD-staff and were following their own nationalistic
aims but still they can be called “collaborators”, who supported the duration of the
NS regime in Latvia.

But how strong was the Jagdverband influence on the development of postwar
national partisan networks in Latvia? Actually most of the groups were captured
and the networks were soon disconnected by Soviet forces. Nevertheless some
Jagdkommandos and local groups of the Jagdverband, like the groups of Bonzaks
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or Feldbergs, joined the partisans after German capitulation.' Jankavs fought as
a partisan until January 1947, when he was arrested by the MVD. Also the former
members of the Latvian card index were very active after the war. Certainly the
percentage of former Jagdverband members within the partisans was very low.
But we have to face the fact, that at least in Kurland the Jagdverband created
a basement, a guerilla infrastructure, to absorb willing legionaries and others for
partisan actions. Until 1947 most groups of Kurland partisans were included or
close by connected to the Jagdverband successor LNPO or the Latvian National
People’s Union (Latvijas Nacionala tautas apvieniba, LNTA). There have been
also contacts to other parts of Latvia. Some former agents of the Wild Cat partisan
centre had been very successful as initiators of partisan groups like the brothers
Rusovs in Zemgale and Péteris Supe in Latgale and Vidzeme.22 But one can
hardly say that the Jagdverband was the only factor that was responsible for the
anti-Soviet resistance in postwar Latvia. You just have to take a look at the ne-
ighbouring countries Estonia and Lithuania, where similiar movements emerged
without any larger German help.

At the conclusion of this paper it must be stressed that the activities of the
Wild Cat can be seen as “collaboration”, but also as a political articulation by
Latvians, especially the people of the Latvian card index, preparing an anti-Soviet
resistance with the main objective of an independent and western-type Latvian
state. Collaboration with the Germans was at that moment the only possibility to
get support for the preparation of an anti-Soviet resistance.

It becomes also obvious that historians have to do very intensive research
on phenomena like collaboration. It is simply not enough just to enlist deeds of
collaborators. It is necessary to investigate their past and kind of motivation and
to consider individual and historical continuity. Finally, we will find complexity and
contradiction inside collaboration. This case study shows that we historians have
to be carefully with judgment. We cannot paint black and white pictures like Soviet
historians as Vilis Samsons?® and Janis Dzintars? did, but we should also be very
careful with developing new historical myths.
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Bjorns Mihaels Felders
SS Jagdverband Ost (1944-1945): gadijumizpéte

Kopsavilkums

1944. gada vasara vacu slepenie dienesti Valsts droSibas Galvenaja parvaldé (Reich-
sicherheitshauptamt — RSHA) dro$ibas dienesta (Sicherheitsdienst — SD) vadiba uzsaka
pretpadomju partizanu organizacijas izveidoSanu Latvija. Péc gaidamas Latvijas teritorijas
parieSanas Sarkanas armijas rokas bija paredzéts, ka Sie partizani cinisies pret Padomju
Savienibu. Pasakuma mérkis bija péc padomju parauga izveidot Austrumeiropa vairakas
pretpadomju pretoSanas kustibas, lai tadéjadi novilcinatu Vacijas sakavi. Ar segvardu
operacija “Mezakakis” latvieSu vieniba ar komandieri Borisu Jankavu SS Jagdverband
Ost sastava noturgjas Iidz pat Vacijas kapitulacijai. Vismaz Kurzemé operacija bija
sekmiga; tur péc 1945. gada liela dala latvieSu partizanu vientbu bija kontakta ar SS Jaga-
verband Ost sekotaju — Latvijas Nacionalo partizanu organizaciju (LNPO) vai ar atradas
tas kontrolé. Lidztekus partizanu grupu apmacidanai un nostisanai uz padomju okupéto
Latvijas dalu tika izveidots pagrides tikls, kura iesaistija arT LatvieSu legionu, policiju, aiz-
sargu vienibas, jaunatnes organizaciju, vietéjas varas iestades un pretosSanas grupas. Tacu
SS Jagdverband Ost izpildija arT policijas funkcijas un darbojas pret padomju partizaniem
t.s. Kurzemes katla. Pretruniga ir attieksme pret kurelieu vientbam, ar kuram SS Jago-
verband Ost sakuma sadarbojas, bet vélak piedalijas to likvidéSana. Neraugoties uz to,
SS Jagdverband Ost nodibinaja arT kontaktus ar Latvijas Centralo padomi Zviedrija.

Neviendabigais aptuveni 2500 viru lielas vienibas personalsastavs atspogulo dalib-
nieku atSkirigas motivacijas. Liela dala organizacijas vadibas naca no dazadam latvieSu
SD nodalam. B. Jankavs kadu laiku bija darbojies Araja komanda. Daudziem nacas dienét
piespiedu karta, ka, pieméram, “LatvieSu kartotékas” bijusajiem darbiniekiem, kuri §im
noltikam bija atbrivoti no vacu cietumiem. Kolaboracija ar vacieSiem Siem darbiniekiem
konkréta situacija bija vieniga iespéja, lai izveidotu pretpadomju pretoSanas kustibu.

Sis darbs rada, ka ir japastiprina kolaboracijas un pretodanas kustibas pétisana
Latvija. Kolaboracija ir komplekss un pretrunigs fenomens. Jaiedzilinas gan vésturiskajos
apstaklos, gan kolaborantu sakaros un motivacija. Nedrikst apmierinaties ar melnbalto ainu,
kada ta bija padomiu historiografija. Tacu tikpat maz ir vélams radit jaunus mitus.
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