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Abstract
After the Second World War, some Displaced Persons became energetic memory activists. The aim was to 
identify and commemorate the murdered, to document and collect material about crimes. Memorialization 
was part of (re)creating a collective identity and important aspect of political agenda(s). Although Displaced 
Persons built hundreds of monuments, their activities are mostly forgotten. Often the sites were dismantled, 
their ‘cultural footprints’ erased, their stories silenced. Whereas research on Jewish Displaced Persons has 
been done, this is not the case for the ‘other’ displaced memory activists. Thus, the article focuses on Polish 
and Ukrainian perspectives. Bringing together migration and memory studies, the history of the Second 
World War and its aftermath, it sheds light on these so far ignored activists from Eastern Europe. Building 
on untapped sources from globally scattered diaspora and family archives, a strong focus is placed on self-
perception and representation. This provides insight into their narratives and motivations.
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‘Most of all I wanted to [see] the cemetery, but unfortunately, [it] wasn’t there’1 wrote Franciszek 
Marciniak, a Catholic Pole, in 1979 to the Ebensee town council in Austria. As a former political 
prisoner, survivor of the concentration camp and also a constructor of a memorial there, the site 
meant a lot to him. After his liberation in May 1945, Marciniak did not initially return to Poland, 
but remained as a Displaced Person (DP) in Ebensee where he had been liberated by US troops. He 
lived in collective accommodation, a DP camp, where he was cared for by UNRRA, the United 
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration. In the chaotic time after the war and due to his 
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status as a DP, his scope for action was limited. Yet, the craftsman Marciniak was not just waiting: 
he was part of a Polish DP group that built a memorial dedicated to the victims of the Ebensee 
Concentration Camp in 1945/46. After the inauguration in June 1946 and further months of uncer-
tainty, he accepted repatriation to Poland. Decades later, in the 1970s, when Marciniak returned to 
Ebensee, he realized that the local authorities had closed the cemetery at the end of the 1940s. They 
had reburied the bodies and dismantled the memorial. Locals used the sites as farmland (Perz, 
2006: 208–2011; Quatember, 2006: 23–24). Nothing was left of the great effort that the displaced 
memory activists2 had put into the cemetery memorial. In this respect, Ebensee is not unique. 
Despite the fact that displaced Eastern Europeans formed a specific group of early memory activ-
ists for victims of Nazi tyranny, their efforts were and are largely overlooked today. Few people 
know that DPs erected hundreds, if not thousands of monuments in the Western Allies’ zones of 
Germany and Austria since most of them were demolished after their builders’ departure.

The article focuses on the diverse group of displaced memory activists in the field of victim 
commemoration of Nazi crimes. What were their motives? Besides being sincerely committed to 
commemoration, it will be shown how they tried to make their political demands heard. The study 
highlights how in times of great uncertainty and the beginning of the Cold War, self-declared DP 
elites tried to structure their exiled communities with the help of memorial projects. Emphasis is 
placed on Polish and Ukrainian displaced memory activists. They often described themselves as 
forced migrants, exiles and political refugees as well as Christians, democrats and as such anticom-
munists, some as freedom fighters. I ask what these projects meant for displaced memory activists, 
both within their ethnic group and externally.

In the following, I will first briefly outline the challenges that occur in researching the topic, 
then I will go through three main motives of displaced memory activists. I point out that all DP 
groups employed the immediate past for the (re)construction of a community as well as a national 
identity. It was further used for the purpose of self-representation. Before concluding, I give an 
outlook on the afterlives of the memorials erected by DPs. In the years after most of the DPs emi-
grated, local authorities dismantled many of the sites. As a result, the ‘cultural footprints’ of the 
displaced memory activists were often erased (Grandke, 2022: 47), their stories frequently silenced.

I will mainly focus on two locations here: Ebensee in Upper Austria and Flossenbürg in Bavaria, 
Germany. In both places, concentration camps were active until the end of the war. Tens of thou-
sands of prisoners were murdered there. In both places, in the postwar era Christian DPs dominated 
the building of memorial sites. The one in Ebensee, as described, does not exist anymore. Parts 
were translocated to another designated area. The one in Flossenbürg was broader and more com-
plex in scale. It was changed in the following decades, but mainly remains standing today. 
Nowadays in both places, a memorial site with exhibitions, archives and staff is functioning and 
mostly financed by the respective states. Still, this was only made possible in the last two to three 
decades, mostly from the 1990s onwards and due to huge effort by local civic society in combina-
tion with international support as well as pressure on local and state authorities (Wüstenberg, 
2020). However, the foundations of commemoration in Ebensee and Flossenbürg were laid much 
earlier: in the years after liberation by multiple and today often disregarded DP memory activists.

Challenges of research

While the history and memorial initiatives of Jewish DPs are well researched (Feinstein, 2010; 
Jockusch, 2012; Mankowitz, 2002; Person, 2019), this is not the case for the much larger group of 
non-Jewish DPs. The majority of these ‘other’ DPs were Poles and Ukrainians. Also displaced 
Lithuanians, Latvians and Estonians were eager to commemorate the victims of Nazi persecution.3 
Mostly, they referred to themselves as Christians and often their memorial sites and practices had 
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a strong religious influence. Yet, in academic literature on DPs often just minor reflections can be 
found on this topic. Studies on Jewish DPs were and are often seen as part of Holocaust research 
and commemoration. Since liberation – at the latest – an important and impressive amount of mate-
rial from Jewish collections and private as well as community archives has been composed, found 
and often rescued. Frequently Jewish survivors themselves were the driving forces behind these 
endeavours. Although mostly and over decades the dominant societies in which (former) DPs 
(later) lived did not want to hear these Jewish stories, today sources are available. Now this mate-
rial is relatively easy to access, often digitized and/or translated. Researchers are happy to use and 
reuse these sources for new projects. Without any doubt, there are still many open questions on 
specific Jewish topics and some of these will never be answered due to the immense destruction 
during the Holocaust. Having that in mind, it is still noteworthy that there were ‘other’ displaced 
memory activists as well. Both, Jewish and non-Jewish DPs acted and reacted in close proximity. 
Sometimes they worked together, sometimes besides each other, sometimes against each other.

Besides today’s difficult and late search for sources on the ‘other’ displaced memory activists 
(time has proceeded and most of the DPs have passed away), the research gap can also be explained 
by language and mental barriers. As most of the DPs emigrated from the late 1940s onwards to 
various countries, today sources are scattered around the globe. Most of the essential material is 
family owned or located in non-governmental diasporic and community archives. The fact that this 
material was not the responsibility of a particular state also meant that preservation and archiving 
was and is often carried out on a voluntary basis. On top of that, tensions between Jewish and other 
DPs and their descendants cannot be underestimated. Sometimes contradictory narratives, accusa-
tions of actual and assumed Nazi collaboration and anti-Semitism, the perception of the Soviet 
Union as well as mutual resentments can still be felt to this day. Some of the displaced memory 
activists are controversial. In some cases, they were viewed as victims, sometimes as heroes and 
freedom fighters – but also partly as perpetrators or Nazi collaborators. It can be assumed that this 
led to certain mental barriers: the controversial position made the topic uneasy for academic histo-
rians and private family researchers alike. Besides that, those DPs who after months or years 
finally did return to Eastern Europe frequently remained silent about their experiences in the DP 
camps. During the Cold War, they feared that their time in the ‘West’ would be perceived as a threat 
(Bernstein, 2023). Socio-politically, the DP topic remained a taboo in Eastern Europe for a long 
time. Consequently, historians in the Soviet Union or the People’s Republic of Poland were reluc-
tant to research DPs.4 There are multiple reasons for the lack of research on non-Jewish displaced 
memory activists, which can also be explained by often unknown, uncatalogued and generally 
untapped sources.

These challenges, mental and language barriers are reasons why in scholarly literature on con-
centration camps and their aftermath(s), DPs are either described from an outside perspective or 
only mentioned as a footnote if at all (Holian, 2017: 33). Although research on concentration camp 
memorial sites has flourished since the 2000s, the stories of displaced memory activists are still 
blurred or often not even considered (for example, Eschebach, 1999; Marcuse, 2001; Neumann-
Thein et al., 2022; Skriebeleit, 2009). There are only a few exceptions (Liedke and Römmer, 2010; 
Person, 2019; Rahe, 2014).5 The issue persists as most studies on commemoration practices on 
sites of former concentration camps in Germany and Austria are based on German sources. 
Moreover, they were predominantly written by German speakers with little Eastern European lan-
guage skills. Literature and sources in languages spoken by displaced memory activists was not 
considered. Some scholars included British, US-American or UN-material or perspectives coming 
from known survivors and associations living in ‘the West’. Yet, it was not possible to shed full 
light on the ‘other’ displaced memory activists, their internal points of view and motives. This 
oversight by researchers once more manifested in displaced memory activists being forgotten: a 
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review of the literature currently available may lead one to believe that a comprehensive under-
standing of the subject has already been achieved. Moreover, it may lead to the conclusion that 
Jewish DPs were highly engaged in commemorative practices, which, for the others, would have 
constituted a relatively unimportant subject. However, this is not the case. In some cases, as will be 
shown, displaced memory activists were sometimes even deliberately ignored and as such silenced 
already while being active or shortly after (Trouillot, 1995). However, this has not been explored 
so far, as hardly anything is written or documented about it in German and English sources. The 
‘other’ sources are scattered waiting to be analysed. Thus, the following incorporates a wealth of 
hitherto untapped sources from Europe and from diaspora and family archives in the US, Australia 
and Canada.

The category of DPs: reasons for refusing repatriation  
and global politics

The Allied authorities registered up to 11 million DPs during and after the Second World War. DPs 
were confronted with very specific hurdles and living conditions. One of them was 35-year-old 
Antoni Żok who survived various German camps, where he was kept as a Polish political prisoner. 
After liberation, he was categorized as a Polish DP of Catholic faith and had to live for more than 
a year with over 2000 others in the Flossenbürg DP camp. In his diary in May 1946, he wrote: 
‘Truly sad and deplorable is the fact that twelve months after the end of hostilities in Europe, .  .  . 
we must continue to look with disgust at the barbed wire surrounding us, at the stinking barracks, 
full of holes’.6 But it was not just the inadequate accommodation that weighed heavily on him. 
Flossenbürg is a village in the Bavarian province. Between 1938 and 1945, there was a large con-
centration camp where thousands of prisoners were murdered. Later the US military and UNRRA 
used the same site to house DPs, including former civilian forced labourers, prisoners of war, vet-
erans and survivors of various other concentration camps, like diarist Żok (Grandke, 2022; Köhn, 
2012: 168–178; Skriebeleit, 2009, 2014).

Żok reflected on his life after liberation in a former concentration camp. At first, an injured foot 
prevented him from returning to Poland. Another reason for staying was influenced by politics: 
Stalin had insisted that Soviet citizens should be prioritized and, if necessary, forcibly repatriated. 
This meant that Polish citizens had to wait as infrastructure all over war-torn Europe was mostly 
destroyed (Dyczok, 2000; Fitzpatrick, 2021; Nasaw, 2020). The Allies defined DPs as a group of 
non-Germans who were outside their country of origin and in need of help to be repatriated. Most 
of the DP camps were established at the end of hostilities in Germany, Austria and Italy.7 The 
assumption was that DPs would wish to return home immediately. Yet, at the turn of 1945/46, over 
735,000 DPs remained in DP Camps in Western Germany.8 Not all wanted or were able to return 
to their former countries of origin (Balint, 2021; Holian, 2011; Jacobmeyer, 1985).

As Żok wrote, to be ‘shifted from camp to camp’9 became an all-too-common occurrence. This 
‘wandering’ caused great discomfort. New friendships and networks were destroyed that could 
provide support in times of uncertainty and the beginning of life in exile. From the Western Allies’ 
point of view, DPs were not encouraged to feel calm. Making the stay in DP camps as unattractive 
as possible became a ‘tactic’ for Western Allies, especially in 1946/47.10 Non-Jewish DPs in par-
ticular, were supposed to return to their countries of origin and the discomfort was intended to 
increase the repatriation pressure. Flossenbürg, where Żok wrote his diary, was dissolved after 
18 months at the end of 1947. Those who did not want to be repatriated were transferred elsewhere. 
Often those remaining had little or no contact with their family, lost their possessions and because 
of border shifts had nowhere to go back to. Many felt, ‘trapped between a lost past and unknown 
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future’ (Besemeres, 2014: 412). Many were traumatized and often incapable of deciding where to 
go and what to do (Stepień, 1989: 78). Staying in DP camps was intended by the Allies as a short 
transitional solution but became a permanent phenomenon.

DPs were influenced by contradictory news and rumours. This atmosphere was intensified by 
the overall uncertain global situation. This meant for example for Polish DPs being exposed to 
propaganda from at least two sides: when Germany attacked Poland in 1939, the Polish pre-war 
government escaped to London. This government-in-exile was also active after the end of hostili-
ties when the Soviet Union installed a new pro-communist Polish government. These Soviet 
aligned Poles in Warsaw called for repatriation and strove to discredit the government-in-exile, 
whereas the Polish ‘London elites’ wanted DPs to stay in the West and campaigned against com-
munism. They believed that a Third World War was imminent. Those who stayed behind were to 
form a Polish Army to fight with the Western Allies against the Soviet Union. This was to lay the 
foundation for a new democratic Poland (Holian, 2010, 2011; Nowak, 2023; On Ukrainian nation-
alists: Shkandrij, 2023). Thus, Polish DPs were in the ‘epicentre’ of ideological conflicts (Nowak, 
2023: 5). Building a community in exile and (re)creating a national ‘true Polish’ – and in that way 
anticommunist – identity was key. Revisiting the past and the Second World War, especially the 
atrocities committed by the Germans – and the Soviets – became central to this.

The reasons for refusing repatriation varied and were often intertwined. Those who stayed were 
living on the margins of the German-speaking society. Although there was contact with locals, 
relationships were often conflictual (Grossmann, 2012; Seipp, 2014). Having that in mind, it is 
important to stress that the respective DP groups were not homogeneous. Even if DP elites – as 
those who were part of broader networks and dominated discussions and commissions etc. – tried 
to portray national groups as a unit, they were internally fragmented (e.g. on Ukrainian DPs: 
Antons, 2014b). Beyond that, while there was some cooperation between different DP groups, 
often severe conflicts existed between them (Holian, 2011; Person, 2019). The aim of the Western 
Allies – with additional pressure from the Soviet Union – was to repatriate as many as soon as pos-
sible. Still, when the Cold War heated up, it became clear that the ‘DP problem’ had to be solved 
differently. It took political will, time, money and effort to organize the emigration of the remain-
ing one million DPs to other countries.

Political activity by DPs was officially forbidden. However, DPs and their elites knew how to 
navigate the restrictive system. They established wide-ranging networks that lasted. The Polish 
government-in-exile officially lost the support of the Western Allies by summer 1945. This encour-
aged a considerable number of Polish anticommunists to act (or stay) underground and in secrecy. 
Their goal was an independent state. In their view, they had to go beyond the legal framework to 
achieve what they were fighting for. For the Allies on the other side, political activity by DPs meant 
anti-repatriation measures. In addition to sincere commemoration and, above all, the need of sur-
vivors and relatives to mourn, memorial projects also enabled DP elites to conceal political activi-
ties. The cases of Flossenbürg and Ebensee exemplify this.

Community building as a motive for displaced memory activism

The construction of memorials and commemorative services could help ‘ordinary’ DPs to work on 
something regarded as important in a time of senseless waiting. Ceremonies of remembrance 
organized by Polish DPs were often thoroughly Catholic. The clergy was key in these projects. 
Although other religious leaders and groups were sometimes invited and even actively encouraged 
to participate, Polish Catholicism dominated. Polish flags and symbols were displayed in abun-
dance at commemorative events, and the anthem and patriotic songs were sung. The intention was 
to strengthen morale and overcome internal divisions. This was particularly important as many 
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DPs, especially the traumatized survivors of Nazi camps, often felt unable to become active at all. 
Most of them needed medical treatment and moral support. General Priest and Prelate Edward 
Lubowiecki was one of the most important Polish-Catholic clergymen and a concentration camp 
survivor himself. His main responsibility was the care for Polish-Catholic DPs. In 1946, Lubowiecki 
summarized the morale of Polish citizens in Germany and noted differences within the Polish DP 
group. While some belonged to the intelligentsia, the majority was ‘a less educated but morally 
upstanding, calm and hard-working element’. Lubowiecki stated a deep bitterness particularly 
among liberated prisoners of war and concentration camp inmates. In addition, it was precisely 
those Polish concentration camp survivors who remained as DPs who had been broken by Nazi 
imprisonment. Although there were not many of them, Lubowiecki wrote, there were people 
among these survivors who had committed crimes after liberation, but also before and during their 
imprisonment in German concentration camps. This would have a negative impact on the ‘image 
of Poland’ in general.11 In Lubowieckis opinion, the task was to strengthen the community spirit of 
all Polish DPs. In this, he suggested, the DP elites played an important role as they had the most 
influence on the mass of DPs. Encouraging people to take independent responsibility was seen as 
important: to participate in and organize camp life, to take part in cultural activities. The aim was 
to improve physical and mental health and as such to unite and educate ethnic Polish DPs (Nowak, 
2023: 19–42, 94–95, 133–160).

Wolfgang Jacobmeyer described DP camps as an ‘accidental society’ [Zufallsgesellschaft] in a 
‘pseudo-homeland’ [Pseudo-Heimat] (Jacobmeyer, 1985: 51–52). According to Jan-Hinnerk 
Antons (2020), Ukrainian DPs formed a ‘nation in a nutshell’. Referring to the past was ever-pre-
sent. Only the selection of events, people and interpretations of the past deemed relevant for the 
respective groups differed. A common theme is that all DP groups actively participated in remem-
bering the victims of Nazi crimes (Holian, 2011: 153–185; 211–243). In that regard, particularly 
rich research on Jewish DPs and their activities exist (Bohus et al., 2020; Brenner, 1995; Königseder 
and Wetzel, 1994; Patt and Berkowitz, 2010). Many Jewish DPs engaged in the Zionist movement 
and fought for the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine. Community building in the DP 
camps was thoroughly orientated towards this (e.g. Mankowitz, 2002). They consistently argued 
with the hundreds of years of discrimination and persecution and, above all, the Shoah committed 
by German Nazis and their local collaborators. The memory of these victims was omnipresent in 
the Jewish DP camps.

Directed towards a different country and with a different background, there are striking parallels 
to non-Jewish DPs. Many ethnic Polish DP elites aimed for a Poland that was independent from the 
Soviet Union. Their work was explicitly and secretly directed against the Warsaw government, 
which they considered illegitimate. Ukrainians as well as Lithuanians, Latvians and Estonians, on 
the other hand, fought for their own independent states without Soviet influence. Nationalists were 
dreaming of primarily ethnically homogeneous countries. Strengthening the national sentiment 
and patriotism of the respective DP groups was seen as central by the DP elites across the political 
spectrum. To varying degrees and with different narratives, they all referred to the past to legiti-
mize their demand for an independent state. The self-declared or sometimes elected DP elites tried 
to present themselves and their groups as a united community forming a common front against 
Soviet Communism. Their appeals were directed explicitly and indirectly towards the Western 
Allies seen as those with power to change the global situation (Holian, 2010, 2011: 231–232).

Community building included commemorative events, concerts, theatre plays, demonstrations 
and marches, exhibitions and book projects. DP associations were an important tool in this endeav-
our and were initially supported by the Western military authorities. Various associations, such as 
former concentration camp prisoners, organized meetings and events, which made it possible to 
exchange ideas with DPs in other camps and establish networks. After the Allies realized that this 
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promoted anti-repatriation sentiment, especially among the non-Jewish DPs, they tried to ban these 
activities from 1946.12 Yet, exhumation commissions for the murdered as well as memorial and 
cemetery projects were obviously not affected by this. For a Polish-Catholic exhumation commis-
sion around Wetterfeld, Bavaria, it was a moral duty to be active. Consisting of concentration camp 
survivors, they sought justice. The commission wanted to do a ‘last loving favour’ [Liebesdienst] 
for those ‘fellow sufferers who were murdered in a bestial manner’.13 At the same time, data on the 
dead were to be collected to help relatives clarify what happened to their loved ones. Between mid-
1945 and 1947, this commission, consisting of Polish DPs, exhumed over 600 victims who had 
been murdered by the SS in the final days of the war around Wetterfeld. The bodies were solemnly 
buried in two cemeteries. They hoped that their examinations would be used in upcoming war 
crime trials against the German perpetrators.14 Subsequently, the voluntary work centred on the 
construction of cemeteries of honour and memorials (Bienert and Grandke, 2024). Such initiatives 
were organized by various DP groups throughout Germany and Austria.15 DP newspapers in native 
languages reported widely on their ‘work successes’.16

The organization of memorials as public events of  
positive self-representation

Organizing memorials, monuments and cemeteries provided DPs with an opportunity to show their 
agency as well as strengthening the morale of their community within the camps and beyond 
(Nowak, 2023: 145). Especially after Germany was defeated, the Allies promoted commemoration 
and remembrance of the victims of Nazi tyranny. Therefore, DPs who acted as memory activists 
could count on their support. Furthermore, most of the DPs were in liberated Germany and Austria, 
in the country of their former persecutors. This also strengthened their engagement in public 
remembrance of victims of Nazi crimes.

The memorial committee in Flossenbürg was mainly led by Catholic Poles. They were keen to 
present themselves as those carrying out meaningful actions within, for and with the international 
community. Next to collective mourning and commemoration, they were concerned with preserv-
ing, and to some extent restoring, the reputation of Poles. ‘The merit of organizing the whole camp 
cemetery and giving it a historical prestige belongs to us, the Poles’, the memorial committee 
declared about their ongoing project in Flossenbürg in a Polish-language DP newspaper in 1947.17 
The mostly Polish-Catholic-driven memorial committee had an explicitly international orientation 
and invited other Eastern Europeans, Western survivor associations, international representatives 
and various religious leaders as well as Germans. It was clear to these memory activists that they 
were doing something extraordinary. They had a deep desire to communicate this to the public, 
outside their own ethnic group.

The targeted groups were wide-ranging: first and as already mentioned, the Western Allies. 
They were invited to events and organizational meetings but also symbolically addressed. For 
example, the Polish (exile) Veterans Association in the US Zone financed symbolic grave sites for 
American and British victims of the Flossenbürg Concentration Camp. In this way – and also 
engraved on the stones – they pointedly reminded the Western Allies that they were – and contin-
ued to be – comrades in arms. Moreover, it was an appeal to the Western Allies to stand up for the 
Polish (veterans), just as the Poles made it clear that they had not forgotten the American and 
British (victims). Second, the displaced memory activists in Flossenbürg tried to reach other ethnic 
groups and nations. The last needs to be stressed, as significant tensions between DP groups of 
different ethnicities, religions and nationalities did exist. Cooperation between DP groups was not 
a matter of course. The conflict-ridden partnership between the non-Jewish DP groups in 
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Flossenbürg was nurtured by their shared anti-communism. The common goal – working against 
the Soviet Union – and thus a common enemy, helped to overcome existing deep inter-ethnic ten-
sions among DP elites, at least to some extent. Third, displaced memory activists in various places 
cooperated closely with Germans and Austrians. Some were survivors of Nazi persecution, too. 
Yet, even more often DPs had to work with local authorities to achieve their goals. Astonishingly, 
early on the displaced activists in Flossenbürg emphasized the Polish-German cooperation in offi-
cial letters. They spoke about international friendship and reconciliation as early as 1946.18

It is important to note that both Flossenbürg and Ebensee were remote places in rural provinces. 
Nevertheless, the memory activists managed to get hundreds, sometimes thousands of people to 
attend commemorative events. This was an extraordinary achievement at a time when infrastruc-
ture was destroyed, resources were lacking and communication channels were just established. All 
of this had to be prepared, organized and carried out. This highlights the significance for the activ-
ists as well as for the participants, some of whom travelled long distances to take part in the activi-
ties and memorial events.

One might think that these memory activists in Flossenbürg were former inmates of the concen-
tration camp. But having a closer look, we can see that the majority of those involved had no 
experience of persecution in Flossenbürg itself. Some did survive other concentration camps, but 
the most active driving forces behind the project were soldiers. A considerable part of the DP popu-
lation in Flossenbürg as well as in the memorial committee was highly organized Polish veterans. 
Among them were former prisoners of war in German captivity as well as Polish soldiers in 
Western Forces. One motivation for the Polish memory activists in Flossenbürg was, ‘to show 
[foreign delegations, representatives of the US and the press] our existence outside the crime sta-
tistics’.19 First of all, Flossenbürg Concentration Camp was often described as a camp for ‘crimi-
nals’. But second, and potentially more important: DPs, and Poles in particular, were often accused 
of criminality. For the Allies, DPs who were unwilling to repatriate became a huge burden. For 
most Germans, DPs were seen as a completely undesired group (Panagiotidis and Petersen, 2024). 
Indeed, there were criminals among DPs, as the Polish priest Lubowiecki reported as well, yet the 
DPs’ crime rate was not necessarily higher than that of the German-speaking population (Schröder, 
2005: 202–234; Seipp, 2014: 56–57; Stepień, 1989: 151–164). DPs often felt unjustly accused and 
tried to defend themselves. An honourable project such as the construction of a concentration camp 
memorial was supposed to underscore their high morals, their productivity, resourcefulness and 
help to restore the image of ‘true’ Poles.

In Ebensee, where former political prisoner Marciniak and others were building a cemetery in 
1945/46, they tried to reach the outside world in other ways as well. After several German-language 
newspaper articles in November 1945 stigmatized foreigners in general and above all Poles as 
criminals, the Polish-language DP newspaper ‘Biuletyn Informacyjny’ published a three-page arti-
cle against these sweeping accusations. In order to give the appeal more emphasis, the text was 
translated into English and German. The editors obviously intended to influence the German-
speaking public as well as the occupying powers and international aid organizations. First, they 
pointed out that Poland had been a multi-ethnic state before 1939. Not everyone who claimed to be 
a Polish citizen – and was then officially a Polish DP – was, in their opinion, a ‘real’ Pole. They 
argued that young people in particular had been deported by the Germans and thus taken away 
from their families and upbringing. The fact that some had only experienced this ‘camp education’ 
was not due to Polishness or a lack of good (Polish) manners, but caused by the German Nazis. 
Second, the newspaper editors were referring to the achievement of Polish military organizations 
in the West: ‘we should very much like to find an understanding in the Austrian public opinion that 
the Polish people is one of the Allied Nations, that has participated till final victory in the greatest 
struggle history knows, offering its total strength and the blood of its best sons, thus gaining, 
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together with our Allies, the great Victory, whith (sic) brought independence even to Austria’.20 
They were primarily thinking of the so-called Second Polish Corps. This unit had achieved signifi-
cant military victories against Germany alongside the Western Allies. Over 100,000 soldiers from 
this Second Polish Corps had initially remained in northern Italy after the war. They were closely 
associated with the government-in-exile and heavily involved in supporting Polish DPs (Davies, 
2015; Jaroszyńska-Kirchmann, 2004; Nowak, 2023; Pilch, 1994). Ebensee was one of the most 
important hubs of the Second Polish Corps in Austria and further north towards the US occupation 
zone in Germany. It financed the newspaper ‘Biuletyn Informacyjny’ and it also supported the 
construction of the ‘Polish’ memorial.21 It was precisely thanks to these contributions that DPs in 
Ebensee had considerably more space for action. Not only did they have a greater reach into the 
exiled Polish community and access to an extensive network, they also had the necessary financial 
support. A delegation from the Second Polish Corps travelled to the inauguration of the memorial 
on 2 June 1946.22

Displaced memory activists undertook campaigns to publicize their work. Besides articles and 
press releases to foreign newspapers, they sold stamps and postcards to raise funds and promote 
their initiatives. For the inauguration of the memorial in Ebensee, Polish concentration camp mem-
oirs were published. A total of 16 texts were printed, including one from a Jewish perspective. The 
professionally produced book comprised over 150 pages and included photos and drawings.23 This 
was an enormous achievement in times of absolute shortage and rationing of paper, ink and print-
ing plates and was probably financed by the Second Polish Corps. In 1947, the same editors pub-
lished a memorial book with the names of Jewish and non-Jewish concentration camp victims from 
Poland who had been murdered and buried in the Ebensee area.24 This endeavour was understood 
as an extension of the physical organization of the memorial. The books had a wide circulation.25 
At the same time, there was often great interest in capturing the memorial events in photographs or 
even film. Through the distribution of reproduced photos as well as by word of mouth, the activi-
ties moved to many other places.

Moreover, an inauguration of a monument or a commemoration was not just a one-time event. 
It was supposed to live on: the memory itself as well as its producers. Very often activists them-
selves inscribed a plaque with their names onto the monuments. In this way, the sites also explicitly 
referred to their founders. Both figuratively and literally, the aim was to consciously and purpose-
fully show we are here, we exist, we stand up for our demands (Patt and Berkowitz, 2010). As such 
public commemorations ‘might also be openings for challenge, contestation or transformation’ 
(Drozdzewski et al., 2019: 263). A further aspect is that displaced memory activists orientated their 
work towards eternity. Cemetery projects were in the organizers’ understanding, designed to last 
forever. Marciniak, survivor and memorial builder in Ebensee, confirmed this in his letter to the 
council. He emphasized that ‘the entire administration from the town’ had been present at the cem-
etery inauguration and promised by signature to ‘keep the place in order’.26 He was convinced that 
the physical monuments and graves would remain, even if or when they, the memory activists, left. 
Written agreements on the care of the sites were made with the local authorities. This was done in 
Ebensee, too. However, these agreements were often not upheld.

Commemoration and memorial building as a  
tool for (ultra-)nationalists

The prolonged stay in camps made it possible to strengthen group consciousness in a condensed 
space and framework. Nationalist activities played a crucial role in this. On the one hand, this 
allowed DPs to overcome the uncertain situation at least to some extent. On the other hand, it also 
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helped the camp population to homogenize cultural, political and historical perspectives, which in 
turn increased the sense of belonging (Antons, 2020). Commemoration and raising the respective 
historical national consciousnesses were therefore crucial for DP elites.

Due to the large-scale efforts to publicize the memorial projects in Flossenbürg, other groups 
became aware of the initiative and actively took part. In the case of Flossenbürg, however, this 
turned out to be problematic for the project and the Polish displaced memory activists in the long 
run. Before and especially after the inauguration of a monumental concentration camp memorial 
complex, nationalist groups and extremists demanded to be involved. Following the scattered 
sources, the mainly Polish-led memorial committee apparently granted this without hesitation.27

Although extreme nationalists will also have been motivated to commemorate their dead, there 
was another significance for their participation. Often non-Jewish DPs were accused not only of 
criminality but also of collaborating with the German Nazis. These accusations, sometimes true, 
sometimes false, came from other survivors as well as from the political left and the Soviet Union 
in particular. Non-Jewish DPs tried to defend themselves against what they saw as often unjustified 
accusations. A Lithuanian newspaper from 1946 reads, ‘All of a sudden there are accusations from 
strangers, as if we were former friends of the Nazis. Let them go to that place [Flossenbürg] and 
see what sacrifices the little Lithuanian nation has made. .  .  . If a German today dares to accuse us 
of friendship with the Nazis, we can confidently tell him that he was in the ranks of those torturers 
and now wants to wash his bloody hands at the expense of others’.28 The author stressed that being 
active in memorial projects would be powerful evidence of Lithuanian suffering under Nazi perse-
cution – and as such against accusations of Lithuanian-Nazi collaboration.

However, the fact that some DPs did support the German occupiers and their crimes – at least at 
times – cannot be denied. This was no secret in the immediate postwar years. Philipp Auerbach, 
himself German-Jewish, was the Bavarian State Commissioner responsible for the Racially, 
Religiously and Politically Persecuted. In this function, he was an honorary member of the 
Flossenbürg memorial committee. In mid-1947, Auerbach refused to attend further meetings in 
Flossenbürg as, in his view, more and more Nazi collaborators hijacked the memorial project to 
whitewash their past. ‘It is highly out of place for an association [of former political prisoners of 
the Lithuanian anti-Nazi resistance] to claim 3000 dead, the vast majority of whom were Jewish 
fellow citizens killed by their own countrymen’, he wrote.29

The huge distortion among the Flossenbürg memory activists got even more vivid when the 
League of Ukrainian Political Prisoners started to participate in the project. The League officially 
claimed to be apolitical. Still, key players in the association, such as Dr. Petro Mirchuk or Prof. 
Panas Oliynychenko, defined themselves as part of OUNb, the Organization of Ukrainian 
Nationalists on the side of Stepan Bandera. Bandera is a controversial Ukrainian political leader of 
the far-right. In 1934, he was convicted for the murder of Polish Interior Minister Bronisław 
Pieracki and for a time OUNb cooperated with the German National Socialists. Ukrainian national-
ists took part in pogroms against Polish and Jewish civilians as well as communists. They commit-
ted these crimes also independently from the Germans. OUNb and thus its leader Bandera justified 
their actions with the struggle for an independent Ukraine. Cooperation with the Germans was 
considered useful, but did not go smoothly: Bandera was held as an ‘honorary prisoner’ in the 
Sachsenhausen Concentration Camp. Other Ukrainian nationalists were incarcerated too, includ-
ing future League officials such as Mirchuk and the organisation’s important president, Dr. 
Mykhailo Marunchak (Bruder, 2007; Cyra, 2008; Himka, 2021; Rossolinski-Liebe, 2014; Rudling, 
2011).30

The League of Ukrainian Political Prisoners claimed to have up to 5000 members and por-
trayed themselves as the sole Ukrainian representatives. This was also implemented by force 
against opponents: within the League as well as in the extended deeply rivalled Ukrainian DP 
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group(s) and outside. As an association of Ukrainian persecutees and as part of OUN, the League 
fought for recognition as explicitly Ukrainian concentration camp prisoners. They made an enor-
mous effort to make the Flossenbürg memorial also a ‘Ukrainian mausoleum’. ‘[W]e must take 
part’, can be read in the League’s minutes from summer 1947.31 The main motivation for the 
League’s involvement was focused on two aspects: first, to make Ukrainian concentration camp 
prisoners and even more Ukraine itself visible in an international context and the beginning of the 
Cold War. Their aim was to be recognized as an independent nation. Like other Ukrainian DP 
organizations, the League pursued a change in the status quo: they fought for full recognition as 
a Ukrainian DP group. The latter was particularly virulent, as the Allies initially divided DP cat-
egories according to citizenship before the Second World War. In this understanding, there was no 
independent Ukrainian state and therefore no separate Ukrainian DP group. This meant that 
Ukrainian DPs belonged to those DP groups that only over time were recognized as a national 
group by the Western Allies (Antons, 2014a). Before that they were officially considered as 
mostly Polish or Soviet citizens – a circumstance against which Ukrainian nationalists fought. 
With the construction of their own monuments and the use of state and national symbols as well 
as their own language, they literally carved Ukraine in stone. A central part of the Flossenbürg 
memorial is the ‘Square of Nations’, where various national groups were given symbolic grave-
stones, often indicating presumed numbers of their compatriots who had died in the camp. The 
League was eager to be included. Due to their efforts, Ukrainian concentration camp victims (in 
an ethnonational sense) were given a prominent place in the international community as early as 
1947. This was probably the first explicitly Ukrainian commemoration and monument on the 
grounds of a former concentration camp in the German-speaking world.

A second motivation for the Ukrainian nationalists’ involvement in the memorial activities was 
that they could symbolically oppose the accusation of being Nazi collaborators. They could show 
that they were concentration camp prisoners: erecting a memorial placed them on the side of the 
victims – not the perpetrators. Jayne Persian (2024: 28) described in the case of DPs who later 
migrated to Australia: ‘Most nationalist groups were aware that in the context of the Cold War, 
downplaying their image as wartime collaborators to anti-Soviet activists was useful for them as 
groups, and as individuals, going forward. .  .  . Instead of collaborators, then, the argument went 
that these groups should be seen as homegrown resistance movements: as for wartime collabora-
tion, there had been “no other choice”’. Despite the argument of their anticommunist and demo-
cratic attitudes, DPs and especially nationalists could not shake off the accusation of collaboration. 
In May 1950, Philipp Auerbach openly confronted the League: ‘Don’t be offended, there are peo-
ple in your ranks who were probably in a concentration camp, but it has to be checked whether they 
were in front of or behind the barbed wire’.32 The League, above all its chairman Marunchak, was 
not deterred by this and continued to campaign for the commemoration of Ukrainian ‘freedom 
fighters’ in Flossenbürg and other places. In doing so, he also prevailed over internal scepticism 
about the high financial costs.

The Ukrainian nationalists spared neither money nor effort. In the late 1940s, most of the 
League’s members worked from Regensburg and Munich. They had to travel up to 220 km to 
remote Flossenbürg. Marunchak continued and even expanded his activities for the memorial site 
after his emigration to Canada in 1948. He opened a foundation in order to manage the funds and 
used all possible means to raise donations. All ‘people of good will’ in the DP camps and in the 
diaspora were to be approached. The League’s central aim was reaching ‘every single Ukrainian 
family and the poorest person’.33 Appeals in North America called on the national sentiment of the 
Ukrainian diaspora claiming it would be a patriotic duty for all exiled Ukrainians to become – and 
remain – active in the Flossenbürg memorial.34
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The Flossenbürg memorial project was not without its controversies. Initially, donations were 
low, but over time the amounts increased.35 It can be assumed that it was the League’s widespread 
campaign in Western Germany, Austria, Northern America and Great Britain that made Flossenbürg 
known in the Ukrainian diaspora. Until mid-1947, Flossenbürg did not play a significant role 
among exiled Ukrainians. In the League’s records of 1945/6, Flossenbürg is not even mentioned. 
However, after their involvement, they soon started to discuss plans for other places like Ebensee 
and Hersbruck. Flossenbürg was seen by US-American as well as local Bavarian authorities as a 
problem as early as 1947: not only because of the participation of various ultranationalists and 
perhaps Nazi collaborators, but also because of financial inconsistencies on the part of the memo-
rial committee itself. For example, a Polish member was dismissed when it was revealed that he 
had committed a serious crime and as US military investigations found out, he was operating under 
a false identity. Another involved and supposedly German journalist fled when it became known 
that he also was working under a false identity. At the same time, one of the few German members 
in the memorial committee, Josef Tröger, was accused of anti-Semitism. Social democrat Tröger 
was a former Flossenbürg inmate and became mayor in the nearby town of Weiden after liberation. 
As he held a public position, he had to undergo a disciplinary investigation. Philipp Auerbach, the 
Bavarian State Commissioner, was key to this.36 Two other influential members of the committee 
were accused of having been Kapos, prisoners with special functions in the concentration camp. 
They were blamed of having supported the SS during their incarceration.37

Philipp Auerbach remarked in 1949 that he wanted to avoid any further scandals at all costs.38 
Flossenbürg was not a prime example for him. According to the documents of the Bavarian State 
Commissariat, it was considered dubious.

The afterlives of sites built by displaced memory activists

When speaking about forgetting and silencing displaced memory activists and their projects, it is 
important to consider what happened to these monuments after most DPs had left. Within the first 
2 years after the Second World War, DP memorial projects for Nazi victims lost the support of 
Western Allies. Directly after liberation the Western Allies regarded it as important to ‘denazify’ 
and ‘educate’ the German population (Skriebeleit, 2012). Later, this became less relevant. For 
German-speaking societies and especially locals living in proximity to former sites of crimes, the 
remembrance of Nazi persecution and their victims was discomforting and, in most cases, not 
wanted. When regional authorities recommended merging monuments and cemeteries, locals were 
usually in favour. In many cases and especially in the 1950s, authorities in West Germany and 
Austria dissolved monuments and cemeteries for officially pragmatic reasons. It was said to be 
financially more affordable in the long term to maintain collective cemeteries. In Ebensee, the 
reasons were manifold: one was that the site was vandalized several times. Another reason was that 
German tourists on vacation in the beautiful area of Ebensee complained about the multilingual 
memorial inscription, which read: ‘To the eternal shame of the German people’. As the cemetery 
and memorial plaques were placed right on the main road, the site could not be missed. The Ebensee 
town council was obviously carefully listening to the German and possibly also local complaints. 
Finally, the bodies from the ‘Polish cemetery’ were translocated. The dedicated area was a couple 
of kilometres away in another graveyard, which was financed mainly by Italian donors. Austrian 
authorities subsequently blew up the Polish monument in 1955 (Felber and Quatember, 2005: 
198–200; Quatember, 1998). Still, one could say that up until the dismantling of the Ebensee 
monument, the displaced memory activists remained present in a metaphorical sense – at least by 
name and even after leaving these places. As long as these physical places remained the memorials 
formed ‘cultural footprints’ left by DPs (Grandke, 2022: 47).
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However, it was not only the ‘pragmatic’ dismantling that is important to consider. Crucial is the 
credibility and standing that most of DPs from Eastern Europe did not have in the eyes of the local 
majority societies. Antislavism among German speakers had and has a long legacy and cannot be 
underestimated (Panagiotidis and Petersen, 2024). When German or Austrian authorities planned 
additions, changes or a dismantling of monuments, as far as it can be seen in the scattered docu-
ments, locals did not involve the people who had built them in the first place. Even if authorities 
had contact with some of the DPs, they did not consult them (Bienert and Grandke, 2024). If 
Western German or Austrian authorities asked any foreigners at all, they approached ‘Western 
survivors’ or Jewish communities with whom they were more likely in contact and could talk often 
without translators. Besides the lack of language skills, especially (non-Jewish) displaced Eastern 
Europeans were simply not regarded as important.

In contrast, for displaced memory activists, these places were of high significance as seen in the 
example of Marcinak who undertook a journey in 1979 to see the Ebensee cemetery.39 Others 
asked local authorities for information and requested photos of the monuments they had erected.40 
They talked to their families and friends about their achievements, and some of their children made 
a great effort to visit the places their fathers had built.41 Others, like Ukrainian or Lithuanian 
nationalists in associations for political prisoners, used their achievements to show their work 
within their ethnic group in the following decades to come. They used the sites for meetings and 
commemorations. As the Cold War heated up, they loudly and openly included the commemora-
tion of victims of Soviet persecution. For example, in 1955 in Flossenbürg Lithuanian former 
political prisoners living in Germany and Sweden commemorated those who died in ‘Communist 
and Nazi Concentration Camps’42. Already in the invitation they stressed their desire to be free and 
recalled ‘the ongoing Soviet genocide in Lithuania’.43 For their meeting they chose the symbolic 
date of 23 June. This is Saint John’s Day, the most important holiday in Lithuanian culture as well 
as the day of announcement of the short-lived provisional government of Lithuania in 1941.

The legacy of the involvement in memorial projects went on, sometimes for decades. The 
Ukrainian League entered a new phase of activities in the 1980s when investigations and war crime 
trials began in ‘the West’. Eastern European diaspora members saw themselves once again con-
fronted with sweeping accusations of Nazi collaboration. The Ukrainian League went public as a 
concentration camp survivor association. Organizing events, publications and building memorials 
was part of their work and was further stimulated by the collapse of the Soviet Union and the inde-
pendence of Ukraine in 1991. Amid all these activities, photos of Ukrainian memorials, above all 
in Flossenbürg, were published. They advocated memorials for Ukrainian victims in other places 
in Germany, Austria and Poland and argued by using the ‘Flossenbürg example’. As an association, 
they had a network and some funding to travel to the sites. Their members went to commemora-
tions although most of them were living far away from Europe. For the displaced memory activists 
who were not part of the organizations, a trip to Europe was very expensive. Still, some of them 
wanted to know what had happened to ‘their’ memorials. Some managed to get information and 
heard about the dismantling. Jerzy/George Goiny-Grabowski, living in Australia since 1949, asked 
an acquaintance who travelled to Germany for information on a cemetery he built in Rettenbach. 
He concluded angrily in a report to the Sydney Jewish community, that the Germans wanted to get 
rid of those cemeteries the activists had positioned ‘on purpose on cross roads’. For him it was 
supposed to be an everlasting reminder of the war crimes. ‘They [the Germans] may try as hard as 
they like to become respectable and civilized citizens again but the mark of their horrendous war 
crimes will remain attached to them for generations to come . .  .’44 In 1946/7, Goiny-Grabowski, 
a Polish former political prisoner, had worked closely with the Bavarian authorities and the Jewish 
DP community to realize the project. The cemeteries in Rettenbach and nearby Wetterfeld were 
regarded as pioneering projects by Philipp Auerbach, the Bavarian State Commissioner. Auerbach 
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considered the cooperation between non-Jewish and Jewish DPs as exemplary (Bienert and 
Grandke, 2024). This can be seen even more clearly in comparison with the Flossenbürg project. 
Due to his role as a state official, Auerbach was also engaged in Flossenbürg but he did not support 
the DP driven commemoration there in the long run. The large-scale project in Flossenbürg run by 
DPs did not only lose support from the US military government but also from Bavarian officials 
which was only fragile at best anyway.

Conclusion

All DP groups and especially their elites – regardless of ethnicity, religion or political orientation 
– used the immediate past for the (re)construction of their community. In addition to commemorat-
ing the dead and to enable a collective mourning, DPs were also motivated to form an identity 
based mainly on nationality. Displaced memory activists had different motives for getting involved 
in commemoration projects, depending on their ethnic, religious, political and ideological back-
grounds as well as their personal war experiences. Many working on concentration camp memorial 
sites were survivors of these camps, but not all: for example, on the Polish-Catholic side, soldiers 
took an active role, too.

DP elites also engaged in memorial projects as memory activists to make a claim for independ-
ent statehood. They often did this in competition or cooperation with other groups. In the midst of 
uncertainty and the Cold War, DP elites strove to unify and structure their exiled communities. To 
varying degrees and with different narratives, they all referred to the past to underpin their demand 
for a free state. Memorials served as a means of etching this into stone. On top of that, the aim was 
to document crimes, as they expected legal proceedings against the German perpetrators and their 
helpers. All DP groups used their memory activism to represent themselves. Different ethnic, 
national and religious groups in postwar Germany and Austria acted and reacted in close proximity. 
Sometimes they worked together, sometimes beside each other, sometimes against each other. DP 
memory activists used their involvement in commemorative projects for political purposes. Non-
Jewish displaced memory activists especially tried to make their demands for independent, anti-
communist states and their anti-Sovietism heard. They stressed that they, the anticommunists, were 
the true representatives of their nation.

It would be fruitful in future to analyse closely how the elite and displaced memory activists 
related to the ‘ordinary’ DPs and survivors of concentration camps. Katarzyna Nowak (2023) has 
already pointed out how elites exploited the insecurity, fear and indecision of the average DPs  
(pp. 106–107 in particular). For Adam Seipp (2013), the few DP elites were exceptions: they seemed 
official and dominated the public space but had little in common with most DPs (p. 69). An example 
of this is Antoni Żok writing his diary in the Flossenbürg DP camp. He was actively reflecting on his 
situation as a survivor and as a DP living on the grounds of a former concentration camp. Still, he 
never wrote about the memorial project or the involved elites that he must have known, as they sur-
rounded him every day. This raises the question to what extent DP memory activism was merely an 
elite project and to what extent this had an impact on ‘ordinary’ DPs. Were these projects ‘success-
ful’? What was actually achieved, especially considering that one of the main motivations of those 
involved was to convince the Western Allies of their credibility? On a broader scale, these analysed 
perspectives on and of displaced memory activists and their ambivalences challenge historiography, 
memorial sites and memory culture as well as narration of the past after 1945.

At places where memorials built by the DPs still stand today, they usually remain unquestioned. 
Who, why and how they were built or to whom they were actually dedicated seems to be obvious 
and often above all morally uncontested. Extensive global research by the author, particularly in 
diaspora and family archives, has revealed a more nuanced, complicated and conflictual picture. 
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First, in the early months after the Second World War, nearly all non-Jewish DP groups already saw 
themselves confronted with sweeping accusations of being Nazi collaborators and/or anti-Semites. 
Having that in mind, their memory activism can be understood as a method of self-defence 
(Drozdzewski, 2008, 2012). However, as shown above some of them did indeed support the 
German Nazis at a certain time. The collective and individual, sometimes false, sometimes true 
allegations came from a wide variety of people and sources, from survivors in ‘the West’ as well as 
from the Soviet bloc. Whether these accusations were true or not played a minor role: the reputa-
tion of those projects and their organizers was often damaged. Second, it is important to consider 
what happened to these places after the DPs left. It is essential to note that while the DPs were often 
pioneers of remembrance, in many cases their stories have not yet been written. The reasons, as 
shown above, are multilayered and manifold: sometimes the stories of DP memory activists were 
forgotten and displaced, but in some cases, it seems much more likely that they were deliberately 
silenced. One reason is the erasure of these ‘DP footprints’ by mostly local German or Austrian 
authorities after DPs had left. Still, this past was, and is, not only unpleasant for local Germans or 
Austrians. A deeper analysis reveals that in some places controversial memory activists were 
involved, too: some used the commemoration projects to whitewash their ambivalent past. In this 
respect, the story of the displaced memory activists illustrates a complex, uncomfortable past for 
all the individuals and institutions involved.
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Notes
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  6.	 Antoni Żok, 3.5.1946, diary, Private Collection Dominika N., copy kept by Sarah Grandke; translation 
from Polish by Sarah Grandke if not noted otherwise.
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  7.	 Besides DPs, up to 13 million Germans were uprooted. A rich historiography exists on the German 
expellees and refugees (e.g. Kossert, 2008). Adam Seipp (2014) was one of the first bringing both topics, 
German refugees and DPs, together.
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  9.	 Antoni Żok, 3.5.1946, diary.
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(2020).
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Archives, translated from German by Sarah Grandke. (Further reading: Stone, 2023, especially chapters 
5 and 6).
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X91/35:1-80.
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