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Abstract

[Mrough the ethnograpme site of Pechora and ns conceptual embodiments. | have sought to
sxplore the overlaps of Ukrainian and Jewish memory. the poiines of commemorative and memaorial
practices. the relationship of archival history to living memorv. and the role of local Holocaust sites m
sontemporarv social relanons and identurv pracnces. | aim also to provide a case studv of the structure
ind meaning of the Holocaust in U'kraine. with its keen differences ( from other retionai sites ot the
Holocaust) in policy and pracuce, marking survivor and witness expeniences and memones in distinct
wavs. which. for the most part. have vet to find articulation in otficial Holocaust discourses. The
intersections of culture. power. and history inherent in processes ot remembenng and memonalizing the

Holocaust he at the foundanons of this smudy,
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introduction

Holocaust sites m Ukrane. as elsewnere m Europe. carry a complex social memory o1 theiwr own,
s memory ts shaped by tierr location and visibility, the srones thev emboay, and the pnvsical and
documentary evidence thev leave behind. [t is also shaped by the discursive appropriations ot their
tmemorv as history by different parties. their memonalizatnon in ritual ang stone. or. in other cases. their
sarnal or total erasure trom physical or archival memory,

In Ukraine, in particufar. sites of the Holocaust. including mass graves. memorials, and former
uhetto and camp sites. occupy a special place in the local and national imagination of 1ts inhabitants. both
Jewnsh and non-Jewish. Holocaust sites exist evervwhere and act as constant reminders 01 a recent. tragic
past. Some occupy promumnent places in viilages and towns; others are tucked away in the woods and
torests. bevond the daily purview ot local inhabitants. .And vet, their presence continues to be telt,
whether or not they are deliberately remembered. forgonen, orignored i public discourse and pracnce.

My studv centers around a former Romaman camp n the village of Pechora in the Vinnitsa
Oblast’.' The memory has been and continues to be shaped by Ukramian and Romanian Jewish survivors
andg their descendants, the Vinnitsa regional Soviet government and its Ukrainian successor, and a handful
of Ukrainian inhabitants from Pechora and swrrounding villages.

The Pechora camp is located at the outermost northeastern border ot Transnistna. the Romanian
zone of occupanon of Ukrame duning World War L, Beginmng in December 1941, Jews from the
surrounding regions — Tulchin, Bratsfav, Shpikov’, Trostyanets — and later from more distant regions —
Mogilev Podolskii. Bukovina, and Bessarabia — were brought to Pechora to penish on the enclosed.
wooded grounds of what had been a private estate (built by the Polish nobleman Pototsk in the eighteenth
century), which was converted into a sanatorium for tuberculosis after the revolution.

Todav the Romamian camp again operates as a sanatorium ( health clinic). with tew reminders ot
its tormer self. [t remains set aside from the village by its stone entrance and gated walls, Jewish mass
graves mark the peripheral landscape of the village but are hidden trom immediate view. tucked deep in

the woods at one end ot the village and n the torested hills, where the old Jewish cemetery les. at the



ither, =urvivors ot Pechora connnue 1o live n the remonal centers. mcluding Tulchin, Brasiav. Shpikov,
Jogilev Podolskin althoueh their numbers are rapidlv dwindime through death and mass emigranon to
[srael. the U.S. and Germany. 0 Jews nve i Pechora. thougn a smail, viorant community existed

hefore the war and was also incarcerated 1n the camp,

rurnose

Through the ethnographic site o1 Pechora and 118 conceprual embodiments, this study explores the
overlaps of Ukrainian and Jewish memory. the poliics or commemoranve and memonal practices. the
relationship of archival history to living memorv. and the role of local Holocaust sites 1n contemporary
-ocial relanons and identity practices [t also provides a case study of the structure and meaning ot the
Holocaust in Lkrame, with its keen differences ¢ trom other regional sites of the Holocaust) in policy and
prachce. marking survivor and winess expenences and memones in distinet wavs, which. for the most
part. have vet to find articulanon in official Holocaust discourses.

Such research intertwines the disciplinary approaches ot anthropology and historv, with their
diffening emphases on multi-linear arnculations of memory. memonalization, and idennty, on the one
hand, and documented historical analysis and chronological rigor. on the other. The merging of
methodologies of archival evidence and complex ethnography is challenging and raises important
philosephical questions for histonans and anthropologists alike. These concern the relationship of history
to memory and the uses of contemporary survivor and witness testimonies both for historical research on
the Holocaust and for understanding processes of cultural memory and identity bevond issues of histornical
accuracy

The study places a tocus on the relationship of past and present. How do present-day memonial
practices — including stone structures. ritual commemorations. and personal and communal narratives -
shape public and pnivate memones of the past, and how do thev interact discursively with historical
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culure. power. and history inherent 1n processes of remembenng and memonahzing the Holocaust lie ar

the toundations of this study.

Preliminary research

[n the imual stage of this ongowng research project. [ conducted archival research at the .S
Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM), on a Charles H, Revson Foundanon Fellowship for Archival
Research. The resources of the USHMM archive include the Sovier Extraordinary State Commission
Reports. a bodv of documents containing depositions. victim [ists. survivor and witness testumonies.
maps. and photographs. compiled by Sovier regional commussions tollowing the liberation ot Soviet
rerritories from German and Romamian occupanons. [or the Vinnitsa Ublast . | found some documentary
avidence of the existence of the Pechora camp from depositions. survivor iestimonies, and some wimess
restimonies.

Building on preliminary archival research, [ have begun 1o conduct ethnographic research in the
Vinmitsa Oblast’ of Ukrame. My familiarity with the Jewish community in Ukraine (and extensive
personal contacts from previous doctoral fieldwork), my fluency in Russian, and my comfortable (and
growing) knowledge of Ukrainian have facilitated this stage of the research project.

During two months of fieldwork in the fall of 2001, | was based in Tulchin, where the largest
number of Pechora survivors continue to live, and | traveled to Bratslav, Shpikov, Pechora, Dankovka,
Sirets, and other towns and villages in search of survivors and witnesses. [n addition to extensive
interviews of survivors and witnesses of Pechora (survivors often recounted experiences in Pechora and in
one or more Romanian ghettos), | interviewed a husband and wife — both survivors of the Nemirov ghetto
and camp; a survivor of Mikhailovka labor camp and several other German |abor camps charged with
building the road between Gaisin and Uman’; three women who spent time in Pechora and the German
labor camps across the Bug river: and some wimesses of the Tulchin ghetto and the deportations from

Tulchin to Pechora.



Through these interviews and discussz.ons, the scope of my research project has both narrowed
nd expanded. as it has taken sccount oI the - 2reonnecuons amone Holocaust sites in the Vinniisa
Cblast . bodzing the disORCUOn DErween Cam™ and gaend and between the German and Romaman zones
)T occupanon. Just as Jews moved among mgse Holocaust sites duning the war. otten by force but
-omenmes in flight to safer havens tgeneraily . *ne Romanian ghettos ensured a better chance of survivaly.
nese hustorteal sites rematn mertwined n nes<cnal memones and vublic discourses about the Holocaust
i the Vinnusa Oblast |

I will conduct turther fieldwork n 2 “logiey Podoiskin and Bukovina remons of Ukrame and
will hopetully make a briet visit to Moldova - rmerly Bessarabia) as well. Bessarabian and Bukovinan
Jews, torcibly transported across the Dniestr m4 er o omanian-annexea Transnistna in the summer ol
241, joined local Ukraiman Jews in the Mogiev Foagolski vnerto (and m other ghertos across
Transnisitia), Many L kraiman and Romanian . ews mom the Moalev Podolskn ghetto were later
deported to Pechora. interviews among Pechora sumvivors from these regions mav reveal differing
sequences of Holocaust memory and expenence. alternative debates about the memonalization of the
past, and a different set of overlaps of Ukramian. Romaman. and Jewish memory.

In short, the local politcs of memory. community, and idennty may raise a new set of debates
about the past and its meaning in the present. -t the mass grave site 1n the woods of Pechora, several
monuments stand dedicated to the memorv o1 inose who penshed at the camp. [t 1s interesnng to note
that the two largest survivor communities, based in Tulehin and i Mogilev Podolskii. each have separate
monuments to their respective vicums. Moreover. their communal davs of remembrance and
commemoration are not coordinated with one another. [t is my sense that ethnographic research in and
across these regions. when evaluated as a whoie, may point to variations in the lived history of the

Holocaust in Transnistria and in the wav that mstorv 1s remembered and memonrialized today,



Theorizing Holocaust memory and histerv

| have thus begun to consider the debates about memory. hstorv, and 1dentiry that are razsed by
Holocaust testimonies ot Pechora. Discussions and interviews with survivors and wimesses mn the
Vinmisa Oblast’ reveal complex social. cuitural and interpersonal processes that shed light on theoretical
and histonical concerns.  These include the impact of post-war poiincs on the shapme or local and national
nemories: the changing social and pohtical conditions o! memorv ponncs in the late Sovieupost-Soviet
periods: the collectivizanon/synthesization ot Holocaust narranves: the substance o1 histoncal disputes;
rhe nature of wartime Jewsh relations and Ukraiman-jewish relations (as shaped through the lens of maore
recent historv and the present): the construction and meanmg ot postwar memonals: debates over
numbers; debates over camp or ghetto or how to detine a Holocaust site. depates over relative sutfering,;
the unpact of dominant historiographies ot the Holocaust ( with Poland as a model) on local sites of
MEmory. increasing access to expert discourses and compensation schemes and their intluence on local
Holocaust discourse.’

The retationship of history to memory has been expiored from different angles in academic
research (e.g., Zemon Davis and Starn 1989: Langer 1991. Tonkin 1992; Boyarin 1992; Antze and
Lambek 1996; Yerushalmi (1996[1982])). As my own research reveals. living memory, unlike the
contents set down in an archival document, does not remain unchanged. [t expands, shrinks, incorporates
new understandings within its expressions, reexamines basic assumptions. institutionalizes ( somenmes
reifies) narrative and ritual panterns. Individual and social memory are fragile and vulnerable to outside
influences and to internal mechanisms of forgetting, both defiberate and unconscious. Memory and the
narratives that emerge from its preserves do not necessanly follow a historical chronology, or linear
development. At times, fragments, images. or snapshots. displaced trom accuracies of time or place.
covern a narrative retelling. Paul Antze and Michael Lambek refer to the ambiguines. uncertainties. and
eaps within memory that disrupt the contimuty of identity and its relationship to the past (1996: xvi).

Laurence Langer notes of Holocaust testimonies: “We wrestle with the beginnings of a permanently



mtinished tale. rull ot incomplete mtervals. taced bv the spectacle ot a faltenng wimess often reduced to
L thstressed silence by the overwnetming sohiciatons o1 deep memory 11991 21,

“he narure of individual and social memory raises a numbper ot phiiosophnical questons about the

Lises Of contemporary SUrvivor and witness tesnmomies tor Holocaust research. Histonans. concerned
vith 1ssues ol histoncal accuracy. quesnon the reliabiiity or Holocaust restimonites. the products ot living
nemory in all 1ts compiexitv. Thev point, tor example. 1o the greater rehiabihity of testmomes taken
cipser 1o the rime of the events in queston, /... lestimonies given tn | 944-5 ar the close of the war (e.¢.,
tobert Jan Van Pelt. discussing evidence ror Auschwitz dunng a lecture at the USHMM in the spring of
2101, This approach envisions a linear process of memory loss and raises unportant questions ror the
work of anthropologists in a tield largely detined by histoncal concemns. Simiiarly, Steven Jay Gould.
jaking g sgiennfic stance. pomis (o the tailibibty of evewnness tesnmony and the potential falsehood of
memory. drawing on examples from his own failed cemannes (1994) |n such a hght. Nathalie Zemon
Davis and Randolph Starn ask: “If memory is an index of loss. and notorousiy malleable besides, how
can we remember truly?” (1989: 4),

Despite these apprehensions. | argue that survivor and witness testimonies hold clues to
understanding cultural memory and identity — in this case. Jewish memory and identity — and their
relationship to historical processes over nme. The relanonship of memory and 1dentity to history 1s
neither fixed nor unilinear; Jonathan Bovarin refers to this complex, multidimensional relationship in
terms of “the need for a "double gesture” roward our past” (1992}, Zemon Davis and Starn emphasize the
“interdependence” of memory and history (1989: §). Their constructions imply an ongoing relationship
that 15 at once temporal but not bounded bv nme.

The growth in open ustorical mquiry duning the peresirorka vears of the late Soviet penod
spurred personal and collective explorations of the Holocaust experience (and of other historical moments
that had been silenced or repressed for decades (see Wanner 1998)) and stimuiated survivors to tap their

HEMOrY reserves and acivesy redcline micir retailonsiup 1o [0e Dudsl, 4 Process whiicin coninues roday.

Certanly. the patterns and proonties of contemporary Holocaust tesnmomes differ from those of earlier



testimonies given closer to the ime of the events. but thev are no fess relevant 1o our understanding ot the
Holocaust experience and. i particular. to our understanding ot the wavs that expenence 1s percerved and
recounted by survivors and witnesses over tme,

in reality, testimontes from the immediate postwar period are defined by their own ideological
concerns and by a shortened perspecuve on the past. Thev iack the longer perspective of more recent
restimonies on certain 1ssues: includme shiftine Sovier responses ro the Holocaust (including policies of
retribution. repression. appropnation. and memenialization ). the complexity of Jewish relations duning
and atter the war. and the difficulties of social and economic remteeraton 11 the post-war period.  Antze
and Lambek recogmze: “The meammg ot any past event may change as the larger. continuing story
lengthens and grows 1n complexity’ { 1996: xix). Zemon Davis and Starn also assert: “The process of
adjusting the tit is an ongoing one, subject to continual debate and exchanges in which memory and
history may play shitting, aiternately more or less contentious roles in setung the record straight™ ( 1989:
5).

Still, the question of histoncal accuracy and reliability continues to pervade research in a field
dominated more by concemns for unveiling historical truths than for explonng the complex ways in which
people remember and relate to their pasts. Even the notions of “adjusting the fit” and “setting the record
straight”™ prioritize “an obligation to remember truly” (ibid.). The relationship of memory and identity to
history thus raises not only philosophical but also methodological questions. Most fundamentaily, how
can anthropologists working on subjects with a distinct histoncal dimension explore the complexity of
memory without distorung history and. at the same time, without imposing values defined by historical
concems onto competing memories and narmratives? Such are the questions. ot both a philosophical and
methodological nature, which [ address as part of a consistent effort in my own research to mark.
ransgress. and transtorm the boundaries of historv and memory, and even more so. the bounded
processes of historiographic and ethnographic production.

I'his 1s parucularly unportant in the study of Jewish lstory and cuiture. witere cultural and

historical boundaries and processes have continuously informed one another in thought and in practice,
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v, 1n textual, oral. and ntual tragitions, 30 100, for =2 survt me J2ws of Pechora. the history of the
“echora camp, and ot the Holocaust in the Vinnitsa U™ 23t 252 1 L xrame more generaliv. is deeply and
rremevably enmeshed with Pechorm survivors own rersonal. -.otural, and social lives — as Jews, as
residents of pariicular towns, districts, and regions. a5 . <ranizns  or potentatly as Moldovans or
Romanians ) as former Soviers. and as bona fide survit ors o ©72 Holocaust. W oreater understanding of

his ethnoeraphic intersection o1 | 'kKraiman Jewish memory, - Zznnt and history 1s an essential

_ontnbution to Holocaust studies. Jewish studies. anc . <ramian ana post-Soviet studies more broadlv.

Empirical background

n the case ot the Holocaust in Ukraine. decaaes o1 ¢rizial silence and suspicion of those who
remained on occupied terrtory have postponed the inscnorion -1 a social history of the Holocaust and
have left contemporary collective accounts divorced rrom anv z:stoncal documentanon of events.
Although the policy of silence and shame never fully souelchea counter-narratives challenging official
Sovier historiography ot the war.  a collective memon o1 the Holocaust has taken shape only since the
later years of perestroika. responding to the changing social conditions of memory politics — including the
possibility of late-Soviet recognition of the camps and chettos scattered across Ukrainian territory, and
more recently, the possibility of German compensation 1n the torm of Claims Conference pension funds,’

This changing context of power and agency sumounding the practice of remembenng has had
certain consequences for the nature of contemporary Jewish reianons. politics. and identity in Ukraine.
While increased recogmition of the Holocaust expenence has arforded a centain level of collective agency
m reconstructing and memonalizing the past, it has alsc created new constraints on Memory practices,
For the past few vears. the arnculanon of Holocaust tesnmonies 1n terms of the demands of the Claims
Conference has preoccupied local survivor communites in L'kraine. What impact has this had on
Holocaust memory? Antze and Lambek suggest that. “r2inscnbing personal stories into these public

AScOuUrses uilen oDsCures HGStl NChaness and oral ol axmn = N, JAeV assert luriner that
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vicims mav be disempowered rather than empowered by ourside recogninon ot their sutfering preciselv
necause expert discourses “have their own agendas ang are themselves imstruments or power (o).

Molding Holocaust narranves to “perceived outside demands. most often ted to compensation
schemes. has had a cenain impact on Pechora memories. The need for “authenticity . imposed by these
outside structures of power. has allowed certain local memorv claims predominance over others. thereby
servine to homogenize Pechora narratives. to weight istorical disputes avout camp events. 10 redeting an
sssential debate over whether Pechora was a camp or ghetto. and to simulate discourses of relative and
ureater suttering which draw on the language of outside models ot the Holocaust to lggitumate local
survivor claims.

While the current tramework of Holocaust remembering has peen umposed in part trom outside.
focal actors have aiso played kev roies in the politics o1 Holocaust memory in Ukramne and. specttically.
Pechora. manipulating the need for histonical authenncity to advance certain memory claims over others,
One could perhaps argue that these actors — often the most educated and articulate segments of these
small Jewish communities — “remember truly” (see above reterence to Zemon Dawvis and Starn 1989), or
at least “more truly” than other survivors, and thus camry the burden as community storytellers and bearers
of the collective memory to establish a dominant narrative of the Pechora experience. Their memories
have served as standards for companson (often aganst no histoncal record) and have served to streamline
the individual tesimonies used to attain compensatory German funds.” The dominanion of certain
individuals over the collective memonalization process. however. has also served as a point of conflict
and disputed agency over the ways in which the past is remembered and memorialized. feeding into daily

discourses on contemporary Jewish relations. politics. and identity at the community level.

Collectivizing Pechora
In survivors’ accounts of Pechora. certain events and images are recurting. This 1s particularly
the case n | ulchin. where survivors nave ived side by side since the war and have retoid and reworked

their stories over decades.” Surwvivors appear at times unable to decipher their own experience from the



_ollecuve expenence of the camp. This tendency nas been rurtner reinforced by the perceived need to
sirgamiine esnmomes {or the purposes o1 Uerman compensation and by the intluence 1n e past decade
ot certaun local leaders. wno nave cast themselves as authenuc oearers ot the collective memorv ot
Pechora, Recurning descriptions in survivor tesumontes reflect the need of the survivor to show that (s)he
was reailv there. that {s)he expenéenced the same nomtic events and suffered from the same processes of
Aisease. devasianon. and starvauon descnibed by others. 0 ong eXireme ¢ase. a survivor nerpetually
interrupted her own testurmony to ask. rather anxiousiv: “Have ctier survivors told vou the same thing?™”

SUryivor testimonies describe the geportanons, the immial settlement or inmates in the camp. and
camp life more generally in remarkably similar terms. often using the same words and turns or phrase ar
~ev moments of the narraton. [n thewr désenpions of the deponanon of Tulchin Jews 1o Pechora. for
example. many survivors reter to the muddy and slipperv unpaved road along which thev were marched.
ey recall that those who walked too slowly were peaten or snot by L kramman podizer and Romanian
gendarmes (some also suggest that Germans were present). They remember the open stable in Torkov
where they spent the night™ as well as other shared details (see below). Recurmng events and images, and
the shared words and phrases drawn on 10 desenbe them. thus perforate survivor narrations. Here it
makes sense fo single out only a few such recurring events and umages for discusston.

In one such recurnng event, a Bessarabian Jew sought to rade his belongings for a bucket of
chermes (a forbidden ver unofficially tolerated bazaar between the Jewish prisoners and L'kramian
inhabitants of Pechora and other surrounding villages existed at one comer of the stone wall surrounding
the camp). As he climbed onto the wall 10 make the trade. he was shot by a Ukraiman poiizer. The
bucket of chermes spilled to the ground inside the camp. and blood spilled down onto them, Survivors,
who were small children then. confess that they considered reaching for the cherries but were repulsed by
the blood. The Bessarabian Jew lav prostrated on the wall for davs. Siemficantiv. local Ukraimian

inhabitants ot Pechora, who lived through the war and were witness to the Jewish camp, also



‘remember” the man shot while trading cherries.'’ This. uniquely. was an event witnessed from both
s1des ©1'the stone wail of the camp, or. 1 anv case. 11 became an intamous event thar all believed they had
personally wimessed.

In another recurring scene. a prisoner was encountered in the basement of the main building, '
rnawing on the breasts of'a dead woman. Groups of children ran down to the basement to glimpse this
lorrific image. [n both prnimary and secondarv sources on Transmisina reterences 1o the Pechora camp
make note of desperate acts of canmbalism. Whether such reterences reter 1o this pamcular event or to
others is unclear: more than one act of cannibalism most likelv occurred at Pechora. * There is also the
narrative ot the vindictive groundskeeper. who. tor habby. enjoved kicking over pots ot scraps boiling on
makeshift boick stoves in the square behind the mam buiiding,

So too, many testimonies recall the artracnve Romanian jew who umed crazy after losing his
whole family to hunger and typhus; he ran around the camp naked. singing in Yiddish abourt his children
and begging for bread. In addition to memories of such shared events. recurring images of hunger. cold.
typhus, dysentery, lice and fleas. nakedness and barefootedness weave through all the narranves, That no
food or water was provided at Pechora — unlike the single-meal-a-day at Auschwitz and other “model”
concentration camps, that people fell like flies from starvation and illness at this “experimental” camp
under the Romanians, no one omits from their personalized narrative of Pechora.

Perhaps most relevant in the tendency to synthesize the camp expenence 1s the need among many
survivors to assert their presence in the camp at the moment of liberaton. Few survivors of Pechora in
fact remained in the camp until the end.”* In the final months of the occupation of Ukraine, when
mformation about Romaman ghettos became available, Jews fled to Bershad. Tomashpol, Krasnoe.
Djurin. and other ghettos. Moreover. in the final davs of the German occupation of the region.'” when
villagers sensed the advance of the Red Army. they were more willing 10 hide Jews from the camp. and
many prisoners sought shelter in their homes.

Those wno remained in Pechora unul the camp was liberated desenbe the camp bemny surrounded

bv Germans and remember hiding 1n the cellars and the basement. some under wooden planks. unaware



I dav or night or how much time had passed.' 'Vhen tne :ront-iine parnsan unit entered the camp
noKme 1or survivors, Jews were atraid to gmerge rom thar hiiding pilaces. (Iniy 1he presence of a
iddish-speaking jewish captain, Bons Nevman. aMongst tne 1102rators reassured them. :

Other survivors describe liberation in more vague tzrms. with a tocus on the Red Armv troops
hat marched through the resion. rasing numerous auestncas acout the presumed need 1o assume in full
he coilective narranve o1 the camop. mcluding the narrans = 11 coeranon. O course. 11 peonle did not teil
me themselves thar thev were absent trom *echora in the rinal montns ot occupation. | learned this from
uther survivors, who. 1n gsserting their own presence at li-zration. spoke of specitic individoals who tled
t the ghettos or were 1aken 1o the Romanian orphanave 1= Zaln. <Ine must also guestion the need of
these survivors 10 exclude others from the coilective narrazive or camp liberatton,

Despite the svnthesizanon of these narratives amone survivors. shght varnauons also point to the
personalizanon ot sharea camp memories. Was the Bessaraman Jew who climbed the wall a man or a
boy? Which Ukramnian polizei shot him? Was the prisoner tnawing on the woman's hreasts a man or a
woman? Some recount that the Romamian Jew who ran around the camp naked and sang in Yiddish was
finally shot by a pofizer. In other accounts, the man who kicked over pots of boiling scraps and potatoes
was not the groundskeeper but Efimn Vishnevsku. This infamous Jewish doctor from Tulchin was part of
the Jewish administration of the camp. According to sunvivor tesumonies, he held certain privileges

including separate living quarters, and he behaved brutally rowards other prisoners.

Disputed events
Despite the apparent collectivization of memones of Pechora. cenain sigmficant vanations oceur
in survivor testimonies. These reflect disputes over specitis histoneal details. events. and concepts. For
example. did barbed wire adom the stone wall surroundine the camp? The testimonies of most survivors
assert the presence of barbed wire, contributing to the difficultv of climbing the wall at night to escape 1o
e .‘filll'l'L‘il.lI]{.llﬂ‘__’ \IlJugc:; 11 sealC) ul luod. e oldest Tl =TI Qr i | wienin, nowever. Insisis

that Pechora was not enclosed bv barbed wire. onlv by the -all stone wall. Some others also leave barbed



wire out of their descriptions. Has the image of barbed wire been unconsciouslv appropnated trom the
Polish model of camps and ghettos/ \oreover. 15 an assertion oI barbed wire sigmiticant 1n the local
debate about whether Pechora was a camp or a ghetto (see below)”"”

The stone wall. much of which remains standing today. is also a recurmng image in survivor
testimonies. Those who were children in the camp emphasize the height of the wail and express disbehef
that they were able to ackle the wail on a trequent basis to escape into the viliages. “Nonetheless. survivor
narratives also describe differing strategies tor tackling the wall, strategies which appear to have been
rempered 1n part by age and gender. 'Whereas adults and boys often scaled the wall. girls frequently dug
ditches under the wall and crawled through these small spaces i thev had wasted awav trom hunger). In
other descriptions. small groups of children escaping together piled spare stones aganst the wall or
physically helped one another over. Finally. others exited the camp where the wall termunated in the Bug
river, wading into high water in the summer and crossing over ice in the winter (this was most
treacherous, as the Bug river served as the border between German and Romamian territory: German
soldiers standing guard across the river frequently shot at Pechora pnsoners). Interestungly, survivors
today often assume common escape strategies, revealing an aspect of camp expenence that has not been
discussed or differentiated. All agree. however, that escaping the wall — whether under, over, or around —
was a nisky, life-threatening endeavor. as Ukraiman pofizer often caught them and beat them on the other
side. ™

The most significant historical dispute about Pechora concerns the dates of a specific event in the
camp. in particular. the period of an anncipated mass execution. Early survivor and witmess testimonies
from the spring of 1944 (shortly atter the liberatien of Pechora). reinforced by many contemporary
testimonies, describe events leading up to a mass execution in the fall of 1942.*' In early September,
Gierman trucks crossed over the Bug nver and entered the Pechora camp in search of vouthful labor
Young men and women from Pechora were transported across the Bug to the German work camps, where

they were used as slave labor to build the road from Uman 1o Gaisin. betore being shot in mass graves.™



iermans returned to Pechora a few aavs later 1o liqwdate those Jews mostiv the eiderlv and children.
who remained.”

1 the mtenm. mhabitants 1rom echora and surrounaine ‘iilages were commanded 1o dig three
mass graves in the woods: some of them wamed Jewish prisoners o7 impending events. German trucks
irove throueh the gates ot the camn. [oaded the first trucks with prisoners and warned for the signal to
‘eem the aktion

However. according to survivor tesnmonies, (e Romanian commander ol the camp Gr.
uregorn?) Stratulat locked the gates ot the camp ana tortd the toaaed trucks from leaving the grounds.
Througn the Romanian Jewish transiator Paulina Zeltser (a voung woman remembered in many recent
aurvivor and witmess testimontes ). Stramulat declared that Jews wouid not be shot on Romanan remiory
(uor that Jewish blood would not be spilled on Romaman temory ™™ Some survivor testimonies credit
Paulina with a more direct iniluence on the outcome. weaving a lale ot romance between Paulina and the
commander mto the narranve

The declaration ot Stratulat did not stop the Germans from reappearing at various moments
throughout 1942 and 1943 in search of forced labor; those unfortunare Jews transported to German labor
camps would subsequently be shot 1n aktions across the Bug.™® Nonetheless, mass shootings did not
oceur at Pechora.” The mass graves in the woods of Pechora were later partially filled with the bodies of
those who penished from starvation and illness: one mass grave. quite svmbolically, remains visibly
empty to this dav.

Despite the torcetulness ot these early testimomnies trom | 944 (of which most survivors are
unaware),” and their corroboration by more recent survivors testimonies, an alternatve narrative has
emerged which dates the anncipated mass aktion to 1944, in the penod preceding liberation. Survivors
whao support this interpretation sugeest that the Germans. who surrounded the camp in the last davs.
simply did not have time to carry out the liquidation of the camp. Thev also suggest that the mass graves
AU N [NE WOOAS date o 1S ater penod. sirandat 1s all the more rayvered for prombiing the inass

:hooting 1n the face of impending retreat.



Most interestine. wimess/bystander testimonies arnont elderly mhabitants of Pechora also poimt
to the later date ot the expected mass shooting. Une man in his eizhnes recalls diggmg the mass graves in
the woods: a woman suggests that her sister was among the diggers. [hey piace the date somewhere
between 1943 and 1944. The most interesting debates (1n my presence) about the dating of this event
aceurred with members of the post-war generanon of Pechora — the head of the village council. the
srncipal of the main school in Pechora a lustorian teaching in the school. Thev based their observanons
0N contemporary surviver testimonies and on stones that circulated in Pechora in the post-war penod.
The head of the village council expressed disbeliet that the Germans would not have med again to
liquidate the camp 11 thev had first attempted as eariv as September 942, He accepted the later date
largely for this reason. and the others corroborated his theory.”  [n contrast. survivors who remember the
events of fall 1942 were infuriated by this abrogation of memory among other survivors. | observed as
FFira Barnk “corrected” another survivor, who described the anticipated mass shooting as occurming
1944, prior to liberation,””

This lustorical discrepancy can be explained by several factors. As many young children
survived by begging 1n the surrounding villages, they might spend two weeks at a ime away, missing
events inside the camp. One woman, for example. told me that she was warned by a villager on her way
back to the camp in the fall of 1942, that the Germans were rounding up young people for labor. She
stayed away for several more days, returning after camp life had calmed from the German disturbance.
Orphans. in pamicular. who did not have relatives directly affected by the roundups, may not have been
informed upon their return either about the roundups or the averted mass shooting, ™

With regards to 1944, those (like Fira Bartik and her sisters) who fled to ghettos in the last
months of occupation did not experience the anxiety of those who remained behind in Pechora.” Pechora
villagers corroberated that Germans reoccupied the village of Pechora and the camp in the last days of
occupation. taking over from the Romamans. This would explain Jewish accounts that Germans
surrounded the camp and would support Jewish fears of a mass hquidation ot the remaining inmates

under German leadership. As the 1944 testumony ot Lincia Solomonovna Sukharevich and Mania
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“loceevna Ribalova supgests. German terror was averted onlv by the March 17 armival of the Red

~mmy

CGhetto or camp?

The conceprual dispute about wherher Pechora was a camp or ghetto has both old and new roots
ind is full of emotions and resentments, I stems from the begmning or the German/Romanian
weupanon, when most Jews in the Tulchin. Bratsiav, Shmkov. and Trostvanets reetons were brutallv
iprooted from their homes and deported 1o Fechora. 4 small gherto consisune of specialists was
wreserved in Tulchin and Bratslav. Larger ghettos were aiso presenyed elsewnere i the Vinmisa
Jblast’. " These Jews and thewr tamulies rematned n their homes (or tne homes i which they were
resertled with the tormanon ot the gnetto). worked in their trades. ana abided by the social and economic
restrictions imposed upon the ghetto, Kestrants on thew movement and behavior were regulated by
{krainian pofizar.

Still, in the eves of Jews deported to Pechora, the life of the ghettos was not comparable to the
life of the camp. Uprooted without waming from the town centers (where ghettos had contained the Jews
of the different regions destined for Pechora in the first months of occupation), Jews were marched by
foot to Pechora beginning on December 7. 1941, carrying rmmmal belongings. (Jews arrived in Pechora
{rom the different regions in stages; Tulchin Jews amved first, followed by Bratslav Jews, then
Trostyanets Jews, and later Shpikov and Mogilev Podolskii and Romanian Jews). Those that survived the
tnp were crammed into every shelter available on the grounds of the tormer sanitarium,

The first waves from Tulchin poured into the main building; contemporary survivor testimonies
mndicate thar upwards of 60 people piled into each room. filling every space of the hard concrete floor.
Those who arrived later moved into the basement. bathrooms. and corridors of the main building. into
barracks. often with no doors or windows. and nto the underground storage cellars. None of these

JCICTS Were Heated. (1 PIISONETS O Fecuora were genied [ood and water: they were not mtended tor

forced labor. Thev were left 10 penish from starvation. cold. and disease. Many ot the restimontes of
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Tulchin Jews suggest that vaccinations given to the Jews ot Tulchin in the davs before their deporanon
ithey were rounded up in the first school. 1aken to the bathhouse. stripped naked. spraved with
disintectant, and given shots) were intended to precipiate rather than prevent tvphus and other diseases,
In Romamian documents and in eariv and recent survivor and witness testimonies. the camp 1s referred to
as a death camp (/ager smerti) and as the loop of death (mertvava petiva).”

Despite such devastaung descripnons of camp life, Pechora was not recognized by Soviet
authorities as a concentration camp, (On the contrary. Jews who had remainea 1n camps and ghettos on
occupied Ukrainian territory were considered suspect in the post-war period. A fter iitial attempts (o be
honest about thewr wartime whereabouts ended in rejections from 1obs. universines, the Komsomol. and
the Communist Party, Jews grew siient about their wartime suttering. | shouid emphasize thar pnvate
acts of remembrance contnued n the face of public silences. including annual visits among survivors to
the former camp and mass grave sites.

Only in the late 1980s, did survivors began to raise publicly the issues of recognition and
remembrance, Burgeomng Jewish leaders in Tulchin (and elsewhere), who were themselves survivors,
took up the cause of Pechora (and other Holocaust sites).”® However, the initial response from the
regional government of the Vinnitsa Oblast’ indicated no archival record of any Pechora camp. In 1990,
after two years of continued pressure from survivors, the regional government reconsidered, now citing
archival proof of the existence of the Pechora camp (this archival material must have been under the
noses of the regional authorities the whole time). A ceremony granting official documents of recognition
1o child survivors (malolemie uzniki) of the Pechora concentration camp tollowed (child survivors were
apparently the only category officially recognized or eligible for benetits), as did a ceremony inscnbing a
plaque at the entrance to the former camp, in memory of the thousands of peaceful citizens that perished
there {more recently this plague has been altered to specify the Jewishness of the vienims).

Lack of recognition of the camp-like conditions of Pechora extended to mira-lewish relations in

(according to Pechora survivors™ testimonies) unwilling to dishinguish the harshness of Pechora from their
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wn experiences of warnme sutferimg. Debates over relanve sutfering have fueled tensions berween
“nemne and camp Jews trom the war pertod 1o the present. | liese tensions. at therr heart. concern Jewish
=xpectanons of mutual md And compassion both dunng and aller the war, in their wesumomes. Pechora
urvivors (who tled to the villages and ghettos in search of food and shelter) often claim ro have been
“erter recerved and cared for by Likraiman viilagers than bv their own tellow Jews in the ghettos.

“loreover, when Jews returnea trom Pechora to Tulchin arter liberanon. thev cimim they were
reated with indifference not only by non-Iewish inhabutants who had dismantied their property and
occupted their homes. but by Jews who had survived the Tulchin gnento and tailed to empathize with the
losses of their fellow Jews The lack of support trom more torrunate neighbors bred deep resentments
rhat continue to this day.

The process ot otficial Soviet recoeninon o1 Pechora (and other Holocaust sites) paved the way
tor current enntlements to Claims Uonterence pension funds. However. (German pensions have also
raised the conceptual issue of camp or ghetto once again. Despite the attainment of official Soviet
recognition of Pechora as a kontstager (Ru) or konistabir (L kr) {concentration camp), Claims Conference
pension funds in Ukraine have formulated Pechora as a ghetto.” Survivors deeply resent the equalization
of Pechora with other Romanian ghettos and do not hesitate to point out the drastic differences in comfort
levels and survival rates berween Pechora and the ghettos.

Here | summarize the sentiment emanating trom many survivor tesimonies. “They slept in their
own beds, their own homes: they worked. traded. baked bread. We starved. froze. had lice. fleas. were
enclosed by barbed wire™ and stone walls. We came back orphaned. Their families survived intact. ™'
Some survivors suggest that Germany was unwilling to recognize Pechora as a camp because 1t did not fit
into the Polish model of a concentranion camp. equipped (as survivors imagine 1t) with gas chambers and
crematorium. ™

Other survivors point to the efforts of local Jewish leaders in the Vinnitsa Oblast’. ingluding the

urrent head of the Tulchin Jewish communirv. Rita Shvevbish therself a camp sunvivor). to eauate

Pechora with Tulchin and other ghettos 10 ensure an equal pension among al| survivors. Shvevbish
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suggests that 1f Pechora were given the status of camp. survivors wouid receive less money. as thev would
e treated as arperter (Grerman torced laborers. mostly U kraimans) who were sent to Germany during the
war. This 1s a strange and untrue argument. but 1t pomts to the conceprual and histonographical
contusion over the existence of camps on Ukrainian termtory.™

The former head of the Tulchin Jewish communitv. Misha Bartik. who fought hard for Soviet
recogmition of Pechora as a kentsiager ~ expiains the debate over defining Pechora as the continuanon of
carlier politics of relative sutfening. According to his account. the current leaders ot the Vinmitsa Jewish
community (who were invested with the responsibility of helping survivors across the Vinmtsa Oblast’ to
complete the Claims Conterence applications and. thus. had an intluence on the classitication ot local
Holocaust sites) are largely survivors of the Romamian ghettos, Resenttul of moral distinctions among
survivors and striving for a unifying narrative of the war. they ensured that Pechora was formulated on
equal fooung with other ghettos. Jewish survivors of the camps and ghettos who remain in Ukraine ail
recetve the same monthly pension of 250 DM.* At the head of this debate is not an issue of money but
purely the principle of how Pechora becomes defined within the Claims Conference pension scheme, and

subsequently within the collective memory and social history of Ukrainian Jewry.

Relative suffering

As indicated above, the concept of relative suffering, when applied by survivors of Pechora,
becomes a powerful tool in the contemporary politics of Holocaust memory. After so many years of
collective silence and personal denial, there appears now to be a need to compete for recogmtion of past
sutfering. Is there not enough compassion to go around?

Three women from Tulchin recounted how they weathered both Pechora and a series of German
work camps, including Raigorod. Mikhailovka. Krasnopolka. Tirasovka. and Talalatevka. before escaping
back across the Bug to the Romanian ghettos. Their stories are remarkable. As they reconstructed their
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rear of bema shot 1t they urew 100 weak to work, They did not hesitate 1o emphasize thay they suttered
nore than their compatnors th Pechora (although they were present 1n Pechora oniy for a pan ot 1942).
lder than many o1 the other survivors alive todav, Roza veinblat. Fanva Uletnikov. and Lyvuba

tarlik become amimated n their tesnmonies: all three beheved that they have an edge over other
urvivors in Tulchin: ! bet vou haven t heard anv other storv like mune. " zuch confides 10 me. Karlik
mphasizes her contacts with partisans. wnich helped tree her from the tinal work camp. Oleinikov
Tumpets her subsequent service as a nurse 1 a mititary nospital on the from lines: she went as tar as
Hungary and was demobilized m (946, “'Vho eise.” she asks. “was 1n the Romaman camps. the German
-amps, and at the Front?” "’emnblat presses a cid survivor ot Pechora. Rava Chemova. as Chernova
“hecks her blood pressure (as a medical voluntger in the community weifare svstem that has ansen in
recent vears): ~You have 1o admit that the Uerman work camps were harsher than Pechora: almost no one
refurned.”

Such individual memones challenve more complacent attempts to establish shared narraoves of
PPechora and Jewish survival and suggest that a small number sutfered more and deserve greater
recognition.” A still harsher strategy of remembering, however. entails ultimate denial of others
wartime experiences. Raya Yablonskii was deported to Pechora trom Tulchin; however, she has lived
much of her post-war life (since 1948) in Gaisin. Perhaps 1t 1s because of years of 1solation trom the
collective memones of Pechora, which have been shared within communities of survivors, that
Y ablonskii is so defiant about her Pechora expenience and vet also so msecure in her testimony. She
keeps asking me. as she recounts an episode in the camp: ~Is this how Jews in Tulchin describe it?” “Is
this how others remember 117" “Have vou heard this trom others?” (see also above).

She appears fearful of diverging from the deminant memories of the camp legitimated by others,
and vet she also feels a need to validate her memories bv verballv questioning the right to Holocaust
memory claimed by others. Yablonskii indeed questions the authenncity of the testimonies given by

ther survivors and challences whether thev were in camps or shettos © Tor the puroses of German

compensanon. such debates about relative sufterning (as noted above in the debate about Pechora as camp
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or ghetto) are meamingless. And ver as mv tield experiences indicate. these debates are heated and

[:assionate; they are indeed meaningtul and potennally hurtful for those who engage in them.

The piace of memory, the memory of place

The debate about the wav Pechora should be remembered and recognized ts tundamentally ried to
the 1mage of place and to the embodiment ot place within memory. Pierre Nora ( 1989) speaks about “fes
(teux de memoire” and Natalie Zemon Davis and Randolph Stamn ( 1989). James Young ( 1989, 1993),
Catherine Wanner ( 1998). and others have developed this nonon in their work. Place has both the
connotation of a physical site 1o be recalled and memonalized and ot a conceprual site constructed and
viven meaning through memory practices.

Camp narratives of Pechora incorporate both these constructions ot place and thereby create a
memory image of Pechora that stands disjointed from the physical locality and vet overwhelms and
engulfs it, marking Pechora as a site haunted by the past at every turn. This 1s not. of course, the image of
the walled grounds held by most inhabitants of the village, who were never forcefully contained within
them. For most inhabitants, who refer to the former camp by its current function as a sanatorium, these
walls no longer represent enclosed terror: instead they encase a beautiful park ending mn a spectacular
view of the Bug River. This erasure of place 1s further reflected in the school/village museum standing
across the street from the former camp, which highlights local parnsans and soldiers who served at the
Front, but omits any mention of the camp.**

Camp survivors, on the other hand, continue to envision the camp. even as they walk on the
present grounds of the sanitarium. They see the high walls. even as they have crumbled in several places.
They see Ukraimian polizes at thetr guarding places along the outside of the wall. They remark that the
wall of the camp descended into the raging Bug River. even as today the river has receded and appears
calm, and a tow path runs between the nver and the wall. Survivors see the bodies of Jews scattered
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dumped n the |arge rountain in the square betore the main buwiding Thev imagime people crammed in
'he rooms and cormdors of the building. 1n the underground ceiiars. and in barracks that no jonger exist.”

\i the same time that survivors npuil these harsn imases of nuneer. death. ana depnvanon from
“deep memories” (here | reter to Laurence Langer (1991}, drawine on Charlotte Delbo ( 1985)), thev aiso
raw on outside models ot the camp. conrrasnne the urter thirst and starvanen ot Pechora to the ong-meai-
=day remimes in Polish concentranon camnps. which thev have learmed gbout 1n official Holocaust
vistoriographies. So too. the image ot the barbed wire. contested within survivor narratives of Pechora
1some asserting and others denving 11s presencel. mav iave been consciously or unconsciousty
appropriated from the Polish model of camps and ehertos and inserted into the local debate. Survivors
were intimately acquainted with the wails of the camp and ver this historical detall remains unresoived
1see also above).

[n addition. many former prisoners assert that through a policy ot disease and starvanon, the
Romamans intended Pechora as an ~“expenmental” camp. s this image too. drawn from the language of
Auschwitz? As they imagine the camp with its high guarded walls. survivors emphasize the impossibility
of escaping, even as they acknowledge within other memories that escape was the sole means of survival.
The greater fluidity of camp/village borders in the Ukrainian context leaves survivors struggling for a
language with which to descnibe the horror of the Pechora camp experience, even as they acknowledge
differences from the better known historiography of the Holocaust in Poland.™

In a similar vein, Ancel. himself a child survivor from Romania as well as a histonan. cannot
accept the frequent assertions of Ukramnian Jewish survivors that they continued to tlee from and return to
Pechora. [n his words, no one who escaped Pechora would ever return. except to take out their famly
( private correspondence). Indeed. Romaman Jewish survivors may have fled in greater numbers to the
Romanian ghettos. received a better reception from their relatives and acguamntances in the ghettos (as
compared to Ukraiman Jews. see above). and never returned to Pechora. Romanian Jews. however. also
had fewer possibilities than | kramian Jews of interactine culturally or hnewsneally with the {'krayman

villagers in and around Pechora. and thus oi benetiting from their aid and shelter. As they reach for a



detining language. both pulling trom their own reserves of deep memorv and from outside modeis.
Pechora survivors also challenge imposed frameworks of meaning.

Tus. survivor memories ot Pechora. constructed personally and collectively over decades. clash
with the image of place embodied in the concept of the ghetto. Here again | note the differimg definitions
of ghetto but suggest that survivors hold a concept of ghetto that 1s geographicallv confined to the
Romanian zone of occupation. Pechora survivors have their own memeories ol the ghetto (iniually in
Tulchin and other regional centers in the first months of occupanon. and later through brief. often hostile
encounters or longer retuges betore liberation|), and thev do not hesitate to emphasize the conceptual
differences.

in the long struggle for power and authornty 1o define Pechora. survivor memonries have clashed
with the state and its official silencing of the past. They have simultaneously fought against more subtle
patterns of erasure and forgetting among local mmhabitants ol Pechora (concerning, in particular, the
preservation and marking of mass grave sites but also the marking of the camp 1tseif). More recently,
Pechora narranves have found themselves constrained within the restnctive framework of the Claims
Conference, articulating its own brand of Holocaust discourse (Antze and Lambek 1996: xxiv). This
discourse has been partially influenced by local actors charged with preserving the collective memory. So
too it has been in part embraced by ghetto survivors of the Vinnitsa Oblast’ who remember a different
experience of the war and seek to minimize distinctions in suffering,

Pechora survivors, who feel their experiences remain invalidated and unrecognized within the
larger Holocaust narratives, continue to articulate counter-memonies of the Ukrainian camp experience.
While such living memonies appear at imes counter-productive and socially divisive. even cruel (and
sometimes appear to be fueled by the appropriation of outside models of camp vs. ghetto, German vs.
Romanian occupation). they nonetheless serve an important purpose. Counter-memories guard against
attempts, instigated from without and from within, to codify the Holocaust into neat, simple categories
Al LS [ obseure e Nenness and morat Ct)!llpldﬁ]l}' vl Bolocaust CAPCIHIENCEs dlid e Memornes oL

those who lived through them.
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Notes

Pechora is located along the Southern Bue rniver in the Tulchin region (formerly Shpkov region) of the Vinnitsa
Oblast’ (province). “Peciora’ is the Romaman speliing for the village and camp.

* Shpikov Jews were initially interned in Rogozna. a smail village part way between Shpikov and Pechora. They
were transterred to Pechora in the summerstall of 1942, as were Mogilev Podolskii and Romaman Jews

' While significant overlaps do occur in discussions of the theoretical and historical concerns raised here. only some
of these concerns will be addressed in this paper,

' For a development of the concept of counter-memory, see Foucauit (1977): Zemon Davis and Starn (1989);
Wanner (1998), For discussions of the periodic intellectual and popular currents of dissent 1n Soviet society
regarding the Holocaust and its commemoration, see Gitelman { 1988), Pinkus (1988). Korev (1993) Counter-
narratives, however. were most often limited to the pnvacy of people’s homes and 1o famly and friends, and,
occasionally, 1o small gatherings at mass graves (see below)

" The Claims Conference is an intemnational bodv of Jewish organizations. brought together tinitially in the early
[950s) to negouate with the German government tor compensation on behalf of victims of the Holocaust. In
addition to continued negotiations with Germany 1o liberalize eligibilitv requirements, the Claims Conterence
processes survivor claims and administers German compensation and pension funds to those deemed eligible The
more recent program for survivors living in Ukraine fails under the Central and Eastern European Fund (CEEF) (see
http:#/www claimscon.org),

" A prime example of this dilemma concerns the exclusion of one Khaya Katsman from the Claims Conference
pension scheme for Pechora survivors, due 10 some contradictory evidence within her testimony. Katsman's power
to reclaim her past is clearly circumscribed by the framework of Holocaust discourse established by the Claims
Conference,

" While visiting the Vinnitsa Regional Government Archive, I was witness to a scene in which the written testimony
of one Pechora survivor was checked (by the archivist) against the living knowledge and memory of two such
recognized “bearers of the collective memory”. Those sections of the testimony which did not comespond to their
living memory were apparently discarded from the “official historical narrative,” which the archivist is attempting to
record in her own forthcoming publication on the Holocaust in the Vinnitsa Oblast'(see below). While measuring
testimonies by such a rigid standard does clearly “obscure the richness and moral complexiry” of the Holocaust (see
above reference to Antze and Lambek 1996), such a standard has also ensured collective results for German
compensation claims. In the case of Khaya Katsman, the very same “bearers of the collective memory” have taken
up her cause, writing to the Claims Conference on her behalf and reshaping her camp experience to fit the dominant
narrative and secure just compensation for her suffering. These actors were furious that no one in the Tulchin
Jewish community had checked the initial testimony of Khaya Katsman for irregularities before her application for
compensation was submitted.

* During upcoming fieldwork, it will become apparent whether similar or differing recurring events and images
emerge in the testimonies of local Pechora survivors in Mogilev Pedolskii and Chernovisy.

" This particular survivor moved to Gaisin immediately after the war, where few Pechora survivors lived, Her self-
imposed exclusion from the post-war survivor community is the only possible explanation for her extreme anxiety
concerning the correlation of her own narrative memory with that of other Pechora survivors (see below).

"% This rundown stable still stands by the side of the now-paved road as one passes through the village of Torkov.
" This revelation emerged during interviews with local inhabitants of Pechora.

' Matatias Carp refers 10 a case in which two Jews buying cherries near the camp fence were shot by two
gendarmes. This event occurred on June 18, 1943 See Carp (1947 296}, loanid (2000: 192) (reference to same
event). According to contemporary survivors, however, the execution of the Bessarabian cherry trader occurred
much earlier. One Shpikov survivor suggests that it occurred shortly after his arrival in the camp (fall 1942),
prompting Romaman officials to prohibit the unofficial bazaar between inmates and villagers from occurring at the
entrance to the camp. The bazaar was then moved to a corner of the camp wail along a side road. where 1t would be
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ess visible 1o the main tharougniare 7 the inital incigent == :n2z=Z sccurr=4a before the main ates of the camp.
(s might explain wiv Pechora viilagers snare a srong recc 107 57 1ne event.

“he main butiding was a three-story siructure housiniz Uy = -0 =7 I25er5 T tom, 0 several accounts the
sasement and the comaors servea those pPrisoners Closest 1o 2z

"See Carp (1947 3681, Ancel ( 1986, Vol XIT 373 b, Voo == anaimaliv trom Carp Archives. Yad
Vashem Archives, U-11/92-100)), Jagendortf (1991 111y, lez=a 2. 0 218 irransiation o text trom Carp 1947
3681 The document in the Ancel collection. drawn fTom 15 U arg ~-CMIVES. CONMAINS SUMVIVOr deposinons from the
1rst Romanian war crimes tral  [Here the description ol ¢ansiTalisT “21ers 10 WO SISters eatne front the corpse of a

SOUng woman,

Vhout 330 Jews were tound 10 the Pochora camp atthe moo=enr ~ - peraton, Ses USHMMA. RG 22.002ZM. reel
4 TCR1-54-1341 pp 31 163 Yetmanv more than this ciaim -0 oe = _—vivors ot the Pechora camp. The Survivor's
Leoistry at USHMM has registerea more than 400 Pechora = _—vio=: = the U S alone. The Survivors of the Shoah
“isual Historv Foundanion claims to have more than 4400 tess —anite: —om Fechora survivirs. taken in the LS,
lsrael. Ukramne, and elsewhnere, ['hese numbers do notinciLis ©5e =2 oLy 57 survivors wno pernished in the post-

war vears, before such oroamzations nad access 10 their testim ones

“ceording to local testimonies of survivors and wilnesses. ~. imam zns retreated in February (944 and the
Lrermans reoccupied Pechora and the region 1n the final das -

* \ceording to the 1944 testimony ot Liucia Sukharevich 2= Marz Zibaiova ‘On 12 March 1944 the transferring
| perekhodiashohre | German army encircled the camp ana wz=ieg 1o zammv our terror. See USHMMA RG 22.002M.
reel 4. TO21-54-1341. p 164 This imace 15 remntorced by co—mampo =2 sur. ivor 1esimantes

" A wrinten testimony of Boris Nevman i the Vinnitsa Regonat Government Archive describes his liberation of the
camp, as does his written correspondence in the late 1980s w "1 Mix=zil Baruk. a local survivor now residing in
Germany (see below)  See Vinmtsa Regional Government A-zmive AV P-6022-1-15. pp. 246-9

"" Carp refers 10 barbed wire surrounding the camp See Cars . (94~ 238). oamd (2000 217)

** Further distinctions may arise in the narratives of escape of Romamian Jewish survivors of Pechora., reflecting a
differing relationship to and differing images ot the menacine stone *»ail (see below) (personal correspondence with
Jean Ancel).

' See. USHMMA RG 22.002M. reel 4. 7021-54-1341, pp.16-1. 164 176. See also USHMMA. Ukraine
Documentation Project. RG-50 226004, ibid,, *005; thid., = 19

** The German labor camps, makeshift structures set up in vil.iges aiong the road construction rowte, included
Mikhailovka, Tirasovka, Raigorod, Ivangerod, Krasnopolka Tilalarvika Chukov, Voronovitsa, and Nemirov. See
USHMMA RG 22.002M. reel 3. 7021-54-1271, pp. 11-3. 17 inthe tesnmony of Shlem Noikhovich Beider, it is
suggested that 1200 Jews were 1aken to Chukov. Voronovitsa. and Neamirov in late August 1942 (idid, 13). See
also USHMMA RG 22.002M, reel 4, 7021-54-1341, p. 164, -6 See ziso Carp (1947 368); Kruglov (1997 15},
loamd (2000: 217-8). Early testimonies are reinforced by the memo=es o a handful of remaining survivors of these
transports to the German labor camps (see above and beiow

“* One witness testimony from 944 suggests that the Germars returmea to Pechora to carry out the mass aktion on
September 7, 1942 See USHMMA RG 22 002M. reel 4, 702°-34-1:21 p 176, According to 1944 testimemes and
more recent survivor testimomes, Shpikov Jews arnved in Pechora omiv a few days before this event was to take
place. They had been held in a separate camp in the nearby \- iage ¢ Rogozna from 6 December 1941 until August
1942 and were transterred tn Pechora shortly after the first German s-ansporrs were taken across the Bug and just
hetore the Germans returned 1o carmv out their planned akncr Sze - SHAMMA RG 22 002M. Reel 5. 7T021-54-1258,
p 2. bid. reel 4. 7021-54-1341, pp. 160-1, 163-4. 172 The ranspe=s ot Jews rom Moeilev Podolskii to Pechora
also occurred in the fall of 1942 Although Carp suggests tha: hese mansports occurred in October 1942 (1947: 285,
1994 379), the | 944 tesumonies of Mogilev Podalskii Jews s-a2gest 1nat thev amived earlier. sometime in Jate
August or earfy September  Still, it 15 unclear from these tes —anies < Hether thev were nresent at the ime of the
AR GRTON ds TNV (0 Mol make note of 1t [hev do maks ~ote, . ine otner nand. 0f German 1ransports across
the Bug occurning i August and October [942. See USHMM A RG 22 0020\ reel 3. 7021-34-1271. pp. 11-3. 17
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“ USHMMA RG 22.002M, reel 4, 7021-54-1341. pp. 160-1, 164

* One elderlv Ukrainian witness. who continues 10 live at the far edge of the village of Pechora. as she did during
the war (this part of the village still has no paved roads). claims 1hat she otten provided shelter and food to Paulina
and her family. Jews often fled to the outskirts of the village to escape the surveillance of Ukrainian polizet and
Romanian gendarmes.

** At least three more labor transpors from Pechora to the German work camps occurred between 1942 and 1943
See USHMMA RG 22.002M. reel 3, 7021-54-1271, pp 11-3. 17 See Carp (1947 285, 288, 294); Kruglov (1997
15); Ioamd (2000: 190-11.

*" Some recent testimonies do refer to typhus victims being quarantined and then shot in the prepared mass graves

“* Access to archival documents was denied in the Soviet period (see below). Even today, people are given only
limited access and are rarelv allowed 10 view onginal documents

1 showed them the testimonies from 1944, which unwaveringly point to the early date. but thev were unconvinced.

" Self-ascribed bearers of the collective memory, Fira and Misha Bartik. once leaders of the Jewish community in
Tulchin, now live in Germany. They were visiting Tulchin in the first week of my stay. This action of “correcting”
survivor memory correlates with my observation of the vice-director of the Vinnitsa Regional Government Archive.
Faina Vinokurova, checking the accuracy of Pechora survivors’ accounts with the Bartiks (see above), Their
memory i5 taken to be the authoritative standard by which other memories are measured.

"1 Still, it does seem odd that inmates would not have discussed recent events among themselves and that these then
would not have become part of the collective consciousness of camp survivors, Thev certainlv did mark the
consciousness of a part of the survivors.

" See USHMMA., Ukraine Documentation Project, RG-50 226*005. ihid., *029

* See USHMMA RG 22 002M. reel 4, 7021-54-1341, p. 164. Survivor accounts of the continued Romanian
presence in the camp and the declaration of the Romanian commander Stratulat in defense of the Jews would not,
however, fit with this later context. The two events appear to have become entangled in contemporary survivor
narratives. Moreover, there is the discrepancy, in both early and later testimonies, of whether the Red Army or
Soviet partisans actually liberated Pechora.

™ In other regions of the Vinnitsa Oblast’ under Romanian occupation — including Bershad, Shargorod, Kopaigorod,
Dzhurin, Murafa — Jewish communities were confined to 2 small section of town designated as the ghetto but were
largely left intact. Many of their numbers were later reinforced by Jewish refugees deported from Romama
{Bukovina and Bessarabia), as was the Tulchin ghetto. Some Pechora survivors suggest that these other local
communities were left in ghettos rather than deported to camps because of sufficient bribes, or “Jewish taxes,” paid
to the Romanian officials.

3% See Carp (1947); Ancel (1986); Agmon et al., (1994); Carp (1994), Kruglov (1997), USHMMA RG 22.002M,
reel 3, 7021-54- 1258, pp. 269, 271, 300; ibid.. reel 3, 7021-54-1271, pp. 11-3. 17; ibid., reel 4. 7021-54-1341,
pp.31-33, 160-7, 171-6.

ih

In 1988, Misha and Fira Bartik began clamoring for recognition of Pechora as a4 concentration camp through a
radio broadcast in Moscow, participation in 4 conference of child survivors of the camps and ghettos, a letter
campaign to Soviet officials. and the drafting of a list of child survivors of Pechora from Tulchin (other communities
of survivors drafted similar lists, these lists only included those who were age 14 and below at the start of the war).
In response, the Bartiks began to receive encouraging letters from Pechora survivors residing all over the Soviet
Union.

*7 Some of the Jews who escaped from Pechora came begging in the Tulchin ghetto. They turned to relatives and
former neighbors for help but often found themselves rebuffed, even reported to the Romanian and Ukrainian
authorities, by the fearful ghetto inhabitants,

*® A similar relationship of misunderstanding exists with those who were in evacuation. One woman evacuee asked
a camp surviver in my presence why she had not fled or joined the partisans.
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\nie Bucheister of the Claims Coenterence suggests that Pechora 15 ciassified by the Germans as a uhetto, noras a

ieath camp. because “Jews were placed in Pechora 1o be worked. notto be killed Athouyn nany in Pechora
vere shot ~ (personal cotrespondence). 18 assertions are not feid up by eariv or recent survivor testimonies or by
lomanian docUmentaio:n on the CAMD 15e¢ dbove)  40AC2L an expert on Romaman Jewry ana [ransmstna. states, un

e contrarv, that Pechora was a camp o1 destruenon anda that no one survived Pechora who aid not escape (this last
point is contenrious. see peipw ). Ancel conrrasts the means of death from Auschwitz. but not the intent {personal
correspondence)  Moareaver. aithouch a cenain percentage ot lews tram the Pechora camp were transported across
1he Bug to German labor camps. Pechora itself was net a site ot Jabor

' The existence of barbed wire 15 dispurea WILRIN SUMVILVGT tesHMontes

' Certainly. the derinition o1 chetta being used by Pechora survivors tieeas 1o be problematized  Strope distinetions
exist between Romanian ana Uerman gnettos, the former largelv regulated sites of nunger. 1ilth. ana disease, the
latter of slave labor and pentodic mass axiony unhl the unettos were tully liguidated  See Govkher { 1992). Lower
120001 Perhaps. all that Romaman and German ghettos snared i commaon. airfenne trom the camps, was the locus

T confinement to a set of houses along a street or a few sireers. rather than conrinement 1o buildings (or in some
cases stables or barns) fullv aisplaced from amenines o1 home, nouse. or rown  Uiettos on L kraiman tesntory also
differed from Polish ghertos in terms of the degree of continement. the veneral lack of barbed wire. the greater
Interaction with local non-Jewish inhabrtants. See Lower (2000)

™ Clearly, not all Polish concentration camps were furnisned with zas cnambpers and crematorium.

I fact. a distinction has recently ansen (nthe languagze ot the Claims L unterence. qistinguisiing tetween jorced
and sfave laborers, and respectivelv. between those whao were deported to Germany and those who remained in labor
camps under occupaton in the East. The Claims Conference also distinguisies petween Jewish and non-Jlewish
forced and slave laborers (see http://www claimscon.org)  Sull. Pechora was not a labor camp such as those across
the Bug nver in the German zone, nor was 11 a Polish-styvie concentration camp  So how does the German
sovernment label Pechora”

" The Bartiks receive a German pension tormulated for Pechora as a camp.

* The Bartiks. who now live in Germany, receive a larger monthly pension of 500 DM. correlated on the increased
living standard of Western Europe.

“ This mirrors the response by Pechora survivors 1o attempts by ghetto survivors to establish a shared narrative of
suffering for Transnistria that does not distinguish Pechora from other sites.

" In Gaisin, in addition to Yablonskii. I interviewed Arkadii Burshtein. a native of a village 1n the Gaisin region,
who survived a series of German labor camps — including Raigorod, Bratslav, Mikhailovka. and [vangorod - before
fleeing to the Gaisin ghetio to tind his father, the one surviving member of his family As a specialist. his father had
been preserved in the ghetto, Together they survived a partial liquidation of the Gaisin ghetto and, with the aid of
Ukrainian friends. fled across the Bug to Bershad in the final months of the German/Romaman occupation.
Yablonskii questions his testimony and challenges his claim to surviving German camps. In her view, he was in
“the ghetto” the whole ttime.  Again, one must distinguish between the Romaman anda German ghettos (see abave
discussion). One must also question the underlving motivation for such charged local debates over camp or ghetto
and the right to certain memory claims

* Local village leaders do express a current interest in incorporating a brief history of the camp, including archival

documents and survivor testimanies, into the museum extubit  Still. it is curious whyv the episode of the Romantan

death camp, so central to the village's recent history, has (up unul now) been pushed to the margins of forgetting in
the public memory, especiallv when one considers that the chosen historical representations of the school musenm

ire mtended to transmit a collective memory to village youtn,

" In my visits to Pechora with survivors, no one enters the main building which now houses the clinic. Instead.
AIrVIVOrs continue to negotiate dead and dving bodies lining the comdors and basement and to recall endless hours
rimmobility and or killing e with therr fingers until 2 smis rediened worh Blood

Pechara survivars resent the questian trequently posea (otien by tellow Jews wio were i Romaman ghettos or in
evacuation) “why didn’t vou tlee?™ or. mare accuratelv. “why did vou continue to return?” questions which confirm
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what Langer calls “the vast imaginative space  separaung survivors “abnormal” and incomparable experiences
from our attempts at understanding through values of normality and comparison. See Langer (1991 19-22)
Interestingly, survivors of different traumatic expenences (and sometimes the same) otten impose comparative and

normative medels on one another's stories,
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